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Impact of Moral Foundations on Consumers’ Boycott Intentions: A Cross-Cultural Study of Crisis 

Perceptions and Responses in the U.S., South Korea, Malaysia and Singapore  

Abstract  

This study investigates the effects of individuals’ ethics on perceptions and responses to a 

company’s crisis,Drawing on Moral Foundations Theory, it empirically tests a theoretical model 

of crisis attribution and emotional reaction with two antecedents (i.e., individualizing moral and 

binding moral) on three outcomes (i.e., crisis attribution, emotions, and boycott intentions), using 

more than 4000 samples from four culturally-diverse countries - the U.S., South Korea, Malaysia 

and Singapore. 

The study finds that individualizing and binding moral foundations have significant 

effects on attribution, emotional reaction, and behavioral intentions related to corporate 

irresponsibility, but that their effects are distinct and vary across countries. Individualizing moral 

foundations lead to boycott intentions through their positive direct effects and indirect effects via 

blame attribution and emotional reactions. However, the effects of binding moral foundations is 

multifaceted. They directly inhibit boycott intentions while invoking boycott intentions through 

their positive indirect effects via attribution and emotion. (149 words) 

 

Keywords: moral foundations theory; individualizing moral foundation; binding moral 

foundation, corporate social irresponsibility; crisis communication 
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Impact of Moral Foundations on Consumers’ Boycott Intentions: A Cross-Cultural Study of Crisis 

Perceptions and Responses in the U.S., South Korea, Malaysia and Singapore   

Background 

Past research has argued that “crises are largely perceptual” (Coombs & Holladay, 

2012, p. 6). Essentially, crises are unanticipated events that trigger much uncertainty and 

anxiety which often threaten companies’ priority goals (Seeger & Ulmer, 2001).  As 

consumers often exercise judgement of crisis situations (Weiner, 1986; 2000; Weiner, Perry, 

& Magnusson, 1988), attributions of whatever has caused the crisis are based on situational 

perceptions of how a company appears to be managing the crisis. Against the backdrop of 

this attribution process, crisis communication scholars have contended that communication in 

crisis times is thus critically important so that consumers’ negative perceptions can be better 

managed to reshape a company’s battered image among its key consumers (Benoit, 1997; 

Coombs, 2007; Coombs & Holladay, 2002). In other words, what matters most is how 

companies are perceived to be responsible for the crisis, particularly the manner in which 

ethical issues concerning virtues such as justice and care are framed and addressed when 

managing crises (Sandin, 2009). As such, crisis communication studies have focused on 

identifying the types of communication messages, frames, or strategies that effectively can 

reduce consumers’ ethical concerns (Nabi, 2003; Coombs, 2007; Sandin, 2009).  

However, this company-centric framework fails to aptly capture today’s business 

environment where consumers are highly fragmented and no longer passively accept the 

claims offered by businesses (Barone, Miyazaki, & Taylor, 2000; Brown & Dacin, 1997; 

Creyer & Ross, 1997; Sen & Bhattacharya, 2001). Such diverse segments of consumers also 

mean that their reactions to the same crisis situation and corporate messages may differ vastly 

(Coombs, 2007). During a crisis, for example, consumers may contemplate a company’s 

history or prior reputation. They also may express negative sentiments such as outrage, and 
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react emotionally and cognitively without having enough knowledge about the company, 

especially when they feel that their moral standards are discordant with the company’s 

misconduct (Lindenmeier, Schleer, & Pricl, 2012). This happens when companies are 

unmindful of varying moral standards which differ across individuals and cultures.  

This study takes an audience-centered approach to understanding individuals’ crisis 

attribution processes and the impact of their moral foundations on their subsequent behavioral 

intentions to boycott a company. Previous research on ethics has suggested that individuals’ 

moral philosophies affect their judgments and actions. This, in turn, may influence their 

perception and evaluation of a crisis, hence may impact individuals’ decisions to attribute 

company’s responsibility for the crisis (Forsyth, 1980; Forsyth, O’Boyle, & McDaniel, 2008). 

Only recently has research begun to examine the effects of individuals’ ethics on the decision 

to support or dissociate from a company (Schlegelmilch & Öbeseder, 2010). Although 

previous studies have indicated that perceived violation of moral standards leads to moral 

outrage (e.g., Batson, Chao, & Givens 2009; Lindenmeier, Schleer, & Pricl, 2012), few 

studies have investigated the impact of specific types of moral foundations held by diverse 

stakeholder groups on each of the crisis attribution processes, i.e., attribution, emotions, and 

boycott intentions.  

To fill the research gap on individuals’ ethics on perceptions and responses to a 

corporate crisis, this study looks at two types of moral foundations. The two independent 

variables are 1) individualizing moral foundation, and 2) binding moral foundation. Drawing 

on Moral Foundations Theory (hereinafter MFT) (Haidt & Graham, 2007; Haidt & Joseph, 

2004), it aims to test empirically a theoretical model of crisis attribution process with these 

two factors of moral foundations on three outcomes, i.e., 1) crisis attribution, 2) emotions, 

and 3) boycott intentions. The theoretical model could find root in previous research on MFT 

(Crone & Laham, 2015; Low & Wui, 2015; Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012).  
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In addition, given that moral foundations and ethical decision-making vary across 

cultures (Robertson & Fadil, 1999; Christie, Kwon, Stoeberl & Baumhart, 2003), we aim to 

test our research model using samples from four culturally-diverse countries - the U.S. (a 

Western nation), South Korea (an Eastern nation), Malaysia and Singapore (Southeast Asian 

nations). Different ethnic backgrounds are associated with different types of moral 

foundations (Haidt et al., 1993). Haidt (2008) suggested that some cultures emphasize 

protecting individuals (i.e., individualizing approach) while other cultures emphasize binding 

individuals into group moral values such as duties and loyalty (i.e., binding approach). As 

individualizing approach focuses on individuals as the locus of moral value while binding 

approach focuses on the group as the locus of moral value (Haidt, 2008), the effects of two 

moral foundation approaches (i.e., individualizing and binding) across cultures may be 

related to the previous studies on individualism in Western countries and collectivism in 

Eastern Countries (Haidt & Joseph, 2004).  

Past studies have shown that individualism is more dominant in the United States and 

collectivism in South Korea (Cho et al., 1999). Multicultural Malaysia and Singapore, on the 

other hand, exhibit cultural hybridization and have a culture that tended to balance both 

dimensions given their plurality of Asian ethnicity and colonial legacy (Noor & Leong, 2013; 

Yeo & Pang, in press). The choice of these countries thus makes this study interesting as it 

offers a unique window into cultural differences that affect consumers’ crisis perceptions and 

responses. While ethnic differences have been shown to escalate the severity of company’s 

crises (Falkheimer & Heide, 2006), moral judgments are often similar across cultures and 

sometimes variable (Graham et al., 2011). As such, we are keen to uncover whether or not 

global companies’ crises are perceived differently across cultures due to two types of moral 

foundations (i.e., Individualizing and binding) that are more or less salient in different 

cultures. Hence, we ask the following research questions: 
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RQ1: To what extent is the proposed theoretical model of crisis attribution-

emotions-boycott intentions with two types of moral foundations universally 

applicable across Western, Eastern and Southeast Asian cultures? 

RQ2: Are there any national/cultural differences in the impacts of moral foundations 

on three outcomes? (i.e., blame attribution, emotions, and boycott intentions)? 

Literature review 

Crisis Attribution, Emotional Reactions, and Behavioral Intentions  

According to the Moral Outrage Model (Antonetti & Maklan, 2014), consumers’ 

responses to a company’s crisis comprise three sequential steps: crisis attribution, emotional 

reactions, and behavioral intentions. When a crisis occurs, individuals make cognitive efforts 

to understand the causes and consequences of the crisis (Coombs & Holladay, 1996; Lee, 

2004; Huang, 2006). They judge the morality/immorality of the company and its conduct 

which are based on individuals’ attribution process, assessing dimensions, such as locus of 

causality and controllability (Coombs, 1995, 1998; Coombs & Holladay, 1996).  

Also, emotional reactions have received ample academic attention as a major drive to 

generating behaviors (Antonetti & Maklan, 2014; Smith, Haynes, Lazarus, & Pope, 1993). 

And this moral outrage was identified as “cognitions that lead to, and are associated with, this 

emotional experience” (Antonetti & Maklan, 2014, p.1). Because crises are emotion-laden 

incidents (Coombs & Holladay, 2005; Jin, 2010), emotional responses are variable from a 

low level to a high level of revenge actions against the company (Fediuk, Coombs, & Botero, 

2012).  

When the crisis is associated with injustice and immorality, it can trigger negative 

emotions among consumers including anger, resentment (Gonzales & Tyler, 2007), distress, 

and sympathy toward victims (Erlandsson, Björklund, & Bäckstrom, 2015). This is because 

crises violate consumers’ expectations (Batson et al., 2009; Lazarus, 1991) and break the 
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psychological contract between consumers and the company (Fediuk et al., 2010) inevitably 

leading to moral outrage (Lindenmeier et al., 2012). As a result, consumers unleash their 

anger and negative feelings in seeking to bring the company to justice for its immorality and 

misconduct. 

 Consequent to blame attribution and moral outrage (Bechwati & Morrin, 2007; 

Weiner, 2000), active groups of consumers engage in retaliatory actions via direct or indirect 

means (Grégoire, Laufer, & Tripp, 2010). These include negative word of mouth, vindictive 

complaining, switching to an alternative (Grégoire & Fisher, 2008) or calling for boycotts of 

the company’s products (Braunsberger & Buckler, 2009; Heijnen & van der Made, 2012). 

The latter offers consumers an avenue to exhibit their dissatisfaction and anger (Shaw, 

Newholm, & Dickinson, 2006; Ettenson & Klein, 2005) by putting pressure on the company 

to change its problematic behavior, or by punishing the company for committing an 

irresponsible act (Friedman, 1999).  

Noticeably absent in the aforementioned literature is lack of understanding of the role 

of consumer-driven moral values in the process of crisis responses. As few studies have 

examined perspectives of individual ethics on crisis attribution, emotions, and subsequent 

behavioral reactions to unethical corporate behaviors, we are interested in investigating the 

whole process of attribution-emotions-boycott intentions and their impact through the lens of 

two types of moral foundations: individualizing moral foundations and binding moral 

foundations. By so doing, we hope to explain similarities and differences in people’s crisis 

attribution and its emotional outcomes at the individual level and at the group level. The 

following section discusses the development of our theoretical framework and the two types 

of moral foundations.  

Theoretical Framework: Moral Foundation Theory (MFT) 
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 MFT was developed to address several fundamental questions/assumptions about 

morality (Haidt & Graham, 2007; Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009). For instance, what are 

basic elements of morality? Is morality fluid or fixed? Why are moral judgments often so 

similar across cultures (in other words, are there fundamental elements or processes of 

morality that are universal across cultures), yet sometimes so variable (in other words, is 

morality culture-specific or culturally learned/shaped)? 

In this regard, MFT invites pluralism by acknowledging that morality consists of 

multiple domains (rather than being a single entity, such as justice/fairness), which evolves as 

society encounters many recurrent social challenges and political and cultural obstacles. 

Pluralism is the backbone concept molded into integrating a framework such as MTF’s 

binding and individualizing moral foundations. It leaves room to extend its moral domain 

relative to new social phenomena such as human isolation from capitalism, and corporate 

greed.     

Haidt and his colleagues (Haidt & Graham, 2007; Haidt & Joseph, 2004; 2007) 

suggested five moral foundations: harm/care, fairness/reciprocity, in-group/loyalty, 

authority/respect, and purity/sanctity. Of these, harm/care and fairness/reciprocity 

foundations are referred to as individualizing foundations, while the other three are referred to 

as binding foundations. 

Regarding individualizing moral foundations, harm/care is about caring for others 

(Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 20099) and avoiding inflicting harm (Nilsson & Erlandsson, 

2014). Fairness/reciprocity is associated with fair treatment of individuals (Haidt & Graham, 

2007; Haidt & Joseph, 2004, 2007). These domains are referred to as individualizing 

foundations due to their emphasis on the rights and welfare of individuals. The value of 

fairness, reciprocity, and justice are highlighted in concerns of reciprocal altruism (Trivers, 

1971). Also, based on the ethic of justice (Kohlberg, 1969), individuals tend to care about 
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vulnerable groups’ or minorities’ issues, thus become sensitive to the harm/care component 

in moral foundations. As such, fairness/reciprocity and harm/care components may be 

connected to appraisals of harm to individuals inflicted by corporate crises and misconduct.  

The three domains - in-group/loyalty, authority/respect, and purity/sanctity - are 

considered binding moral foundations as they focus on group-binding loyalty, duty, and self-

control (Graham et al., 2009). To explain, in-group/loyalty concerns individuals’ loyalty and 

duty to, and sacrifice for, their in-groups, such as family, church, or country. 

Authority/respect is related to respecting social order, leadership, and traditions. The virtues 

of purity/sanctity emphasize suppressing selfishness and, instead, cultivating a spiritual 

mindset (Graham et al., 2009). As a result, binding morality’s intensity might lead directly to 

boycott intentions against a company that created problems and tragedies in a local 

community or group. 

MFT addresses the duality of moral foundations: fixity/fluidity and 

commonality/variance of morality. Haidt and his colleagues (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009) 

suggested that moral intuitions came from people’s innate psychological mechanisms. These 

psychological systems are innate but malleable and editable through various individual and 

cultural experiences (Marcus, 2004). That is to say, the five sets of moral foundations are the 

psychological building blocks “from which cultures create moralities that are unique yet 

constrained in their variations” (Haidt & Joseph, 2006, p. 16). In other words, they evolve 

from their status of being a draft of the moral mind, a process allowing more-appealing moral 

arguments to individuals in different groups and cultures (Graham et al., 2009). As such, 

MFT can explain both similarities and differences in morality across diverse cultures (Haidt 

& Graham, 2007; Graham et al., 2009). The five domains of morality are commonly found in 

most cultures, but each domain has varying weights and impacts across cultures such that 

binding moral foundations such as loyalty and sanctity are more salient in eastern cultures 



IMPACT OF MORAL FOUNDATIONS ON 

BOYCOTT  10 

 
(South Asia, East Asia, and Southeast Asia) than in western cultures (United States, Canada, 

United Kingdom and other Western European countries) (Graham et al., 2011).   

MFT has been applied to various contexts such as prosocial behavior (e.g., sustainable 

consumption practices, Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013; Watkins, Aitken & Mather, 

2016, donations, Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012), political decision making (Franks & 

Scherr, 2015), political orientations (e.g., Graham et al., 2009; Graham et al., 2011; Van 

Leeuwen & Park, 2009), and individuals’ moral reasoning for specific policy issues such as 

abortion or torture (Koleva et al., 2012). Surprisingly, however, little is known about the role 

of moral foundations in business contexts, particularly in a company’s crisis.  

In this study, we focus on the utility of MFT to provide a useful ethics-driven research 

framework to examine consumers’ cognitive, emotional, and behavioral responses to 

unethical corporate behavior. In this regard, we focus on moral plurality in the MFT to 

examine diverse moral dimensions guiding consumers’ responses in the context of business 

irresponsibility. We think moral plurality in the MFT allows us to explore distinct types of 

moral foundations that might have varying influence on consumers’ reactions to a global 

firm’s (unethical) business operation (Van Cranenburgh & Arenas, 2014).    

More, MFT posits that morality is a cultural byproduct rather than a finished or fixed 

concept of universal applicability. It assumes that cultural norms and culturally shaped 

emotions have a substantial impact on the domain of morality and the process of moral 

judgment (Haidt, Koller, Dias, 1993). As MFT constructs have been developed and designed 

to elaborate cultural impact on ethical dissensus (Rossouw, 1994) between political parties or 

nationalities (Haidt & Graham, 2007; Graham et al., 2009), we use the MFT framework to 

picture regional and cultural differences in thought processes behind ethical behavioral 

intentions. The extension of MFT to the context of a corporate crisis would enable us to 

examine the roles of individuals’ moral standards in explaining culturally-different segments 
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of people whose attitudinal and behavioral responses to a crisis could be dissimilar from one 

another. 

Previous literature has noted the impact of individual differences and culture on 

ethical decision making (Christie et al., 2003; Kuntz et al., 2013; Robertson & Fadil, 1999).  

But the roles of moral foundations in business ethics and multinational consumers’ responses 

to unethical corporate behavior across diverse cultures have not been investigated. Although 

MFT is relatively well-established, the applicability of MFT frameworks to business contexts 

has remained as an empirical question. Hence, we have decided to apply MFT application in 

the context of corporate social irresponsibility and consumers’ boycott intentions that can be 

best understood by using a variety of ethical approaches (Fraedrich, Thorne, & Ferrell, 1994; 

Van Cranenburgh & Arenas, 2014). As such, we aim to empirically examine two types of 

MFT approaches in the context of a corporate crisis by testing the following research model 

and hypotheses.  

Research Model and Hypotheses 

Figure 1 shows the research model and hypotheses. Drawing on attribution theory 

(Weiner, 2000) and the Moral Outrage Model (Antonetti & Maklan, 2014), we posit that 

consumers’ cognitive, affective, and behavioral responses to crisis should be defined as 

attribution, negative emotional reactance, and boycott intentions. Numerous previous studies 

have confirmed the relationship between these variables (e.g., Fediuk et al., 2010; Kim & 

Cameron, 2011). This study thus focuses on the effects of moral foundations on the three 

factors, rather than testing the link among those three factors.  

Although several studies used the five-factor model (e.g., Koleva, Graham, Iyer, 

Ditto, & Haidt, 2012; Low & Wui, 2015; Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2014), other studies have 

adopted a simplified, two-factor model of moral foundations (e.g., Franks & Scherr, 2015; 

Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013; Winterich et al., 2012). We have chosen to follow the 
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two-factor model to take advantage of the parsimonious model. For instance, the 2015 study 

by Franks and Scherr (i.e., in the 2012 US Presidential Election) showed that when five sets 

of moral foundations are collapsed into two groups (individualizing and binding), 

individualizing foundations predicted support for Barack Obama, while binding foundations 

predicted support for Mitt Romney. Kidwell et al (2013) tested the effects of individualizing 

and binding appeals on individuals’ actual recycling behaviors. As the focus of our study is to 

examine the impact of individualizing vs. binding moral intuitions/concerns, looking into 

different effects of five sets of moral foundations is not efficient, whereas the two-factor- 

model of moral foundations is a useful framework explaining differences in people’s political 

views, attitudes and behaviors.   

We posit that individual moral judgment is connected closely to attitudinal and 

behavioral responses to social matters and to corporate crises. People compare their moral 

norms with the perceived morality/immorality of corporate behavior; discrepancy between 

the two will lead to moral outrage and boycott intentions (Lindenmeier et al., 2012). Building 

on Haidt’s and Graham’s (2007) theoretical framework, we propose hypotheses that both 

individualizing and binding moral foundations have positive associations with three elements 

of crisis attribution process, namely blame attribution, negative emotions, and boycott 

intentions.   

First, we presume that two individualizing moral foundations - fairness/reciprocity 

and harm/care - will affect individuals’ crisis attribution processes, emotions, and boycott 

intentions. Resonating with the ethic of empathy (de Waal, 2008) and the ethic of care 

(Gilligan, 1982), increasing fairness/reciprocity and harm/care components in moral 

judgment will lead to greater levels of empathy toward victims and to weighing more heavily 

a corporation’s responsibility for a crisis. As individuals with harm/care moral foundation 

morally disapprove of pain/harm-causing entities while approving of those who prevent harm 
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(Koleva et al., 2012), they also will do likewise for a company involved in a crisis. In 

addition, individuals having strong fairness/reciprocity moral foundation focus on equality 

and justice. Hence, when these individuals feel that the corporate crisis violates their moral 

principles of fairness/reciprocity, their blame attribution, emotions and behavior will work 

against the company. Individuals possessing these two individualizing moral foundations will 

see a corporate crisis as a transgression rather than an accident or unfortunate circumstance; 

resultantly, they will have negative emotions such as anger against the corporation and 

stronger intentions to participate in boycott.  

To answer our RQ1, we posit the following hypotheses:  

H1: Individualizing moral foundation will increase a) the blame attribution to, b) 

negative emotional responses to, and c) boycott intentions against, the 

company in crisis. 

Second, three binding moral foundations also are expected to influence people’s crisis 

attribution processes, emotions, and boycott intentions. Binding moral emphasizes 

“conformity” to social norm and fulfillment of prescribed duties, while individualizing moral 

focuses on protecting individuals’ “right” against injustice. As for individuals with in-

group/loyalty foundation, the group’s well-being and cohesion are sought (Koleva et al., 

2012), hence individuals’ loyalty/ies and sacrifice/s for their in-groups are important (Haidt 

& Graham, 2007; Haidt & Joseph, 2004; 2007). The authority/respect foundation refers to 

respecting social order, and those with this kind of foundation prefer stability to change 

(Graham et al., 2009). The purity/sanctity foundation emphasizes cultivating spiritual mindset 

and is associated with the emotion of disgust in response to spiritual corruption (Koleva et al., 

2012).  

Taken together, individuals with high binding moral foundations are more sensitive to 

social dangers and more protective of themselves from them (e.g., van Leeuwen & Park, 
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2009), thus are likely to blame the company for a crisis caused by its selfishness or greed. 

Due to the salience of purity and sanctity as moral foundations, people often judge disgusting 

or disrespectful actions to be moral violations (e.g., eating a dog), even when they are 

harmless.  Owing to high levels of attachment to in-group, binding foundations are likely to 

motivate individuals to engage in moral behaviors to protect their groups (Winterich et al., 

2012).  Conceptually, binding moral foundations are associated with duty-based morality, 

which emphasizes conformity to absolute standards, rules, codes, and social norms, as the 

basis for determining whether or not an action is moral (Wurthmann, 2015). When putting 

this perspective into corporate context, binding moral foundation will increase blame 

attribution of a company as the company has violated its “duties” toward consumers.  

Accordingly, when individuals feel a company’s misconduct is working against their 

in-group’s wellbeing and a society’s stability, and when a company’s intentions are seen as 

impure and intentional, they likely will view the company negatively and will have negative 

attitudinal and behavioral intentions against it. Therefore, we posit the following second 

hypothesis:  

H2: Binding moral foundation will increase a) the blame attribution to, b) negative 

emotional responses to, and c) boycott intentions against, the company in 

crisis. 

In addition to testing the above two hypotheses, we would like to see if there are any 

cultural differences in the impacts of moral foundations on three outcomes (RQ2). Despite 

Haidt and Kesebir (2010) having suggested that these moral foundations are universally 

present, different societies do have different cultures and moralities and do emphasize 

different foundations (Haidt et al., 1993; Koleva et al., 2012). For example, different ethnic 

backgrounds are associated with different types of moral foundations (Haidt et al., 1993). 

While MFT research is still in its infancy, some progress already has been made in examining 
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moral foundations in several cultures. For example, Graham and colleagues (2012) found that 

region is a significant predictor of moral foundation-related concerns. Specifically, Easterners 

(in this context, Asians) expressed slightly-greater levels of binding morality such as loyalty 

and purity than did Westerners. This observation supported findings in previous research 

establishing cultural differences in collectivism and individualism (Triandis, 1995, cited in 

Graham et al., 2012) such as those expressed in daily living and religious practices in Eastern 

cultures (Shweder, Much, Mahapatra, & Park, 1997, cited in Graham et al., 2012).  

Several cross-cultural studies on ethical decision making supported cultural 

differences. Ethical decision making differs across cultures mainly due to contrasting cultural 

dimensions of individualism and collectivism in ethical decision making (Triandis, 1995). 

Further, ethical dissensus can be explained on various grounds. For example, some research 

contends that Easterners tend to judge based on thought processes more holistic and complex 

than those of Westerners (Choi, Dalal, Kim-Prieto, & Park, 2003). Another cultural 

observation by Robertson and Fadil (1999) posited the association between utilitarianism and 

collectivism as an ethically-right action maximizes the good of the overall society, in contrast 

to ethical egoism where individual right is more focused on social wellbeing (Donaldson & 

Werhane, 1993, cited in Robertson & Fadil, 1999). Knowledge of cultural differences aligned 

with moral foundations would fill the research gap of explicating individuals’ reactions to a 

corporate crisis across diverse cultures.  

In sum, this study purports to build a model specifying MFT roles in predicting crisis 

attribution, emotion, and boycott intentions by testing H1 and H2. Further, we also explore 

cultural differences or universal applicability in the suggested model by addressing RQ 1 and 

RQ2.  

Method 
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This study used large scale surveys to solicit the feelings of different consumers from 

the U.S., South Korea, Malaysia and Singapore. A reputable research company, Qualtrics, 

was hired to collect data from their pool of survey respondents. The exercise was carried out 

over three months March to June 2016 with an estimated 1100 participants from each country 

making the total number of participants 4439. Of this number, 54% females, 46% males. As 

for age of participants, across the four countries, the average was 39 (US average 47, South 

Korea 40, Malaysia 33, and Singapore 37).  

The web survey comprised measures of antecedents, mediating variables, outcomes, 

and a modified scenario extracted from a published story on a crisis faced by a global 

conglomerate in the fashion industry. Story context and plot were taken from a real-life crisis 

case to provide accurate and true-to-life realism, although all names (companies, countries 

and products) were changed to make the article appear “fictitious” so as to avoid inducing 

preconceived thoughts or emotions that may have resulted from previously reading about the 

crisis. Name changes also allowed removal of possible confounding factors associated by 

participants’ nationalities or by identification of the country in which the company was based. 

Using a “fictitious” company further meant that generalizability of measurement could be 

obtained across the four countries. 

To measure participants’ personal ethical attributions of the crisis, they first were 

asked to read a vignette (see appendix A for details) about a company facing an ethical crisis 

in global business practices, i.e., the “fictitious” scenario. Thereafter, participants responded 

to questions based on that fictitious scenario. Measures included several sets of questionnaire 

which captured participants’ 1) individualizing moral foundation, 2) binding moral 

foundation, 3) blame attribution, 4) emotional responses, and 5) boycott intentions. The 

survey also captured participants’ demographics which included income, ethnicity, marital 

status and educational level. Total duration of the survey was about 15 minutes.  
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Measured variables  

Individualizing moral foundations.  Borrowing existing measurements from Haidt and 

Graham (2007) participants rated the following four statements on a 5-point Likert scale (M = 

4.05, SD = .70, α = .80 in the U.S., M = 4.00, SD = .53, α =.67 in S. Korea., M = 4.36, SD 

= .54, α =.79 in Malaysia, M = 4.19, SD = .56, α =.80 in Singapore): “Compassion for those 

who are suffering is the most crucial virtue,” “Justice, fairness and equality are a society’s 

most important requirements,” “When government makes laws, the first principle should be 

to ensure that everyone is treated fairly,” and “Government first and foremost must protect all 

people from harm” (1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree). A higher mean score indicates 

stronger individualizing moral foundations.  

 Binding moral foundations. Borrowing existing measurements from Haidt and 

Graham (2007) participants rated the following five statements on a 5-point Likert scale (M = 

3.46, SD = .68, α =67. in the U.S., M =3.71, SD = .55, α =.68 in S. Korea., M = 3.99, SD 

= .54, α =.69 in Malaysia, M = 3.78, SD = .55, α =.67 in Singapore): “People should not do 

what revolts others, even if no one is harmed,” “Chastity remains an important virtue for 

teenagers today, even if many disagree,” “Government should try to help people live 

virtuously and avoid sin,” “Respect for authority is what all children need to learn,” and 

“When government makes laws, those laws always should respect the nation’s traditions and 

heritage.” (1 = Strongly disagree, 5 = Strongly agree). A higher mean score indicates stronger 

binding moral foundations.   

Emotions. Borrowing existing measurements from Kim and Cameron (2011), this 

study measured three emotional dimensions—anger (e.g., “I feel angry with this crisis” and 

three other items), sympathy (e.g., “I feel sad to hear about this crisis” and two other items), 

and panic (e.g., “I feel fearful because of this news” and two other items). Participants rated 

ten statements for three dimensions on a 5-point Likert scale (M = 3.70, SD = .74, α =90. in 
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the U.S., M =3.81, SD = .60, α =.92 in S. Korea, M = 3.77, SD = .58, α =.88 in Malaysia, M = 

3.64, SD = .53, α =.85 in Singapore).   

Attribution. Adopted and modified from Griffin, Babin, and Darden’s (1992), this 

study used the following three items on a 5-point Likert scale to measure blame attribution 

(M = 3.91, SD = .83, α =86 in the U.S., M =4.03, SD = .65, α =.78 in S. Korea, M = 3.97, SD 

= .67, α =.72 in Malaysia, M = 3.87, SD = .66, α =.73 in Singapore): “The crisis was 

preventable by WorldJeans,” “WorldJeans has enough resources to have prevented the crisis 

from occurring,” and “WorldJeans’ greed to maximize profit margin is the direct cause of this 

crisis.” 

Boycott intentions. As for the measurement of boycott intentions, we adopted and 

modified ten items from Klein, John and Smith (2001),  and Kim and Rhee (2011) on a 5-

point Likert scale (M = 3.71, SD = .84, α =91 in the U.S., M =3.61, SD = .59, α =.86 in S. 

Korea, M = 3.48, SD = .72, α =.89 in Malaysia, M = 3.50, SD = .69, α =.89 in Singapore): 

The survey questionnaire included “I would recommend others to avoid WorldJeans’ 

products,” “I would feel guilty if I bought a WorldJeans’ product,” “I would subscribe to a 

boycott website against WorldJean products across the globe,” and seven more items.  

Results 

To test the hypotheses and the research model, structural equation modeling analyses 

were performed using a path analysis approach. Data were analyzed with the IBM AMOS 23 

software program, with a covariance-based approach, using maximum-likelihood estimation.  

We first tested a fully-saturated path model, where all observed variables in our 

research model are predicted to have a relationship with each other. Figure 1 shows a visual 

representation of the saturated model. Although we did not formulate any research 

hypotheses about the relationships between attribution, emotion, and boycott intentions, we 

added to the saturated model the paths between them because previous studies consistently 
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have confirmed a significant association between those (Antonetti & Maklan, 2014; Grégoire  

et al. 2010; Joireman, Grégoire, Devezer & Tripp, 2013).  

Insert Figure 1 about here 

Results of the saturated path model analyses are summarized in Table 1. As the model 

is saturated, typical fit indices such as chi-square, CFI, TLI, and NFI are not meaningful 

because the saturated model has a perfect fit (e.g., χ2 = 0, CFI, TLI, NFI = 1.000). 

 Overall, results provided partial support for our original research model. H1 predicts 

the path from individualizing moral foundations to attribution (H1a), emotions (H1b), and 

boycott intentions (H1c). Individualizing moral foundations had a positive relationship with 

attribution in all four samples (β the US = .473, p < .001; β S. Korea = .419, p < .001; β 

Malaysia = .319, p < .001; β Singapore = .387, p < .001). Individualizing moral foundations 

also had a significant, positive association with emotions in all four samples (β the US = .473, 

p < .001; β S. Korea = .419, p < .001; β Malaysia = .319, p < .001; β Singapore = .387, p 

< .001). Hence, H1a and H1b were supported. Results suggest that individuals with high 

individualizing moral foundations perceive the crisis as a result of corporate transgression 

rather than as accident or unfortunate circumstance. They also have a higher level of 

emotional reactions. H1c posits that individualizing moral foundations had a positive, direct 

association with boycott intentions. Results show that individualizing moral foundations has a 

significant association with boycott intentions in the US sample and the S. Korea sample (β 

the US = .076, p < .001; β S. Korea = .075, p < .01), but a nonsignificant association in the 

Malaysia and in the Singapore samples (β Malaysia = .041, p > .05; β Singapore = -.007, p 

> .05). Hence, H1c was partially supported.  

H2 posits a positive association between binding moral foundations and three 

variables such as attribution (H2a), emotions (H2b), and boycott intentions (H2c). Results 

show that binding moral foundations has a significant association with attribution in the 
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Malaysia sample (β Malaysia = .093, p < .01), but a nonsignificant association in other 

samples (β the US = -.008, p > .05; β S. Korea = .058, p > .05; β Singapore = -.013, p > .05). 

Hence, H2a was partially supported.  Binding moral foundations has a significant association 

with emotions in all four samples (β the US = .145, p < .001; β S. Korea = .089, p < .001; β 

Malaysia = .231, p < .001; β Singapore = .155, p < .001). Hence, H2b was fully supported. It 

appears that individuals with binding moral foundations have strong and instant emotional 

reactions not necessarily determined by a cognitive, attributional process.  H2c posits that 

binding moral foundations has a positive, direct association with boycott intentions. 

However, results show that binding moral foundations has a significant, negative association 

with boycott intentions in the US sample and the Malaysia sample (β the US = -.084, p 

< .001; β Malaysia = -.102, p < .001), and a nonsignificant association in the S. Korea sample 

and in the Singapore sample (β Korea = -.02, p > .05; β Singapore = -.035, p > .05). Hence, 

H2c was rejected.  

Overall, H1a, H1b, and H2b were fully supported, and H1c and H2a partially 

supported. H2c was rejected because the predicted association was either nonsignificant or 

significant in the opposite direction.  

Insert Table 1 about here 

To answer our RQs 1 and 2, we conducted multiple-group analyses to test whether 

country moderated the paths hypothesized in the research model. As shown in Table 2, the 

paths between binding moral foundations and attribution, and between binding moral 

foundations and boycott intentions, were invariant across all four samples. Except for those 

two, all other paths significantly moderated country, indicating that the country-level factor 

affects the predicted relationships in the model. As noted earlier (see Table 1), the effect of 

individualizing moral foundations on attribution, emotion, and boycott intentions was 

consistently higher in the US than in other countries. In contrast, binding moral foundations 
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had the strongest effects on attribution, emotion, and intentions in Malaysia.  

Insert Table 2 about here 

Integrated Model  

Next, we developed an alternative research model in which inconsistent (i.e., 

culturally variant) paths were removed from the research model. The purpose of developing 

this trimmed model is to establish a more-universally-applicable model that contains paths 

significant across the board. Results are summarized in Figure 2 and Table 3. Model fits 

assessed by TLI, CFI, and RESEA were all within acceptable ranges (> .90 for CFI, and TLI; 

< .06 or .08 for RMSEA). Chi-square values were significant in the US, S. Korea, and 

Malaysia samples, indicating that model fits were not entirely satisfactory. However, the 

appropriateness of using chi-square values for model-fit testing is questioned often, due to 

their sensitivity to sample size (Bollen & Long, 1993). Hence, adequate levels of model fit 

indicated by alternative model indices were deemed to provide sufficient validation.  

Insert Figure 2 about here 

Insert Table 3 about here 

 

Mediation Analyses 

Finally, we tested a few indirect effects implied in the integrated research model. The 

significance of the indirect effects was examined using bootstrapping techniques. As 

suggested by Preacher and Hayes (2008), 5000 bootstrap samples were computed and a bias-

corrected 90% confidence interval (CI) calculated.  

As Table 4 shows, the indirect effects of individualizing moral foundations on boycott 

intentions was significant in all four samples (Indirect the US = .389, 90% CI [.351, .427]; 

Indirect S. Korea = .295, 90% CI [.253, .336]; Indirect Malaysia = .224, 90% CI [.157, .237]; 

Indirect Singapore = .191, 90% CI [.204, .287]). As reported earlier (see Table 1), the direct 
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effects of individualizing moral foundations on boycott intentions was statistically significant 

in the US sample and the S. Korea sample (β the US = .076, p < .001; β S. Korea = .075, p 

< .01), but insignificant in the Malaysia sample and in the Singapore sample (β Malaysia 

= .041, p > .05; β Singapore = -.007, p > .05). Overall, results show that the effects of 

individualizing moral foundations on boycott intentions was partially mediated by attribution 

and emotions in the US sample and the S. Korea sample, and fully mediated in the Malaysia 

sample and the Singapore sample. This finding indicates the US and S. Korean samples’ 

decision making is driven more by ethical intuition than by fully relying on cognitive and 

affective process, in comparison to the Malaysia and Singapore samples.   

Results regarding binding moral foundations were more complicated. The indirect 

effects of binding moral foundations on boycott intentions via attribution and emotions was 

significant and positive in all four samples (Indirect the US = .070, 90% CI [.032, .108]; 

Indirect S. Korea = .080, 90% CI [.033, .127]; Indirect Malaysia = .163, 90% CI [.122, .206]; 

Indirect Singapore = .071, 90% CI [.028, .110]). As for the direct effects of binding moral 

foundations on intentions, binding moral foundations had a significant, negative association 

with boycott intentions in the US sample and the Malaysia sample (β the US = -.084, p 

< .001; β Malaysia = -.102, p < .001), and an insignificant negative association in the S. 

Korea sample and in the Singapore sample (β S. Korea = -.02, p > .05; β Singapore = -.035, p 

> .05). Overall, results indicate an inconsistent mediation model for binding moral 

foundations (MacKinnon, Krull, & Lockwood, 2000).  In other words, binding moral 

foundations appear to inhibit boycott intentions by exerting a negative, direct impact on 

intentions (in the US and Malaysia). However, when mediated by attribution and emotion, 

binding moral foundations had a positive, indirect effects on intentions.  

Insert Table 4 about here 

Discussion 
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The Differing Role of MFT in Global Corporate Irresponsibility 

This study contributes to corporate ethics and social irresponsibility scholarship by 

developing an extensive moral foundation theory model with focus on boycott intentions 

across different cultures. Based on our integrated model of four countries examined, our key 

findings demonstrate that individual moral foundations have universal impact on blame 

attribution, emotion and boycott intentions, while binding moral foundations show 

associations with emotional outrage yet have multifaceted impact on attribution and boycott 

intentions across the cultures examined in this study.  

This ethics-driven framework provides a better understanding of why people react in 

differing ways to corporate crisis, and how reactions are created based on cognitive appraisal 

of the company’s responsibility for the crisis (Grappi, Romani, & Bagozzi, 2013; Murphy & 

Schlegelmilch, 2013; Sweetin, Knowles & Summey, 2013). We also are of the view that this 

comprehensive model better explains how, in generating boycott intentions, different types of 

morals attributes affect unethical corporate behavior and invoke emotion differently. Hence, 

this study contributes to existing knowledge, and on several fronts is significant.  

First, respectfully but firmly our study challenges previous research approaches. 

Unlike conventional approaches focusing on situational factor, message factor, and 

organizational factor (Nabi, 2003; Coombs, 2007; Sandin, 2009), this study highlights 

individual moral foundations as among the most important in consumers’ crisis response. In 

our approach we employ MFT and explore specific types of moral foundations such as 

individualizing and binding foundations and how these moral foundations affect consumers 

cognitive, affective and behavioral response to corporate social irresponsibility.  

Second, this study integrates moral foundation theory and attribution theory. Such 

integration sheds insights on cultural differences in consumers’ behaviors and responses to 

corporate crises. We found that blame attribution universally holds true to predict boycott 
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across all four countries yet individualizing and binding foundations demonstrate varying 

contributions in the model across the four countries. Accordingly, our findings might help 

practitioners offer strategic approaches helpful for global companies thinking of expanding 

their business operations overseas, in addition to providing deeper comprehension into the 

differing roles of individualizing and binding foundations inducing boycott intentions in 

different cultural contexts. 

Regarding MFT’s role in predicting boycott intentions, the study finds strong 

correlation between individualizing moral foundation and attribution and emotions across all 

four countries. Given that individualizing moral foundations concerns harm and care, and 

justice and fairness in society, transnational companies’ violations of human rights in 

developing countries are seen as obvious violations of justice, such as inflicting harm on local 

communities. This leads to blame attribution and to emotional reactions. As for effects of 

binding moral foundation, limited effects of binding moral foundations on cognition of 

corporate irresponsibility were found, with the exception of Malaysia. Nevertheless, a strong 

influence of binding moral foundation on boycott intentions arises when associated with 

emotional reaction in all four countries.   

It appears that the effects of binding moral foundations on boycott intentions are 

multi-layered. On one hand, binding moral foundations induce boycott intentions when they 

trigger cognitive and affective reactions such as attribution and emotions. Paradoxically, 

higher binding moral foundations also inhibit boycott intentions. A possible reason could be 

that individuals with binding moral foundations might have a tendency to avoid revolts and 

disruptions in a given society. Hence, binding moral foundations have a positive effects on 

intentions when mediated by attribution and emotion and have a negative direct effects when 

not associated with those.  
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To summarize, our findings indicate the differing role of individualizing and binding 

moral foundations on attribution and emotion in inducing boycott intentions. The role of 

individualizing moral foundation is straightforward and one-directional. This illustrates 

consumers’ I-will-punish-the-bad-company mindset as consumers’ blame-attribution is 

affected mainly by individualizing moral foundation. In contrast, binding moral foundations 

have been found to be more related to emotional reactions to the crisis than to attribution. 

This might hint at consumers’ thought processes which are that disruptions of the 

community’s well-being are not necessarily the company’s fault but, if emotional outrage is 

associated with the crisis, they might want revenge against the company anyway.  

  Complicated roles of binding moral foundation in a corporate crisis become clearer 

when we analyze and compare the direct model for each country vs. the mediated model. 

Binding moral foundations turn out to have negative direct effects on boycott intentions, yet 

positive when mediated with cognitive and affective process allowing us to conjecture 

various roles of binding moral foundations in diverse contexts and thought processes. That is, 

in a crisis, caring for the community tends to induce vengeful sentiment against the company 

involved, but might tend to inhibit boycott intentions in pursuit of harmonious orchestration 

of the whole community when the company itself is perceived as a valid and active member 

thereof.  

This differing role of binding moral foundation might be rooted in differences 

between two moral foundations. The morality of the entity itself is based on cognition. 

However, binding morality is based on group-oriented sentiments such as loyalty, authority, 

and sacrifice for the sake of a community’s wellbeing, which are related to respecting social 

order and traditions. This study demonstrates that binding moral foundations are not only a 

conceptually unique domain but also play a distinct role in shaping consumers’ responses to a 

corporate crisis. Given that most scholarly attention has been paid to individualizing moral 
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foundations (such as care/harm/justice) in business ethics research (Grappi et al., 2013), we 

suggest that a more concerted effort is need to elaborate the role of binding moral foundations 

in order to have a more complete picture about the relationship between morality, consumer 

action, and corporate crisis. 

Cultural Differences 

Our study is the first to globally map different levels of effects of moral foundations 

in a cross-cultural crisis context. To global corporations, findings from this study provide 

interesting explanation of consumers’ behaviors as well as practical implications. As 

literature offers scant knowledge on Asian consumers relating to moral foundations and 

ethical business crises, we believe this study affords a valuable opportunity to explore 

regional traits relating to conflicts with industries, ethical consumer psychology and behavior, 

and boycott intentions. It also allows the assessment of potentially significant threats to 

business operations in major markets in Asia. By shifting research focus from a company’s 

perspective to an audience’s perspective, our study further reveals consumer insights into 

communication strategies and approaches for businesses and corporations.  

Our study also notes that while attribution and emotions fully mediate the link 

between morality and behavior in the Malaysian and in the Singaporean samples, they only 

partially mediate in the U.S. and in the South Korean samples. Here, we wish to highlight 

that Malaysia is the only country where binding moral relates significantly to blame 

attribution as well as emotional reactions. This set of findings has brought our attention to the 

multicultural and religious culture unique to Malaysian society. Compared to the other three 

countries which are highly capitalistic and economically more developed, Malaysia is a 

developing country (Fauziah & Agamuthu, 2012). Also, unlike the other three, which are 

more open to western influence including Christianity, Malaysia is dominantly a Muslim 

state although the country allows the practice of other religions as well. This may help to 
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explain the greater influence of binding morality in respect to the combination of economic 

and religious influences as Islam advocates the importance of “brotherhood,” respect for 

elders, and strict governing norms where individual selfish needs and deviation from group 

are highly discouraged. Future research might pay more attention to this area, i.e., religious 

and cultural influences on boycott intentions in developing markets.  

Like all studies, our research is not without limitations. We studied only four 

countries. Our framework should be tested and examined in other cultures such as those in 

the Middle East and Europe to obtain universal validity of results. Also, this study’s 

framework was examined in the context of an alleged human rights violation by a huge 

global enterprise, and this might not be applicable to other business contexts such as small-

medium business enterprises or issues relating to corporate social responsibility.  This study 

further yielded low Cronbach alpha reliability estimates of binding and individualizing 

measurement items although the lower estimate of .70 is commonly reported in previous 

MFT literature (e.g., Haidt & Graham, 2007; Nilsson & Erlandsson, 2015). While we 

acknowledge that this is a statistical limitation, given that this has been accepted in past 

studies, our scores still may reside within an acceptable range. Last, ethics are related to 

various social, political, cultural and religious factors, and more research is needed to explore 

antecedents comprising individual ethical traits.   

Implications  

Despite this study’s limitations, our research offers interesting insights for businesses 

operating in culturally-diverse countries or considering doing so. By adding new variables of 

moral foundations in the context of consumers’ activists and negative behaviors against 

socially- irresponsible global business, we expect our study to contribute to the development 

of crisis management theories and to provide room and impetus for research expansion in 

consumer-buying behaviors and consumer ethics. It should be noted that while multinational 
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companies operating in developing countries today increasingly have roles as quasi-

governments, those ambivalent business roles often involve with ethical issues and dilemmas 

due to differences in cultural views relating to corporate social responsibility (Valente & 

Crane, 2010). In this regard, this study further sheds light on how businesses can tackle 

difficulties when “confronted with operational, strategic and ethical decisions that were 

formerly the preserve of government” (Van Cranenburgh & Arenas, 2014, p. 523).  

As argued by Coombs and Holladay (2010), crises, after all, are perceptual and one of 

the critical components in crisis management is ethical approach (Sandin, 2009). In addition 

to acquiring crisis knowledge, it is equally pertinent for crisis management professionals to 

manage consumers’ reactions. Only when practitioners are capable of diagnosing consumers’ 

ethical standards can management efforts be applied to influence how consumers perceive the 

crisis, the company in crisis, and thereafter decide on responses. 

Differing degrees of freedom of speech and legitimate protests in different countries 

further determine the level of disruptions consumers can inflict on a company during a crisis. 

For example, businesses operating in highly “volatile” environments need to understand the 

level of risks they may encounter when faced with negative reactions from consumers, hence 

the need for a company constantly to scan the environment, to plan, and to communicate so 

as to better manage consumers’ perceptions of the crisis and the challenges posed by civil 

unhappiness and unrest (Wilcox & Cameron, 2009). We hope our study can benefit scholars 

of corporate communication, and practitioners in this field, specifically in devising better 

communication strategies to deal with widely-variant traits and behaviors among many 

different consumer segments. 

In conclusion, thus far, few attempts have been made to explore ethical differences in 

understanding audience traits and responses in the context of business ethical issues in 

different countries. This study expands the scope of the MFT framework into the field of 
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crisis management and corporate communication by offering findings related to the differing 

effects of two types of moral foundations in the context of global business ethical issues. This 

study further provides insights into activists’ consumerism in four culturally-diverse 

countries. We believe our study contributes to filling the gap in previous MFT scholarship 

that mainly focused on the differing effects of a different set of moral foundations pertaining 

solely to political and social contexts. Previous scholarly attempts have been made to uncover 

cultural influence on crisis management and corporate communication that contributed to our 

body of knowledge in a diverse regional context, via employing ethnographic method or 

case-studies. Further along this previous approach, this study contributes by testing a research 

model that specifies theoretical links between moral foundations and collective/activist 

behaviors against a firm, using large-scale multinational data. Moreover, by developing a 

cross-culturally valid theoretical framework focusing on consumer ethical traits in the context 

of crisis attribution, we hope this study provides scholars and managers with the means of 

improving their understanding and handling of multinational consumers’ responses to a 

corporate crisis. 
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Figure 1. Research Model and Hypotheses
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Table 1 

Results of SEM Analyses 

 

    US S. Korea Malaysia Singapore 

         β β β β 

H1a Individualizing > Attribution .473*** .419*** .319*** .387*** 

H1b Individualizing > Emotion .209*** .193*** .125*** .163*** 

H1c Individualizing > Boycott .076*** .075** .041 -.007 

H2a Binding > Attribution -.008 .058 .093*** -.013 

H2b Binding > Emotion .145*** .089*** .231*** .155*** 

H2c Binding > Boycott -.084*** -.02 -.102*** -.035 

P Attribution > Emotion .482*** .476*** .41*** .388*** 

P Emotion > Boycott .518*** .624*** .545*** .491*** 

P Attribution > Boycott .344*** .12*** .177*** .235*** 

 

*< .05, ** <.01, *** < .001 
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Table 2 

Results of Multiple Group Analysis 

 

    Constrained Unconstrained Δχ2 (sig.) 

    χ2 df χ2 df 

H1a Individualizing > Attribution 149.64 30 139.483 27 10.157* 

H1b Individualizing > Emotion 149.64 30 135.497 27 14.143** 

H1c Individualizing > Boycott 149.64 30 136.054 27 13.586** 

H2a Binding > Attribution 149.64 30 142.590 27 7.05 n.s.  

(p = .07) 

H2b Binding > Emotion 149.64 30 141.649 27 7.991* 

H2c Binding > Boycott 149.64 30 145.062 27 4.578 n.s. 

P Attribution > Emotion 149.64 30 120.733 27 28.907*** 

P Attribution > Boycott 149.64 30 87.385 27 62.255*** 

P Emotion  > Boycott 149.64 30 138.453 27 11.187* 

 

*< .05, ** <.01, *** < .001 
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Figure 2. Integrated Model 

Notes: Solid lines represent paths that were significant across four country samples. Dotted 

lines represent paths that were significant only in certain countries or rejected in all four 

countries.  
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Results of SEM analyses (Integrated model) 
 

 
  

  

  

US S. 

Korea 

Malaysi

a 

Singapore 

 
     β β β β 

H1a Individualizing > Attribution 0.47 0.449 0.373 0.38 

H1b Individualizing > Emotion 0.145 0.193 0.125 0.162 

H2b Binding > Emotion 0.209 0.089 0.233 0.155 

P Attribution > Emotion 0.482 0.477 0.413 0.388 

P Emotion > boycott 0.37 0.64 0.518 0.479 

P Attribution > boycott 0.517 0.138 0.178 0.231 

 

Notes: All beta estimates in this table were significant at p < .001. 

 

Model fit indices 

Nation χ2 df p RMSEA NFI IFI TLI CFI 

US 26.203 3 0 0.083 0.988 0.989 0.964 0.989 

Korea 11.563 3 0.009 0.051 0.994 0.996 0.986 0.996 

Malay 19.443 3 0 0.07 0.989 0.99 0.968 0.99 

Singapore  2.649 3 0.449 0.037 0.998 1 1.001 1 
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Table 4 

Results of Mediation Analysis.  

      US S.Korea  Malaysia Singapore  

      Estimate Estimate Estimate Estimate 

Individualizing > Boycott .389*** .295*** .196*** .245*** 

Binding > Boycott .070** .080** .163*** .071** 

 

Estimates are indirect effects 

*< .05, ** <.01, *** < .001 
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Appendix A.  

Workers commit suicide at WorldJeans manufacturer Akon factory in Africa 

WorldJeans, the world’s leading clothing giant, and its North-African-based manufacturer, 

are currently facing a backlash from consumers outrage following the suicide of workers at 

the factory in Algeria. 

Some 14 African workers were reported to have committed suicide at Akon, the clothing 

manufacturer for WorldJeans garment products, and another 150 have threatened to leap to 

their deaths in protest against harsh working conditions in the city of Alger in Algeria. 

WorldJeans leads the world in invention and patent of riveted clothing such as jeans and 

other denim garments.  

Akon employees apparently work more than 12 hours daily for six days each week. Many are 

forced to attend early work meetings for no pay, and have to skip meals to do overtime. 

Toilet breaks are restricted. Employees who make mistakes are scolded, yet training is not 

provided for them. 

WorldJeans insists that it works closely with the labor-rights NGO The Fair Labor 

Association which surveys and audits the Akon factories yearly. Although The Fair Labor 

Association‘s Report alleges poor working conditions at the Akon factories, WorldJeans 

states there was no violation of labor laws.  

The spate of suicides and poor treatment of workers prompted WorldJeans CEO Peter Jones 

to call on Akon to improve working conditions. But there was no mention whatsoever of him 

offering to provide any financial assistance to do so.  

Akon’s response so far has been to blame WorldJeans and the workers. Akon’s CEO Boipelo 

insists that low labor costs and working conditions are set to yield WorldJeans’ large profit 

margin, thus Akon should not be held liable for the workers’ welfare.  

Akon’s CEO Boipelo has since introduced a required anti-suicide pledge whereby employees 

promise that if they decide to kill themselves, the company will not be blamed. This new 

requirement, seen as unfair to workers, has led labour unions in Africa to protest against 

Akon. 

 


