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Abstract 

 
Commitment is a pillar of the consumer-brand relationship. It is 
often presented as the will of a customer to continue the 
relationship with its brand. Although this relational current is 
very studied by researchers, there still remains little developed. 
Thus, the literature did not examine the combination of 
commitment-boycott. This thesis aims on the one hand to 
develop the theoretical framework for the quality of the 
relationship with the brand and to improve understanding of the 
role of the perceived egregiousness between the quality of the 
relationship and the boycott decision. The final survey shows that 
an effect of assimilation occurs and the consumer will have the 
intention to continue the relation when the gravity committed by 
the brand is of an economic nature. However, a contrast effect is 
released when the perceived gravity is qualified ethical where the 



commitment of the consumer will maximize this serious act and 
consequently, they will be ready to participate in a boycott action. 
 
Keys words: commitment, quality of the relation, perceived 
egregiousness, boycott 
 

Introduction 

 
The notion of relationship dominates the contemporary 
marketing theory and practice. It makes part of the relational 
approach which is widely developed in industrial marketing, 
where social relations are of an important value (Parvatiyar and 
Sheth, 2000). Therefore, the brand is the major element of this 
relationship and one of the main ways that can explain the 
complexity of the consumer’s behavior (Belk, 1992). Gradually, 
the brand becomes an intermediary to build lasting relationships 



with consumers where they develop a specific commitment to a 
particular brand category (Schouten, Alexander Mc 1985). Many 
marketing research studies have shown the key role of 
commitment in the development of relations between partners 
(Moorman, Zaltman and Desphande, 1992; Frisou, 2008). 
Commitment is often perceived as the will of a customer to 
continue the relationship with their mark; they justify purchasing 
again the brand and establish a fidelity extension. Indeed, it is 
important to know that when the consumer develops a 
relationship of quality with the brand, they will have the 
intention or not to continue the relationship. This notion has 
been the subject of several research works where a significant 
number of authors consider that relational marketing must 
necessarily analyze the consumer’s behavior in a post-purchase 
perspective and check the continuity of the relationship (Morgan 
et Hunt, 1994, Berry 1995), especially when we sometimes find 



ourselves face to face with practices that are judged to be 
unethical. This leads consumers to react increasingly in 
resistance actions and anti-consumption and refuse to buy 
certain products or brands (Kozinets and Handelman, 1998). The 
boycott is then one of these forms of resistance that has been 
developed in recent years to protect the interests of society in 
general and consumers in particular. Accordingly, a number of 
researchers have examined the relationship between the 
components of the quality of the relationship with the brand 
(satisfaction, trust and commitment) and the participation in a 
boycott action. Today, in order to maintain their market share 
and to counter the boycott phenomenon, the managers’ main 
answer is the improvement and strengthening of the bond 
between them and their consumers. This necessarily includes 
meeting the expected needs and satisfactions, the creation of 
trust and the development of a strong commitment in the 



relationship with the brand. These variables that characterize the 
components of the quality of the relationship would probably 
reduce the participation of current consumers in the boycott 
(Garbarino and Johnson, 1999). Indeed, studies established in the 
field of goods of a high consumption show that satisfaction, trust 
and commitment in the relationship do not have a direct effect on 
the boycott decision (John and Klein, 2003). The impact is of a 
second order which is manifested through the perceived severity. 
Relational quality and commitment in the relationship lead 
consumers to restrict the perceived severity of the acts 
committed by the brand, which indirectly helps to reduce their 
participation in the boycott. Indeed, the perceived severity refers 
to intolerable, unfair and shocking acts committed by the brand 
as the nuisance of the environment, exploitation of children, 
abusive price policy ... to the extent that consumers consider that 
they deserve to be sanctioned. However, and from another point 



of view, some authors consider that satisfaction, trust and 
commitment accentuate the perceived severity of the acts of the 
brand and thus indirectly lead consumers to participate in the 
boycott. 
 
Given these two considerations, and from a theoretical point of 
view, marketing research shows that commitment, quality of 
relationship and perceived severity explain this boycott behavior 
where these later have an essential role in consumer decision in 
continuing or putting an end to the relationship with the brand. 
These theoretical findings lead us to propose the following 
research question: 
 
To what extent the development of commitment and brand 
relationship quality affect consumer participation in a boycott? 
 



Theoretical background  

 
Brand Relationship Quality 

 

Relational quality is a fundamental concept in the literature of 
marketing. The theoretical base of this construct knew an 
absence of a precise definition and a lack of unanimity on its 
dimensions (Huntley, 2006; Qin, Zhao and Yi, 2009). Indeed, Woo 
and Ennew (2004) showed that the definition of the quality of the 
relationship is bound to the dimensions which compose it. Also, 
Hennig-Thurau (2002) and Mimouni and Volle (2003) showed 
that the relational quality reflects "the ability of a relationship to 
meet the customer requirements."  In addition, relational quality 
is a relevant indicator which shows the intensity of the 
relationship in time (Smith, 2005; Roux, 2014). In general, most 
researchers such as Hennig-Thurau and Klee (2002) have defined 



the quality of the relation as "a global judgment about the ability 
of the relation to satisfy customer requirements." Within this 
framework, Henning Thurau Gremler and Gwinner (2002) 
propose a three-dimensional conceptualization: perceived 
quality, satisfaction and commitment. Moreover, relationship 
marketing showed that the relational quality is composed of 
several interrelated dimensions which vary in number and type 
according to the context of study.  
 
The components of the brand relationship quality 

 

• Customer satisfaction 
 

Satisfaction develops cooperation between the various parts of 
the exchange (Ganesan, 1994). It is regarded as one of the 
components of the quality of the relationship which can prevent 



participation in an act of boycott. In a transactional context, 
consumer satisfaction results from a specific experience of 
purchase and consumption of a particular brand, product or 
service (Oliver, 1997). However, the decision of the participation 
in the boycott is interested rather in the relational context of 
satisfaction with the brand, which represents the accumulated 
experiences with it (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999; N'Goala, 2003; 
Mc Alexander et al. 2003). The satisfied customers are 
necessarily committed to the brand (Jolley, Mizerski, and Doina, 
2006). Dissatisfied customers can remain faithful to their 
suppliers, for lack of alternatives or because the switching costs 
are too high. 
 
 
 
 



• Customer trust 
 

Trust allows the customer to maintain and develop the 
relationship on the long term (Sirieix and Dubois, 1999). It does 
not support the participation in the boycott because it constitutes 
an element of attachment on the long term (Morgan and Hunt, 
1994; N'Goala, 2003; Garbarino and Johnson, 1999). According to 
Sirieix and Dubois (1999), the trust of the consumer in the brand 
is based on "the credibility of the company and the interest which 
it carries to the satisfaction of its customers." Also, Gurviez 
(1998) defines trust in the brand as "the whole, of the promises 
made by the brand to its customers ". Several researchers in 
social psychology and relational marketing affirm that trust is an 
essential factor in the building of the long-term relations (Morgan 
and Hunt, 1994; Garbarino and Johnson, 1999). So, we conclude 
that trust contributes to the commitment which exists in a 



positive and significant relation between these two concepts 
(Aurier and al 2001). 
 

• Customer commitment 
 

According to Heilbrunn (1996), commitment expresses the will 
and intention of the consumer to maintain the same relationship 
even if they will make sacrifices. It makes it possible to prevent 
the participation in a boycott and does not allow the dissolution 
of the relationship. Thus, the degree of commitment plays the 
main role in the development of the long-term relationships in 
particular in unfavorable events or incoherent situations.   The 
commitment to the brand is related to this expressive function, 
where the brand symbolizes the values, beliefs, which we want to 
share (Onkvisit and Shaw, 1987).   
 



Understanding the Participation of the Consumer in Boycott 

 

The boycott appears as the negative dimension of responsible 
consumption. The responsible consumer will resort to the 
boycott in order to punish the brand. Indeed, Friedman (1985) 
defines the consumer boycott as "an attempt by one or more 
parts to reach certain goals by pushing individual consumers to 
refrain from doing some shopping at the market." This definition 
is based on both individual consumers and objectives of boycotts. 
Boycott actions are therefore considered as means to achieve 
ends. Garrett, (1987) gives a different view, by considering that 
the boycott is "a concerted refusal to do business with a 
particular person or company to obtain concessions or to express 
dissatisfaction with certain acts or practices of the person or the 
company”. According to this definition, the boycott appears as a 
reaction towards a serious committed act.  This definition is 



limited to organized collective actions and does not take into 
account individual actions of resistance that are also important 
(Penaloza and Price 1993; Gabriel and Lang 1995). 
 
In 1985, Friedman has identified two main reasons that are 
applied at an organizational level: instrumental and expressive. 
This author has shown that boycotts, whatever their expressive 
or instrumental nature, should not have the same effects. 
 

• The instrumental boycott 
 

This is a reaction to an act committed by the company, whose 
purpose is creating change, forcing the target to change a practice 
or a specific policy. Its goals are specific, measurable, such as 
bringing down the prices of a particular product. 
 



• The expressive boycott 
 

It directly influences the consumers’ perception that they have of 
themselves, their skills and their characteristics in relation to 
their environment (Filser, 1994) and their perception of the 
brand they usually consume. This type of boycott is based on the 
frustrations and discontent of boycotters and their willingness to 
express feelings of anger or avoid the feeling of guilt. According 
to Klein et al. (2003), the boycott decision is triggered by a 
number of patterns that can be both expressive and instrumental. 
 
The perceived severity of acts committed by the brand 

 

Perceived severity is a concept borrowed from Klein and al 
works (2002, 2004) and Smith (2005) who use the term 
"Perceived egregiousness". This term means that the act is seen 



as outrageously bad, awful, reprehensible and unforgivable. 
These authors use the term to refer to the high intensity of 
severity of the brand behavior that is perceived as unacceptable, 
which exceeds the threshold of the consumer’s acceptability and 
tolerance and that diverges with the principles set by the 
company. In their article, Chen and al (2014) use the term 
"perceived moral violation" to express the assessment of the 
consumer and his way of perceiving the action of violation. In 
other research work, we find the term "perceived mistake" which 
consists of the perception and evaluation of the consumer of the 
action taken by the company. A Careful study of the perceived 
severity revealed the existence of a sense of betrayal from the 
brand to the consumer, resulted from a perception of behavioral 
severity acts and gives the desire to consumers to make that 
mark pay its overruns and creates in them an intention to boycott 
it (Sen et al, 2001 and Klein et al, 2004). In this case, the boycott 



is driven by the consumer's own assessment that is based on 
their perception of the moral violation of the company, its 
promises and its commitments towards its consumers. John Klein 
and Smith, (2003) argue that the perceived severity of the act 
influences positively on the boycott behavior in a way that the 
severity arouses the desire within consumers to boycott a brand. 
 
The effect of the relationship quality on the perception of the 
brand act 

 

The cumulative satisfaction, trust and commitment characterize 
the quality of the relationship that the consumer establishes 
towards a particular brand (Garbarino and Johnson, 1999; 
DeWulf, Odekerken-Schroder and Iacobucci, 2001), however the 
boycott action of a trademark is to call into question this set of 
beliefs and generate strong cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 



1957). Through this observation, the individual is led to two 
contradictory effects that constitute perceptual biases depending 
on the perceived difference between the stimulus (boycott) and 
the anchoring point of the individual (beliefs about the brand) 
(Poncin and Pieters, 2002). This opposition is manifested when 
the assimilation effect is related to the presence of the stimulus in 
the acceptance range. The consumer is then invited to mitigate 
the perceived difference between the stimulus and the anchor 
point (Fishbein and Ajzen, 1981). In the opposite side, the 
contrast effect is characterized by the presence of the stimulus in 
the margin of rejection. To better understand the effect of the 
quality of the relationship on the brand on the boost or cut of the 
perceived seriousness, we will examine the assimilation-contrast 
theory. 
 
 



The assimilation-contrast theory 

 

Several researchers (John and Klein, 2003; Sherif and Hovland, 
1965) assert that "an individual who is faced with a series of 
stimulus tends to form a psychological scale to evaluate them. 
The judgments of the stimulus are then made on the base of the 
categories on the reference scale, an anchor points ". Assimilation 
and contrast are associated with an opposite perception of two 
different phenomena according to a reference scale and in the 
context in which they are judged (Poncin and Pieters, 2000). In 
fact, according to this theory the individual cannot judge the 
stimulus in an absolute way, they often made it from a reference 
in their memory or that belongs to their environment. But 
assimilation is used to mitigate the perceived difference between 
the two stimuli. On the other side, contrast is used to increase the 
perceived difference between the two stimuli. We notice that the 



assimilation and contrast effects are completely opposite but not 
incompatible; it is the difference between the two processes that 
provides a net result of either assimilation or contrast (Abeele 
and Gendolla, 1999). 
 
We note the absence of studies on the role of perceived 
seriousness in the limitation or accentuation of the boycott 
decision and without taking into account the importance of the 
role of different forms of severity in explaining this phenomenon. 
Therefore, the use of a qualitative exploratory study is very 
important. 
 
Pre-investigation: An exploratory qualitative research 

 
The literature offers us a first basis for reflection on the effect of 
commitment on the contribution in the limitation or accentuation 



of the boycott action. The literature review revealed a lack of 
studies of the role of different forms of severity (ethic and 
economic) in explaining the boycott decision. However, we see 
that it is necessary to confront these theoretical findings in a 
support of an exploratory study. For this purpose, the qualitative 
method aims firstly to expand the field of reflection on the basic 
concepts of this work while examining the crucial role of severity 
between the relationship with the brand and the boycott 
decision. On the other hand, interviews will allow us to have a 
corpus for the development of items allowing the evaluation of 
the scale of measuring of the perceived severity. For this issue, 
we have chosen the type of semi-structured interviews. Thus, 
semi-structured interviews are intended to clarify and look 
further into concepts (Ghiglione and Matalon, 1978). The analysis 
of contents was carried out using the software Nvivo 8. Based on 
the literature review, interrogatory questions were proposed and 



formulated that have allowed us to develop two interview guides 
each of which included a case of a mark that has committed 
serious acts and sustained boycott actions. The first interview 
guide with 11 Tunisian consumers (7 females and 4 males) 
includes the case of Benetton mark. The choice of this brand is 
justified by its strong reputation in the Tunisian consumer, 
knowing that two-thirds of the products of Benetton are 
manufactured in Tunisia. This mark was made of polemic theses 
last years by its shocking advertising campaigns. This brand has 
committed an ethical severity at its advertising campaign by 
launching a series of ads showing heads of state kissing. The 
second guide is composed of 7 Tunisian consumers (3 females 
and 4 males) presents the case of the Nestlé mark. The choice of 
this brand back to the fact that it is rather known everywhere in 
the world, it is a leader of food of several categories of products. 
Thus, this brand knew several actions of boycott because of 



certain made serious acts. This brand has made an economic 
severity when it has decided to increase the prices of some 
products by more than 30%. Both marks are presented in the 
form of articles taken from the press and blogs on the Internet. 
 
The results show that satisfaction, trust and commitment to 
Benetton will accentuate this form of severity that is qualified as 
an ethical severity. One interviewee has talked about the ethical 
perceived severity committed by Benetton: 
 
"I'm going to call in question my relationship with this brand ... 

Personally my strong relationship with Benetton does not allow me 

to accept this serious act ...... .My commitment will accentuate the 

seriousness because it touched my beliefs." 

 



Therefore, consumers do not tolerate the ethical severity 
committed by Benetton and feel that their strong relationship 
with the brand will accentuate this form of serious act and thus 
they may be ready to end the relationship with it. Some 
interviewees provided some remarks: 
 
"Honestly a brand that does not respect ethical values, does not 

deserve to be respected ... Personally I am ready to end my 

relationship with this brand (Benetton), although my experience 

with it is good." 

 

However, we do not find the same observations for the second 
case of the acts committed by Nestlé. The results point out that 
the majority of respondents have certainly shown their 
dissatisfaction with the price increase of their favorite brand, but 



they say that their strong relationship with this brand may limit 
such severity that is purely economic. Some respondents say: 
 
"Certainly the Nestlé brand must meet the purchasing power of 

consumers but I do not think that there is another brand that can 

satisfy me like it." 
 
Therefore, most respondents assume that they can withstand the 
increase of prices because their commitment to this brand 
hinders their looking for another cheaper brand. One interviewee 
suggested explanations: 
 
"If I'm going to continue my relationship with the brand (Nestlé) it 

is because I may not find another substitutable product ... and my 

strong commitment costs more than this high price". 
 



Analyzes have brought a clarification on the concept of the 
perceived severity of the acts in showing the reaction of 
consumers engaged with the brand towards various forms of 
severity. However, the study shows that the decision to 
participate in the boycott is triggered when it comes to ethical 
severity where a contrast effect occurs when it is an ethical 
gravity. Indeed, the confrontation between the relationship with 
the brand and the advertising campaign danger promoted by the 
company generates then an aggravation of the offense committed 
by the brand because touching beliefs and social norms of 
individuals may call into questioning the judgment of satisfaction, 
trust, commitment, and all attitudes that the person has 
developed throughout their consumer experiences. However, the 
analysis of this study showed that satisfaction, trust and 
commitment tend to produce effects when assimilation is about a 
severity of an economic nature (price increase ...), hence such a 



problem does not affect participation in the boycott. This form of 
severity joins the type of instrumental boycott that aims to 
trigger changes influencing business decisions (e.g. changing its 
pricing policy). As a matter of fact, the more consumers are 
committed to a brand, the more they tend to minimize the 
economic severity of acts committed by it, while the more 
consumers are engaged with a brand, the more they tend to 
emphasize the ethical severity of acts committed by it.  
 
In synthesis, the results of the qualitative study are in coherence 
with the literature which suggests that the commitment and the 
quality of the relation with the mark have no direct influence on 
the decision of the participation in the boycott. This decision is 
mediated by perceived severity which is in its turn a factor that 
limits or accentuates this boycott decision depending on its 
intensity and type. 



 
We rely on the literature review and the results of the qualitative 
study to formulate our hypotheses. 
 
Hypothesis Development 
 

Satisfaction / Commitment 

 

Satisfaction is regarded as the cumulative result of previous 
direct experience, i.e. the experience is a key factor in the study of 
satisfaction because without experience, commitment cannot be 
established. Similarly, Ben Khelil and Bahri-Ammari, (2013); 
Garbarino and Johnson (1999) show that if customers are 
engaged, they must necessarily be satisfied by the brand. The 
works of Thomson et al. (2005) and Smaoui (2008) show that 
satisfaction is the basis of commitment. 



Hypothesis 1:  Customer satisfaction positively influences 
customer commitment. 
 

Trust / Commitment 

 

The variables of trust and commitment are the result of the 
relationship between the consumer and the company (Garbarino 
and Johnson, 1999; Morgan and Hunt, 1994). Thus, the long-term 
commitment is arbitrary to the notion of trust (Ganesan, 1994). 
This relationship presupposes that commitment is a direct 
consequence of trust (Gurviez, 2002) and that the higher 
confidence is, the more important the intensity of the 
commitment to the brand is. 
Hypothesis 2:  Customer trust positively influences customer 
commitment. 

 



Attachment / Commitment 

 

The tendency to resist a change highlights the link between 
attachment and commitment (Amin, 1994; Beatty and al. 1988). 
Attachment is considered as a barrier to the rebranding and 
justifies the true customer loyalty (Terrace, 2003). Attachment is 
therefore an emotional commitment factor with the brand 
(Lacoeuilhe, 2000 and al). Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2002) and 
Lacoeuille (2000) confirmed the existence of a positive 
relationship between attachment and commitment. 
 
Hypothesis 3:  Customer attachment positively influences 
customer commitment. 
 

 



Relational Quality with the brand (satisfaction, trust and 

commitment) / Perceived Severity 
 

In their empirical research, Zeithaml et al. (1996) show that there 
is a negative and significant relationship between satisfaction and 
perceived severity because consumers who are satisfied by their 
brand must resist the persuasion against competitors and 
boycott organizers by minimizing the seriousness of the acts 
committed by the mark. Thus, Rempel et al. (1985) reported a 
negative relationship between trust and perceived severity. 
Similarly, Garbarino and Johnson (1999) argue that there is a 
negative and significant relationship between commitment and 
perceived seriousness and that commitment to the relationship 
should indirectly limit participation in the boycott and lead the 
consumer to reduce the severity of the acts committed by the 
brand. Indeed, the results of the qualitative study showed that 



the development of satisfaction, trust and commitment to a brand 
limit the economic severity of the act of the brand in the 
instrumental boycott and they accentuate the ethical severity in 
the expressive boycott. 
 
 Hypothesis 4:  The customer satisfaction minimizes the economic 
severity of the act of the brand in the instrumental boycott. 
 
Hypothesis 4a:  The customer trust minimizes the economic 
severity of the act of the brand in the instrumental boycott. 
 
Hypothesis 4b:  The customer attachment minimizes the 
economic severity of the act of the brand in the instrumental 
boycott. 
 



Hypothesis 5:  The customer satisfaction maximizes the ethical 
severity of the act of the brand in the expressive boycott. 
 
Hypothesis 5a:  The customer trust maximizes the ethical severity 
of the act of the brand in the expressive boycott. 
 
Hypothesis 5b:  The customer attachment maximizes the ethical 
severity of the act of the brand in the expressive boycott. 

 

Perceived Severity / Boycott 

 

In their empirical work, Klein et al. (2003) stated that there is a 
positive relationship between perceived severity and the decision 
to boycott and that the perceived severity of the acts of the brand 
has a direct influence on the participation in the boycott. Indeed, 
the results of the qualitative study showed that the different 



forms of the perceived severity can explain the decision to 
participate or not in the boycott. When severity is of an economic 
nature (related to instrumental boycott), consumers continue 
their relationship with the brand, while when severity is ethical 
(related to expressive boycott), consumers make an anti-
consumption actions and participate in the boycott. 
 
Hypothesis 6: The perceived ethical severity of the act of the 
brand in the expressive boycott positively influences the decision 
of participation in the boycott. 
 
Hypothesis 7: The perceived economic severity of the act of the 
brand in the instrumental boycott positively influences the 
intention to continue the relation. 
 
Please See Figure 1 in the PDF Version 



Method:   Measures 

 
In order to operationalize the variables, we have developed two 
scales measuring the perceived severity by incorporating a two-
dimensional approach to the perceived severity namely: the 
economic perceived severity and the ethics perceived severity. 
The items that we selected are from Klein, and John Smith scale, 
(2003) and verbatim of an exploratory qualitative study that was 
conducted earlier. We used the paradigm of Churchill (1979) for 
the construction of measurement scales. The choice to create 
measurement scales for perceived severity is justified by the 
theoretical failure on the operationalization of this construct 
about which the literature offers only one level namely that of 
Klein and John Smith (2003). This scale has only two items 
reversed i.e. "What did my brand X is not so dramatic" and "I 
think what we blame the brand X for, is not so bad." This 



weakened the scale in terms of items from which the items do not 
respond well to our problem and our research. In addition, this 
scale studied the concept of perceived severity of the acts 
committed by the brand as one dimension and as a general 
concept without distinguishing between the different types and 
shapes of severity and without considering the consumer’s 
reaction to each form. The first data collection is conducted on a 
sample of 100 individuals aged between 25 and 45 years, with a 
proportion of 47.5% males and 52.5% females from different 
socio-professional categories. The exploratory factor analysis 
following the first led us to not remove any items because of the 
good communality (all items include communality> 0.5). We note 
that the factor structure of the scale of measurement is stable. We 
conduct a second analysis on the basis of the second collection in 
order to check and confirm the stability of the measuring 
instrument. The principal component analysis of the second 



collection is performed on a sample of 350 individuals. The 
results of the realized exploratory factorial and confirmatory 
analysis have shown that the set of indicators is satisfactory 
which allows ensuring a convergent and discriminant validity of 
the perceived ethical severity scale and the perceived economic 
gravity. Each scale contains 7 items. 
 
Please See Table 1 in the PDF Version 
 

Satisfaction was measured by the scale developed by Sen, 
Gürhan-Canli and Morwitz (2001) and using 5 items. Trust 
(scale with 6 items) was taken from Hess (1995). Brand 
attachment was measured by the scale developed by 
Lacoeuille, (2000), and using 5 items. Commitment (scale with 
3 items) was taken from John and Klein (2003). Items for the 
intention to continue the relation (3 items) was taken from Tax 



(1997) scales of behavioral intentions. Boycott, was measured 
by scale using 6 items and developed by N’Goala (2009). 
 
Sample and data collection 

 

In order to better carry out this study, we first established a pre-
test to 50 individuals in order to choose the product category and 
brand. We proposed a list that contains three brands belonging to 
three categories. The three brands are: President, Samsung, and 
Celio. In fact, we increased the choice of three different product 
categories: Cheese, Mobile phone, Clothing. We have asked 
respondents to rate their level of involvement with the product 
category and the degree of commitment to the brands. The 
evaluation was made on a scale of five positions. The results have 
led us to choose the brand that has both a strong commitment 



and a strong involvement of the product category namely: Celio 
brand. 
 
We used non probabilistic and convenience sampling. This 
method is made up of selected elements because they are 
available, easy to join and convince to take part in our 
research. The sample was made up of 350 respondents who 
were directly interviewed in Celio stores. The interviews lasted 
about 20 minutes in order to prevent boredom. To ensure the 
good comprehension of the questions by the respondents, a 
pre-test was made near 35 customers (10% of the sample). 
 

 

 
 

 



Results 
 

 Measure purification and reliability 
 

Scales were assessed using reliability analysis. Most reliability 
ranged from 0,702 to 0,926, which allows us to accept these 
indicators. Test results revealed that all variables are 
unidimentional and explain more than 45% of the variance 
extracted. All the values of KMO are higher than 0,6. Items and 
factors are presented in Table 2 
 
Please See Table 2 in the PDF Version 

 
Measurement model fit 
 

The results of confirmatory factor analysis are all acceptable. The 
loadings are all significant and Squared Multiple Correlation 



(SMC) values are higher than 0.5. This analysis was developed on 
the different measures to examine the reliability and validity. The 
fit indices are good and the values of χ2 are acceptable (lower 
than 3) (Table 3). All factors have a Rho Jöreskog higher than 0.7 
which verifies the reliability of measurement scales. The scales 
reliability and convergent validity are also tested. Also, the 
discriminant validity results (Table 4 and 5) of the different 
constructs are ensured because the rho convergent validity is 
significantly higher than the squared correlations with other 
variables (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).   
 

Please See Table 3 in the PDF Version 
 

 

 
 



Structural model 

 

The results of confirmatory factor analysis indicate that the 
model fit to the data is acceptable (Χ²/df = 1380, 450/678=2,036; 
GFI=0,820; AGFI= 0,793; RMR=0,067 ; RMSEA=0,054 ; TLI=0,919; 
CFI=0,926). In this research, the model fit is accepted and 
confirms the conceptual model proposed. The Results of 
structural model revealed respectively that the satisfaction, trust 
and attachment influence positively customer commitment 
(t=2,751, p=0,000; t = 2,298; p=0,006; t=2,404, p= 0,000). 
Supporting H1, H2 and H3. The relationship between satisfaction 
and perceived economic severity is not significant (t=1,170; 
p=0,242). Then, we rejected H4. Whereas, the hypothesis that 
stipulates that customer trust (H4a) and commitment (H4b) 
minimize the economic severity of the act of the brand in the 
instrumental boycott were confirmed with high contributions. 



The hypotheses that stipulate that customer satisfaction (H5), 
trust (H5a) and commitment (H5b) maximize the ethical severity 
of the act of the brand in the expressive boycott were also 
supported. In fact, the results revealed that the perceived ethical 
severity of the act of the brand in the expressive boycott has a 
positive and significant effect on the decision of boycott 
(t=17,805; p=0,000), supporting H6. However, when the 
perceived severity of the brand is economic, the costumer will 
have the intention to continue the relation with the brand 
(t=12,264; p=0,000), H7 was confirmed.  
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Discussion and conclusion 

 
This research has attempted to test a theoretical model that 
implements the impact of the commitment and the quality of 
relationships with the brand on consumer participation in a 
boycott. From the literature review and the exploratory research, 
we found that the perceived severity plays a key role in the 
continuity or rupture of the consumer relationship with the 
brand. The results show that satisfaction, trust and commitment 
are the main antecedents of commitment. These results were 
expected because many researchers checked the links and 
considered that these three relational variables are the main 
determinants of commitment and are the dimensions of a 
relational quality brand (Terrace, 2006). Referring to the 
literature on relational marketing, researchers then become 
interested in the concept of consumer- brand relationship (Albert 



and Florence Valletta, 2008b). This relationship is "not a mere 
abstraction, it is a person who has his own features, who attracts, 
seduces, that lead to dream  that one can even cherish, love and 
why not engage for life. "(Bayarassou et al., 2010, p.1). 
 
For the assimilation effects of the quality of the relationship with 
the brand, they have appeared when we issued the set of 
assumptions showing that the variables of relationship quality 
(satisfaction, trust and commitment) minimize the economic 
severity of the act of the brand in the instrumental boycott. The 
results show that the quality of the relationship with the brand 
tends to minimize the perceived severity of the acts of an 
economic nature except satisfaction. These results go in the same 
path with the results of the exploratory study that showed that 
trust and commitment in the relationship limit the boycott 
decision-making when they come to the severity committed by 



the mark and are of an economic nature (usually abusive price 
increases). Therefore, we conclude that although consumers are 
confident and committed to the brand, they tend to minimize the 
severity of the economic actions that are derived during a call to 
an instrumental boycott (abusive price increases, non-
compliance with the power of consumer purchasing, ..), in order 
to maintain their cognitive, conative and emotional balance and 
preserve their system of attitudes and beliefs. In the end, the 
commitment and the quality of the relationship with the brand 
tend to generate the assimilation effects when a negative process 
of information about the brand is observed (Ahluwalia, 
Burnkrant and Unnava, 2000 and 2001). It, then, pushes the 
consumer to change the way by which they determine the 
perception of economic perception of the act committed by the 
brand in the case of an instrumental boycott. Reminding that this 
type of boycott, as we have presented it in the literature review, 



is a reaction to a serious act committed by the company, this act 
is generally qualified to be of an economic nature, aiming at 
creating a change, putting a pressure on the company to change 
its policy and bringing down the price of a particular product. 
However, the contrasting effects of the quality of the relationship 
with the brand are triggered when we issued the set of 
hypotheses stating that satisfaction, trust and commitment 
maximize the ethical severity of the act of the brand in the 
expressive boycott. The results showed that these variables, 
which form the quality of the relationship, tend to maximize the 
severity of the act of an ethical nature. We note that these results 
converge with the results of the exploratory research which 
suggested that commitment and quality of the relationship with 
the brand accentuate the consumer’s participation in the boycott 
when it is a serious act of an ethical nature committed by the 
brand. In contrast to the effect of assimilation of the quality of the 



relationship, the contrast effect is related to the existence of a 
stimulus in the rejection margin. The consumer should then 
maximize the difference between the stimulus (call to boycott) 
and the anchoring point (attitudes and beliefs about the brand). 
The gap, then, seems so huge between the expected behavior of 
the mark (perceived values and benefits, favorable experiences of 
past consumption...) and their actual behavior. This confirms the 
findings of Klein, and John Smith (2003) also brought in the case 
of social boycott (exploitation of child labor in the Third World, 
massive layoffs of workers...). So, when the cause is moral, the 
temptation for individuals is lower to resume their freedom 
when they will be more likely to cooperate with the boycotters 
(Sen Gürhan-Canli and Morwitz, 2001; John and Klein, 2003). 
However, when it comes to the personal impact on the 
consumer’s purchasing power such as pressuring to reduce 
prices of the brand, this is not necessarily considered a sacrifice 



to make. Indeed, the confrontation between the main beliefs and 
attitudes of the individual in relation to the performance of the 
mark (anchoring point) and gross negligence (stimulus) 
contributes in worsening more the fault committed by the brand. 
Satisfaction, trust and brand's commitment therefore have a 
strong effect in participation in the boycott, which is not 
surprising when it is severity that touches religion so the 
consumer’s religious belongings reflect their behaviors, 
perceptions and especially their consumption and purchasing 
habits (Grégoire and Fisher, 2006). 
 
However, when the severity of the act is of an economic nature, 
(instrumental boycott) consumers will intend to continue their 
relationship with the brand. These results converge to the results 
of the previous research and the exploratory study. Indeed, in the 
case of an expressive boycott (religion, taboo...), consumers are 



likely to join the boycott action. According to the literature 
review, when the mark is in conflict with the beliefs and values of 
the consumer, this is a major factor in triggering the boycott. 
Moreover, when it comes to traditional moral and societal 
benchmarks or even the transgression of certain ethical 
principles (Grégoire, Laufer and Tripp, 2010), individuals become 
aware of the potential impact on society and do not perceive that 
the non-consumption as a sacrifice. The perceived seriousness of 
ethical corporate acts was considered the key variable to 
participate in the boycott. However, in the case of the economic 
severity committed by the brand in the instrumental boycott, the 
results show that although consumers consider that prices are 
abusive, exorbitant and unfair, they will have the same tendency 
to produce an assimilation effect and generate a plan to continue 
to buy the brand and continue the relationship with it. In this 
regard, individuals engaged with the brand should mitigate the 



perceived economic gravity. These results go in the same 
direction of Webster research, (1992). Thus, we can confront and 
confirm the results obtained with the literature review. 
 

Managerial implications 
 
This research brings contributions to the managerial level in the 
sense that it is considered to be one of the first studies to 
compare different types of the perceived severity of the acts 
committed by the brand and show their mediating role between 
the relational quality and the boycott. Managers should benefit 
from the good quality of the relationship of consumers to the 
brand (Dawar and Pillutla, 2000) so they must seize this 
opportunity and try to convince consumers by the actions of the 
brand using direct marketing tools to target communities brands 
to change their perception towards serious acts (Muniz and 



O'Guinn, 2001). A marketing campaign might then try to appease 
the guilt of the company (Dolnicar and Jordaan, 2007). Indeed, 
the good qualities of relationships and commitment to the brand 
can be considered as a "form of insurance" to counter all the 
information about the blatant conduct of the brand. Since the 
boycott action may have serious consequences on companies, 
beyond any direct loss of revenue, there are also long-term 
impacts that affect the company reputation and the brand image. 
The role of managers seems important in this case; they have an 
interest in conducting social audits and implement the principles 
of corporate social responsibility (CSR) in order to remedy the 
engendered problem and further embellish the company's brand 
image (Smith, 2005). 
 
In the end, managers should not suppose that "non-boycotters" 
are not affected by the boycott. An important lesson they must 



recognize is that "non-boycotters' can strongly disapprove with 
the company's practices and become potential boycotters in the 
future. 
 
Limitations and future research 
 
This research paves the way to better understand the relational 
quality brand’s effect on the participation in the boycott. The fact 
has some limitations: The methodology (the use of a 
questionnaire survey) leads to relying on fictitious behaviors. 
However, the use of experimentation could have allowed to study 
the real behavior and to compare the effect of relational quality 
on the boycott on homogeneous samples such as lifestyle, age, 
gender, ... This research has demonstrated the intention to 
boycott, that is to say the decision to end the relationship with 
the company in response to the serious behavior of the brand, 



but the limit of this research is that it does not consider the real 
and effective behavior of the boycott. Indeed, there may be a gap 
between what is said and what consumers actually do when they 
perceive such severity act. We suggest the need to use new 
longitudinal approaches in order to follow, in time, the 
consumer’s behavior and its response to each type of boycott call. 
 
This research presents a phase in a mediating role of explanation 
process between perceived severity, relational quality and the 
boycott. Indeed, in order to overcome the limitations discussed 
below, we will suggest a number of reflections and investigations 
of possible fields. This study was limited to examine the role of 
the severity of the acts of the brand in the consumer's 
participation in a boycott, but there are other additional factors 
that may be considered such as credibility of the message, 
probability of success, switching costs of the usual brand, etc. 



Indeed, in order to better understand the consumer’s motivations 
in participating in a boycott, future research work should 
examine the role of individual differences in the boycott decision 
e.g. gender, age, culture, personality, lifestyle, ... In addition, we 
considered two types of severity: ethical severity and economic 
severity. But, future research may examine other types of 
severity such as safety severity and social severity. Finally, future 
studies should investigate the role of the Internet in the call for 
boycotts especially today with the development of Facebook and 
social networks; consumer groups can initiate calls to boycott 
through these networks, buzz marketing and participatory Web 
(Web 2.0). In this context, we can cite the example of the social 
network "Hatebook" which is inspired from "Facebook": an anti-
social way contributing to know the attitudes towards brands 
and all what Internet users hate (Romani, and Sadeh Dalli, 2009). 
There are indeed many "hate groups" on Hatebook and who 



invite the group members to share their discontent and anger 
toward a brand or an object... 
 

Please See Appendix 1 in the PDF Version 
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