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The purpose of this study is to examine how consumers respond to boycotting in the
context of different geopolitical conflicts. More precisely, the aim is to understand how
consumers respond in war-related boycotts versus trade-related boycott scenarios, and how
these responses differ between French and Finnish consumers. The study is conducted
from the consumer’s perspective.

The thesis consists of theoretical and empirical chapters. The theoretical chapters present
consumer boycotting as a form of political consumerism and discuss the role of country of
origin, the geopolitical conflict, war-related boycotts, and trade-related boycotts. The
empirical chapters of this study are based on a mixed-methods research design where pilot
interviews were conducted with French and Finnish students as an exploratory phase to
support the development of the survey. Quantitative data were gathered through an online
survey distributed to student respondents in France and Finland. Seven pilot interviews
were conducted, and the final quantitative sample consisted of 122 French and Finnish
student respondents.

The results of the research did not provide statistical support for all the proposed
hypotheses; however, some hypotheses were supported or partially supported. Descriptive
patterns suggest possible differences between war-related and trade-related boycott
scenarios as well as differences between French and Finnish respondents, though the
findings were limited by the sample and not statistically significant. The results provide
insight into how consumers think about boycotting in geopolitical contexts, especially by
considering the importance of separating boycott intention and reported behavior and
including practical constraints to boycott participation.

An interesting finding is that respondents in the pilot interviews generally spoke about
war-related conflicts as being more worthy of boycotting, but the survey results did not
show stronger war-related boycott intentions in the primary comparisons. However,
supplementary general intentions showed higher intended participation in war-related
conflicts than trade-related conflicts. The findings differed depending on how the boycott
intention was measured.
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1 Introduction

Geopolitical conflicts shape consumer behavior by influencing how individuals interpret the
products they purchase, including consideration of the political association the product may
carry. Consumption, therefore, becomes more than a mere economic act. Consumers may
use their purchasing decisions as a form of political expression in response to geopolitical
conflicts. This phenomenon is known as political consumerism, in which consumers
deliberately purchase or avoid products for political, ethical, or social reasons (Copeland,
2014). Boycotting is a clear example of political consumerism, allowing consumers to
express themselves with their purchasing decisions in the marketplace when they otherwise
feel powerless. In geopolitical contexts, boycotting, or more specifically macro-boycotting,
becomes especially visible when consumers associate products or brands with the actions of
a particular country. Macro-boycotting refers to boycott behavior directed not only at a
specific company, but at products or brands associated with a broader national or political
context (Aish et al., 2013). As a result, refusing to purchase these products may be perceived

as opposing the actions of the countries involved in various conflict contexts.

This thesis examines two specific types of boycott triggers: war-related and trade-related
boycott conflicts, and a comparison between the consumer behaviors of individuals in France
and Finland. Both types of boycotts fall within the broader scope of political consumerism
but may differ in their intensity, perceived moral urgency, and practical conditions of
participation. The European context provides a useful setting for examining these responses,
as consumers may be exposed to shared geopolitical and economic developments through
the European Union (EU). However, individuals from each country may still interpret these
developments differently at a national level. In this study, France and Finland are used to
explore how consumers in two different EU member states respond to war-related and trade-
related geopolitical scenarios. This comparison allows the study to consider whether shared
EU-level developments produce similar consumer responses across countries, or whether

national context still shapes how these conflicts are interpreted.



1.1 Background and Relevance

Consumer behavior during war-related conflicts has been widely established in political
consumerism literature. This literature connects geopolitical conflicts to consumer boycott
behavior, arguing that humanitarian crises and moral judgments can create a need for
individuals to act. In these contexts, the link between politics and markets is often supported
by government sanctions, retailer withdrawals, and public pressure against products
associated with the aggressor country. However, geopolitical tensions are not limited to war-
related conflicts. Trade-related conflicts, such as market protectionism, reduced market
access, the imposition of tariffs, or changes to established trade relationships, may also
influence how consumers think about products, brands, and countries of origin. Different
conflicts can trigger different emotions and attitudes in individuals. For this reason, this
study compares war-related and trade-related boycott triggers in relation to boycott intention
and reported behavior. It also examines whether perceived switching difficulty is associated
with expected boycott participation in trade-related scenarios. This comparison is important
because macro-boycotting is often discussed as a single form of political consumerism,

despite different geopolitical triggers generating varying levels of emotion and intensity.

In the empirical section, this study compares war-related scenarios to a specific trade-related
conflict: the recent U.S. tariff measures and the uncertainty they created within European
public discourse. War-related boycotts are more visible, but trade-related boycotts raise a
different question about whether economic and political tensions, such as tariffs, can lead
consumers to reconsider purchasing products associated with a particular country. The
comparison between France and Finland explores whether students in two EU member
states, exposed to the same geopolitical developments, report similar or different responses
to these boycott triggers. The perceived importance of these developments may vary across

national contexts.

Boycotting is shaped not only by the type of geopolitical conflict, but also by whether
consumers can practically change their purchasing behavior. The empirical part of this study
considers switching difficulty, availability of alternatives, and loyalty to foreign products as
factors that may limit consumers’ ability to act on their intentions, especially in trade-related
contexts. This distinction is important as boycott intention does not always translate into

reported behavior, especially when consumers face practical barriers in the marketplace.



This study examines the extent to which consumers are willing to change their purchasing
behavior in response to different geopolitical triggers and their willingness to overcome
certain constraints. It investigates whether war-related scenarios produce stronger boycott
intentions than trade-related scenarios, and whether these triggers lead to differences in
consumer responses. Limited research exists on boycotts motivated by trade-related
conflicts, despite contemporary media reflecting discussions of boycotts in response to trade
disputes. In 2025, contemporary media reflected the growing popularity of consumer boycott
campaigns in response to U.S. global tariff measures. This study follows this case to
determine whether economic tensions, such as tariffs, influence how consumers think about

products, brands, and countries of origin.

The France-Finland comparison adds national context as a moderating factor within the
focus of this study. This factor is used to consider whether consumers in two different EU
member states respond similarly to the same boycott triggers. The primary focus of this
thesis remains on analyzing the difference between war-related and trade-related boycotts,

while France and Finland are used as a secondary comparison.

This thesis aims to contribute to the broader study of consumer behavior shaped by
geopolitical conflicts. By understanding differences in boycott triggers and how consumers
interpret them, international marketing managers may be able to better respond to potential

economic risks.

1.2 Previous Research and Research Gap

Existing literature has already established that boycotting as a form of political consumerism
and expression is becoming more important to understand. In these forms of political
participation, there is limited literature on how consumer behavior differs across various
contexts. Existing literature explains political consumerism and the effects that digital
mobilization, consumer nationalism, and symbolic targeting have on boycott effectiveness.
However, previous literature primarily focuses on war-related conflicts and boycotts as
responses, and less attention has been given to other triggers of boycotting, such as trade-

related conflicts, and how they shape consumer behavior.

It remains unclear whether these different types of conflicts produce similar levels of boycott

intensity or whether consumers are equally able to translate their intentions into reported



behavior. Trade-related boycotts remain less theorized as their own form of geopolitical
consumer action. There is also limited literature comparing how these responses differ across
national contexts, particularly in the context of the United States’ role in recent trade-related
discussions and European consumers’ reactions. Political consumerism may be well-
defined, but it is a complex phenomenon, and there is a gap in understanding how consumer

behavior varies across national contexts.

1.3 Research Objective and Research Questions

This thesis aims to examine how consumer boycotting behaviors differ between war-related
and trade-related conflicts, with a secondary focus on the differences between French and

Finnish consumers. The main research question for this study is:

RQ: How do war-related and trade-related geopolitical conflicts differently shape consumer

boycotting intentions and behaviors among French and Finnish student consumers?

The four sub-research questions are:

SRQ 1: How do war-related and trade-related geopolitical conflicts differ in their influence

on boycott intentions and reported behavior?

SRQ 2: How do practical factors, such as switching difficulty and the availability of

European alternatives, influence consumers’ ability to act on their boycotting intentions?

SRQ 3: How does political awareness influence consumer responses to war-related and

trade-related boycott scenarios?

SRQ 4: To what extent do French and Finnish student consumers differ in their responses

to war-related and trade-related boycott triggers?

This thesis focuses on boycott intentions, reported behavior, and the factors that influence

the relationship between the two in scenarios that have the potential to trigger boycott



behavior. The study also examines expected constraints from switching difficulty,
availability of European alternatives, and political awareness, which help explain not only
whether consumers support a boycott, but also whether they would act in practice. To
contribute to a deeper understanding of consumer behavior during geopolitical uncertainty,
this study uses a mixed-methods approach, beginning with pilot interviews as part of the

exploratory phase, followed by a survey of student respondents in both France and Finland.

1.4 Delimitations

The delimitations of this study are intended to define the scope of the research and clarify
which aspects of political consumerism are outside the focus of the thesis. This thesis does
not attempt to prove that consumers boycott in response to geopolitical conflicts, as this topic
has already been extensively covered in existing literature. Instead, it focuses on the less
explored question of how boycotting differs across different types of geopolitical conflict,
primarily war-related and trade-related triggers. The study does not measure the economic
impact of boycotts on firms, brands, or national economies. It also does not examine
government policy responses, corporate crisis management strategies, or the effectiveness
of sanctions and trade measures. The primary comparison is between war-related and trade-
related boycott scenarios, while the comparison between France and Finland serves as a
secondary national context. This study is delimited to student respondents in France and
Finland and does not aim to represent all European consumers. It relies on self-reported
survey responses rather than observed purchasing data, meaning that the focus is on
consumer perceptions, intentions, and reported behavior. The study examines selected
American brands and product categories rather than all American products or foreign
products more broadly. It also focuses on macro-boycotting in relation to country-associated
products and does not examine all forms of political consumerism, such as buycotting,
lifestyle activism, or long-term activist movements. These delimitations allow the study to
remain focused on how different geopolitical boycott triggers may shape consumer

responses within a specific empirical context.



1.5 Structure of the Thesis

The structure of this thesis is as follows: Chapter 2 presents the theoretical background and
literature review; Chapter 3 presents the research methodology, validity, and reliability;
Chapter 4 presents the empirical results; Chapter 5 discusses the hypotheses, results, and

limitations; and Chapter 6 concludes the study.

Chapter 2 covers the main theoretical concepts, including political consumerism, macro-
boycotting, war-related boycotts, trade-related boycotts, practical constraints on boycotting
behavior, and the comparative context of France and Finland. Chapter 3 explains the mixed-
methods approach, including the case selection, pilot interviews, hypothesis development,
analytical framework, survey design and measures, sample selection, data collection, data
analysis method, and the validity of the quantitative results by conducting a reliability
assessment through Cronbach’s alpha. Chapter 4 presents the empirical results from the
survey, including the hypothesis testing and a summary of results. Chapter 5 discusses the
results in relation to the hypotheses and the main themes of the study. Finally, Chapter 6
concludes the thesis by answering the research questions and presenting theoretical

implications, managerial implications, and future research recommendations.



2 Theoretical Background and Literature Review

For this study, it is important to understand different types of boycott triggers. Existing
literature shows that boycotts are not a singular phenomenon but vary depending on what
specifically motivates a disruption in consumer behavior. This distinction matters because
the nature of a boycott can change depending on what consumers are responding to. This
thesis considers two different types of boycotts: war-related boycotts, triggered by war-
related conflicts, and trade-related boycotts, triggered by trade-related conflicts. These types
of boycotts were chosen because they are different enough to reveal distinct characteristics,
especially in relation to trade-related boycotts, a phenomenon that is much less understood,
yet visible in contemporary media. Since war-related boycotts are highly visible and well-
studied, they provide a useful starting point for understanding whether trade-related boycotts
have distinct characteristics. As there is significantly less literature on trade-related boycotts,
this literature review section will first analyze war-related boycotts and later compare them
to the contemporary findings from media reports on behaviors in response to trade-related

conflicts, specifically from the U.S. tariff case.

2.1 Political Consumerism and Boycotting

Geopolitical conflicts are an inescapable challenge in international business. Their
consequences can alter how individuals perceive foreign products and brands, thereby
changing consumer behavior. In Western countries, consumers often have access to a wide
range of alternative products, though this depends on the product type. Individuals who feel
powerless may use their consumption behavior as a form of political expression. The
marketplace becomes a space where consumers translate their political attitudes into
everyday action (Boulianne et al., 2024). They may choose to reject products associated with
certain countries whose actions they disagree with. This phenomenon is known as political
consumerism. Political consumerism is marketplace behavior, such as purchasing or
boycotting products, that aligns with political stances (Heldman, 2017). It shows how
consumption can be more than an economic act, as consumers use their purchasing decisions

to express approval or disapproval toward political, ethical, and social issues (Copeland,



2014). Political consumerism demonstrates how geopolitical conflicts can extend beyond

government relations and influence consumer behavior in the marketplace.

The most visible form of political consumerism is boycotting behavior, in which consumers
refuse to purchase certain products in response to political events (Garrett, 1987; Hawkins,
2010; Josiassen et al., 2024). It is defined as a refusal to purchase products in order to protest
and pressure firms into addressing perceived wrongdoing. In geopolitical contexts,
boycotting can develop into macro-boycotting, where consumers reject products associated
with a country rather than one particular product or firm. Historically, boycotting has been
used to express individual opinions, particularly in political contexts (Glickman, 2005;
Hawkins, 2010). Scholars have even noted that when opportunities to influence political
decisions are limited, individuals can feel most powerful by leveraging their economic
behavior in the marketplace (Hawkins, 2010). Boycotting can therefore be understood as a
form of action organized by individuals who share similar beliefs and participate politically

through their consumption to achieve change.

2.1.1 Political Consumerism as Marketplace Participation

Consumption is broadly defined as the appropriation of goods or services through purchase,
use, and disposal (Yates, 2011). This study focuses on critical consumption, which involves
the critical purchase or non-purchase of goods, including boycotting and buycotting (Yates,

2011). This perspective reflects a deliberate form of consumer behavior.

Political consumption can be understood as the individual practice of deliberately purchasing
or avoiding products for political or ethical reasons (Copeland, 2014), and it includes boycott
actions. In this thesis, political consumerism is used as the broader concept that frames these
marketplace choices as a form of political participation. Political consumerism refers to the
consumer’s choice of producers and products aimed at changing objectionable institutional
or market practices (Copeland, 2014). This represents an identified route of participation,
reflecting a way individuals can participate in politics. Political engagement is no longer
limited to traditional channels; participation is now observable in the marketplace. The rise
of political consumerism since the 1970s illustrates how people’s political practices are
changing, with consumer activism becoming a way to address social and political grievances

outside of formal political systems (Copeland, 2014). In geopolitical conflicts, individuals



may boycott products associated with a particular country as a way to express political

disagreement.

Political consumerism is not necessarily directed at the state, nor is it coordinated by formal
political organizations. Instead, it often emerges at the grassroots level in response to existing
actions (Copeland, 2014). Individuals engage in these behaviors when they feel that
governments or political parties do not adequately address public concerns (Copeland,
2014). This leads individuals to act through alternative channels. One way to do this is
through boycotting, where consumers make a point by not supporting or purchasing certain
products. Literature focused on political consumerism in the United States and Europe often
argues that political consumers tend to be younger, more educated, more politically
interested, and wealthier (Copeland, 2014). This is relevant to understanding consumer
behavior. If political consumerism is driven by factors including individuals’ values and
demographics, then responses to geopolitical events may differ across countries. For
marketing managers, consumer behavior can include politically motivated actions. This is
important when geopolitical conflicts influence marketplace dynamics and firms need to

prepare for marketing in a tense environment.

2.1.2 Boycotting Theory

Boycotting is one of the most visible forms of political consumerism because it turns
political disapproval into a refusal to purchase. Practices of boycotting as a form of protest
can be traced throughout history; however, there is more literature explaining the modern
term boycott, which traces the word to Victorian Ireland in the 1800s (Hawkins, 2010).
Hawkins (2010) explains that farmers and other workers organized to ostracize Captain
Boycott as part of the Irish Land Wars, protesting his enforcement of eviction notices and
refusal to reduce rent during especially difficult economic times. Boycotting later came to
describe a way that individuals could protest against labor, political, and other social
hardships. While the term boycott originated in Ireland, the practice of boycotting became
more widely understood as a way to exercise power in various disputes, including labor

disputes, protests, social campaigns, and, more recently, geopolitical conflicts.

The term later gained popularity and became accepted into language with multiple versions

of definitions. Aish et al. (2013) define boycotting as “a concerted refusal to do business



10

with a particular person or business in order to obtain concessions or to express displeasure”
(Garrett, 1987). Josiassen et al. (2024) define boycotting as occurring when a number of
people abstain from purchasing a product at the same time as a result of the same egregious
act of behavior, but not necessarily for the same reasons. This definition builds on previous
work by Klein et al. (2004), in which the authors explain that the decision to participate in
boycotting campaigns is triggered by involvement in what is perceived as an egregious act.
Yates (2011) defines boycotting as abstaining from buying on the grounds of political or
ethical motivations, making it an expression of an individual's political stance. A more recent
definition from Tuominen et al. (2023) states that consumer boycotts are an effort by
individuals or groups to persuade others not to buy certain products in the marketplace in
order to achieve specific goals. Together, these definitions identify boycotting as both an

individual refusal to purchase and a collective form of marketplace pressure.

Combining the functions of boycotting with group biases provides strong arguments for
viewing boycotts as an expression of consumer activism. Heldman (2017) argues that
activism in the marketplace reinforces the notion of “us versus them,” which is indicative of
contemporary ideological polarization and culture wars. This is relevant for geopolitical
conflicts, where products, brands, or countries can become associated with wider political
tensions. Activism can improve public deliberation by putting issues on the public agenda
that would otherwise not be known or discussed (Heldman, 2017). For clarity, Heldman
(2017) identifies four main types of consumer activism: non-purchasing actions, investment
actions, social media actions, and direct actions. Boycotts fall under non-purchasing actions

and remain one of the most visible forms of consumer activism.

In modern contexts, especially with activism present through media, consumers are now
more aware of their ability to take action against questionable practices and organize
boycotts (Aish et al., 2013). Boycotts provide an opportunity for relatively powerless
individuals to redress imbalances in the marketplace (Hawkins, 2010). In geopolitical
conflicts, consumers use boycotting as a reflection of their own political concerns. Consumer
activism involves marketplace actions that seek to influence political outcomes, shifting
consumption from a purely economic act to a way in which individuals can participate
politically (Heldman, 2017). Boycotting is one example of political consumerism and an
arguably cost-effective method of participation in political conflicts. In this sense, political

consumerism helps explain why consumers respond to geopolitical conflicts through
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marketplace behavior. It is essential to understand boycotts because they present challenges
in marketing, especially when consumers oppose targeted marketing policies or attempt to
change marketing exchange relationships (Garrett, 1987). From a marketing perspective,
boycotts are important because they can challenge existing exchange relationships between
consumers and firms. Garrett (1987) also states that marketing managers benefit from

understanding the determinants of boycott effectiveness and how to respond to boycotts.

2.1.3 Boycotts Through Digital Media

Boulianne et al. (2024) state that, “Across all countries, we see that talking politics online,
joining a social group on social media, and searching for information on digital media have
strong, positive correlations with political consumerism.” Digital media facilitates political
consumerism by spreading information, enabling discussion between individuals, and
connecting like-minded people. Boulianne et al. (2024) found that consumers who use digital
media to research politics are more likely to boycott. Their article proposes a framework in
which consumers obtain information, join online discussions, form political participation
groups, and then boycott. Consumers may not only participate through actual purchasing
behavior, but also through public discourse, online campaigns, and the circulation of boycott

information.

Leo Wolman, as discussed by Hawkins (2010), described boycotts as an inexpensive
weapon, especially compared to strikes for both individuals and companies. Glickman, as
discussed by Hawkins (2010), argued that “there is reason to believe that this new wave of
consumer activism may contribute to emergent liberalism which uses the nexus of market
and internet to remind people that consumption is a vital component of citizenship in a global
society.” While Glickman applied this argument to the United States, the idea can also be
transferred to other democratic contexts. Boycotts are becoming more sophisticated as
technological advancements improve their organization and effectiveness. While consumers
have always been able to voice negative opinions through word of mouth, online media
allows these opinions to spread faster and reach wider audiences. Boulianne et al. (2024)
argue that this creates a social context in which people may feel obligated to participate in

boycotts to fit in with their peers.
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Monroe Friedman observed that, in the 1970s, the content of boycotts evolved from
primarily economic and labor issues to higher-order issues such as racial justice and
environmentalism (Heldman, 2017). Beginning in 2004, online organizing also played a
significant role in putting pressure on companies to alter products or practices. This
emphasizes that boycotts evolve and become more sophisticated over time. Politically,
boycotts in geopolitical conflicts can also be connected to the study of networked
movements. Manuel Castells, as discussed by Heldman (2017), identifies a new network of
decentralized and leaderless movements in which activists come together around shared

problems and goals through communication technologies.

However, although boycotts have evolved and consumers have more ways to organize
through media campaigns, some scholars critique the contribution of online activism. Online
activism can give boycott campaigns wider visibility, but it is also sometimes referred to as
“slacktivism” or “armchair activism,” suggesting that although an activist may care about a
social cause, they may not be willing to work hard for it (Heldman, 2017). This can
contribute to an unsuccessful boycott. However, several authors agree that, for a boycott to
be successful, it needs to be well managed and organized (Garrett, 1987). Heldman (2017)
wrote that boycotts can pressure companies by damaging their reputation, reducing sales,
and drawing public attention to corporate behavior, especially when amplified through social
media. They can also push companies to change policies or practices, though their success
is less clearly measurable compared to strategies such as social media campaigns or direct
action. Campaigns may also be more effective today, with nearly two-thirds of high-profile
consumer activism efforts achieving their goals, based on the studies discussed by Heldman
(2017). Overall, the literature suggests that boycotts are most effective when economic
pressure and image pressure are high, and the target policy is low (Garrett, 1987). Digital
media makes boycott participation more visible and accessible, but it also raises questions

about whether online support leads to actual consumer behavior change.

2.2 Macro-boycotting and Country-of-Origin Targeting

Boycotts can target specific firms, but geopolitical conflicts can also escalate to country-
level boycotts, where consumers reject products associated with a particular country. This is

where macro-boycotting and country-of-origin targeting become important to understand.
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Products can become political symbols when consumers interpret them as representing a
country. This is especially relevant to this thesis, as American products may become
meaningful in the context of trade-related conflicts when consumers associate them with

U.S. political or economic actions.

2.2.1 Macro-boycotting Theory

Boycotting, as it has evolved over time from a direct protest against economic or labor
unfairness (Hawkins, 2010), has become a mechanism for individuals to express their
opinions in response to broader political events (Copeland, 2014). The idea of boycotting
broadened from targeting individual firms or employers to addressing political and ethical
issues, where boycotting can express disapproval of various political and geopolitical events.
In contemporary contexts, boycotting has become increasingly tied to geopolitical conflicts.
Consumers now have the ability to respond to international conflicts, diplomatic disputes,
and perceived ethical violations (Lee, 2022). Lee (2022) also discusses how individuals’
desire to participate in large-scale boycotts is often motivated by a need to do something in
response to political events, stemming from a sense of emotional and moral responsibility.
Traditional boycotting, which typically targeted individual entities, is now also visible in
country-level boycotts, also known as macro-boycotting. Aish et al. (2013) state that the
world is witnessing an increase in boycotting campaigns involving all products from a
particular country due to religious, political, diplomatic, or even military egregious acts.
Macro-boycotting refers to consumer campaigns directed against products associated with
an entire country (Aish et al., 2013). These boycotts are triggered by geopolitical conflicts
in which responsibility is attributed to a nation-state rather than only to individual entities
(Aish et al., 2013). In these cases, the literature suggests that consumers deliberately focus
on country of origin (COO) on product labels, along with other associations a product may

have with a country, when making boycott decisions.

Macro-boycotting is driven by broader animosity, including reactions to war, politics,
diplomacy, or cultural conflicts (Aish et al., 2013). Heldman (2017) states that macro-
boycotting demonstrates how political concerns are translated into concrete consumer

behavior. Consumer behavior can be directly shaped by international relations, transforming



14

political tensions into marketplace actions (Aish et al., 2013). Consumer animosity becomes

the mechanism through which consumers’ negative attitudes are transferred to the COO.

The rise of macro-boycotting behaviors is important to this thesis because it shows how
geopolitical conflicts can translate into consumer-led behaviors. Macro-boycotting
introduces the idea that consumers who may otherwise feel powerless in the midst of
geopolitical affairs can organize boycotting campaigns targeted at an entire country, with the
intention of creating enough economic pressure to achieve change. This phenomenon has
been studied primarily through case-specific examples in which one country, perceived as
the aggressor, and its products are boycotted by consumers in another country or location.
This adds to the understanding of how political tensions influence firms, markets, and
everyday consumption choices during conflicts. As stated by Hartwell and Ursprung (2024),
the recent emphasis on geopolitics and political phenomena is still in a nascent state, as
existing research has often been preoccupied with outcomes in the international arena. This
reveals a gap in understanding how political processes linked to geopolitical risk and

economic uncertainty shape markets and consumer behavior.

Macro-boycotting is distinct within political consumerism because campaigns may target all
products from a particular country of origin due to perceived egregious acts (Aish et al.,
2013). Aish et al. (2013) define macro-boycotting and argue that, in war-related conflicts,
consumers react against the aggressor state first and then extend this logic to firms and
products associated with the aggressor. Their case study focuses on Arab countries, with
specific examples from Egypt’s boycott of American and British products after the 2003

invasion of Iraq, which was treated as an egregious act for the purpose of the article.

2.2.2 Products as Political Symbols

In macro-boycotting, products are not judged only by their qualities, but also by the country
they are from or associated with. This means that the COO can have greater significance
than the product itself, as consumers may consider brands symbolic representations of a
country’s political actions. During macro-boycotts, consumers focus less on detailed product
information and more on whether the product is associated with the targeted country (Aish
et al., 2013). Products with traceable origins become political symbols if there is an ongoing

conflict where people are looking to boycott against the country in question.
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Firm responses to macro-boycotting campaigns remain underexplored in the literature, but
Aish et al. (2013) briefly investigate this topic. Firms can reduce COO indications, such as
eliminating “made in” or “designed in” signals, or attempt to align more closely with local
markets. Aish et al. (2013) also propose that firms increase corporate social responsibility
actions, a suggestion also made by Reshetnikova et al. (2024). It is argued that consumers
may exhibit a less assertive boycotting response when they sympathize with the firm,

particularly when they do not view it as directly responsible for the country of origin.

This explains why brands that are highly identified with a particular country are often
targeted by consumers. In this thesis, highly identifiable American brands may become
symbolic targets because consumers easily associate them with the United States. Moreover,
the case study by Aish et al. (2013) targeted Coca-Cola, an easily recognizable brand, for
boycott. This supports the idea that visible, branded products are more likely to become
boycott targets (Heilmann, 2016). Consumers need simple, visible targets to turn broad
geopolitical or trade conflicts into concrete purchasing decisions. In war-related and trade-
related boycotts, symbolic targeting matters because consumers may target products not only
for their practical use, but because the brands represent the country, government, or political
actions connected to the conflict. The next section explores war-related boycotts as a form
of political consumerism driven by humanitarian concern, place solidarity, and emotional

engagement.

Figure 1 presents the three central theories that form the basis of this study. Figure 1
illustrates the three central theories that underpin this study: political consumerism,
geopolitical conflicts, and macro-boycotting. These theories overlap, identifying the topic of

this study: war- and trade-related boycotts stemming from these principal theories.



16

Figure 1 Central Theoretical Concepts
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The overlap between these concepts forms the focus of this thesis. When political
consumerism occurs within a geopolitical conflict, consumers are driven to act. When
macro-boycotting is linked to political consumerism, boycott behavior becomes country-
specific. When macro-boycotting occurs within a geopolitical conflict, consumers reject
products based on the COO association. Together, these overlaps create the central topic of
this study: war-related versus trade-related boycott responses. The figure provides a
conceptual basis for analyzing both boycott trigger types in a shared framework, while

allowing for differences in motivations, intensity, and expected consumer behavior.
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2.3 War-Related Boycotts

War-related boycotts represent a distinct form of political consumerism because they are
often driven by humanitarian crises, moral dilemmas, and perceived geopolitical
wrongdoing. Existing literature shows that consumer responses in war contexts are shaped
by emotional engagement, place solidarity, and perceived shared threat (Lee, 2022; Josiassen
et al., 2024). These motivations create a space for collective action within the marketplace
(Copeland, 2014). Macro-boycotts extend beyond individual products to a wider range of

products associated with a targeted country.

This section discusses the main themes found in the literature on war-related boycotts. First,
it examines how moral urgency and humanitarian concern drive consumers to act. It then
discusses place solidarity and perceived shared threat as explanations for consumers’
connections to affected countries or victims. The section also considers how aggressor
countries and associated products become symbolic targets. Finally, it explores the practical
limits that may prevent war-related boycott intentions from becoming reported behavior

change.

2.3.1 Humanitarian Crisis

War-related boycotts are a unique form of political consumerism (Hawkins, 2010; Copeland,
2014; Josiassen et al., 2024). What makes these boycotts distinct is their direct connection
to humanitarian concerns, which creates a moral dilemma for consumers. This helps

distinguish war-related boycotts from other forms of political consumerism.

Existing literature explains how war-related boycotts emerge and why they are especially
emotionally and morally driven. Lee (2022) argues that war-related boycotts often begin
from the need to do something, a notion also supported by Yates (2011), Copeland (2014),
and Josiassen et al. (2024). During times of war, consumers may feel powerless (Lee, 2022),
yet still feel that they should be doing something. Even if consumers’ individual actions do
not directly affect the conflict, boycotting products from the country perceived as the
aggressor can give consumers a sense of power. This can be seen in the case of boycotting
Russian products, where consumers used boycott behavior as a response to the aggressor

country (Lee, 2022). This argument also fits with Aish et al. (2013) in the context of Arab
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conflicts. Consumers describe boycotting as a way to do something when governments fail
or act wrongly (Lee, 2022; Aish et al., 2013). The desire to do something is a repeated motive
for boycotting, and across literature on war-related boycotts, it is a primary reason consumers

participate.

Literature suggests that consumer attitudes are not fixed, but change as new knowledge is
acquired (Reshetnikova et al., 2024; Josiassen et al., 2024). Attitudes are shaped by how
consumers interpret events, and research on war-related consumer behavior shows that
attitudes can become volatile during moral crises. Reshetnikova et al. (2024) studied the
components of attitudes: cognitive beliefs and opinions, emotional assessments, and actions.
In war-related conflicts, all three components are visible. Consumers form beliefs,
experience emotional responses which are then assessed, and then act upon their
interpretation of the conflict. External forces also shape consumer attitudes, including
character, experiences, values, media, family influences, and sociodemographic factors
(Reshetnikova et al., 2024). Consumers can be exposed to the same conflict but still process

and react to it differently.

2.3.2 Place Solidarity

Building on political consumerism and macro-boycotting during geopolitical conflicts, place
solidarity helps explain why consumers may feel more connected to a conflict and driven
toward collective action. Place solidarity occurs when individuals feel a sense of connection
or compassion with a country experiencing conflict, which can translate into behavioral
responses in the marketplace (Josiassen et al., 2024). This is related to the idea that consumer
reactions are driven by emotional and ethical responses to geopolitical situations. Solidarity
gives consumers a reason for boycotting, as boycotting can be seen as a form of collective
action (Josiassen et al., 2024). Consumers who experience solidarity are more likely to
engage in actions such as boycotting products associated with opposing countries or
supporting affected nations. Josiassen et al. (2024) suggest that participation in war-related
boycotts is more than a reaction to an egregious act. Through place solidarity, consumers
may identify with people who are suffering and see them as part of their wider group. By
adding a psychological, ethical, and emotional dimension, place solidarity helps explain why

macro-boycotting occurs at the country level, as consumers act based on their perceptions of
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the nations involved in geopolitical conflicts. Place solidarity therefore provides a
psychological explanation for why war-related conflicts may create stronger consumer

behavior changes.

For place solidarity to occur, individuals must first identify others as part of their in-group
(Josiassen et al., 2024). This is necessary because only then can consumers align themselves
with the side perceived as needing the most support. The article briefly discusses
sociopsychological theories to help explain consumer behavior and boycotting as a form of
aiding or bystander intervention. This strengthens the point that war-related conflicts can
create a sense of necessity, where consumers feel they need to act through their purchasing
decisions for the greater concern of the group. Individuals do not necessarily need to be
directly involved in the war conflict to be affected by it. By identifying themselves as part
of the same group, or by empathizing with that group, consumers may still feel an obligation

to respond to a threat.

Josiassen et al. (2024) emphasize that consumers may participate in the same boycott, but
not necessarily for the same reasons. This shifts the understanding of boycotting from an
individual response to a response shaped by solidarity. Boycotting in war-related conflicts
is therefore a way for consumers to express support. This argument becomes more evident
in Josiassen et al.’s (2024) empirical study of 387 U.S. respondents after Russia’s invasion
of Ukraine, which found that individual Americans’ compassion and place solidarity with
Ukraine positively affected perceived boycott benefits. The study found that the greater the
solidarity, the greater the willingness of consumers to continue spreading negative word of
mouth against firms associated with the aggressor side and to buy products supporting the
country in need of support (Josiassen et al., 2024). Specifically, consumers with greater place
solidarity had stronger moral concerns, but also a higher fear for their own safety from the
aggressor country. The study also found that war-related responses involve both boycotting

the aggressor and buycotting strategies for the country in need of support.

The article uses the Russia-Ukraine war as a case study to explain how shared threats can
still provoke concern among consumers in countries not directly involved in the conflict,
especially when they identify themselves as part of the affected group. In two case studies,
Russia is perceived as the aggressor country threatening humanitarian rights and European
security, yet consumers outside the war zone and outside Europe still react (Reshetnikova et

al., 2024; Josiassen et al., 2024). War-related boycotts are not only about punishing the
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aggressor entity, as seen in traditional boycotts (Saldana et al., 2022, as cited in Tuominen
etal., 2023). They are also about moral concern for the attacked country and what the conflict
represents, including concern for moral and humanitarian rights. While Josiassen et al.
(2024) focus on why U.S. consumers choose to boycott Russia because of this conflict, the
logic is highly relevant to European cases, as neighboring countries may experience a more
direct sense of shared threat. This is supported by a comparative study between Polish and
Ukrainian responses to the same conflict (Reshetnikova et al., 2024). Physical distance from

a conflict does not necessarily reduce its emotional or political relevance for consumers.

Other research suggests that war directly changes preferences and increases the potential for
boycotting behavior. Reshetnikova et al. (2024) reported an observable change in
preferences during the Russia-Ukraine war, where consumers shifted away from Russian
products. Ukrainians were also reported to have shifted away from brands associated with
Russia. Literature suggests that those who are more connected to the conflict are more likely
to boycott (Reshetnikova et al., 2024). Even when consumers face similar threats, their
responses may differ based on past experiences, national histories, and connections to the
conflict. This is crucial for the empirical study, as France and Finland may face similar

geopolitical concerns but respond differently.

2.3.3 Symbolic Opposition

War-related boycotts often involve symbolic opposition, where consumers direct negative
associations not only toward the aggressor country itself, but also toward cultural symbols
connected to that country (Kosciejew et al., 2025). This means that consumers may begin
analyzing everything from firms and products to cultural identities when the aggressor
country is clearly identified. Lee (2022) argues that the identity of the aggressor country can
become blurred, so consumers see the country of origin (COO) first and have difficulty
identifying the product or firm as its own entity. Consumers may develop negative feelings
toward anything associated with the aggressor country. This heightens awareness of the

country being scrutinized.

A prominent theme in the literature is cultural targeting, where symbols associated with the
aggressor country are criticized because they are interpreted as representing the country

itself. A recent example is the boycott campaign against Israel’s participation in the 2024
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Eurovision Song Contest. This article is useful because it shows that war-related boycotts
are not only aimed at specific products or firms in the marketplace that have a COO
association, but can also target the identity of a country and anything representing it.
Kosciejew et al. (2025) analyze Israel as the perceived aggressor country in the Israel-
Palestine conflict. Israel’s participation was criticized not only as a music entry, but also as
an attempt to soften the country’s international image during wartime. The article describes
this as “song washing,” defined as the use of music to improve the image of the state, divert
criticism, and reduce denunciations of its actions (Kosciejew et al., 2025). The article notes
that Israel’s involvement ignited intense criticism across the world because of the ongoing
war and further argues that Eurovision 2024 was the most politically charged edition in its
history (Kosciejew et al., 2025). This example shows how war-related boycotts can move
beyond economic products and become attached to broader cultural symbols when those

symbols are seen as representing the aggressor country.

This example is important for this thesis because it shows that consumers may boycott more
than just products. During war-related conflicts, evidence suggests that a cultural platform
can become politically charged if it has a connection to a country assigned responsibility for
moral wrongdoing. Although Eurovision formally presents itself as non-political, Kosciejew
et al. (2025) argue that politics are difficult to separate from an international contest where
national identity is highly visible. At the end of this case, the article states that although the
boycotts were unsuccessful, Israel’s strategy to protect its reputation through song washing
was also unsuccessful. Instead of reducing national criticism, its efforts intensified the
controversy by drawing more awareness to Israel’s actions. Therefore, boycotts cannot be
measured solely by whether the target was achieved. Although Israel still competed in
Eurovision 2024, and the immediate boycott goal was not achieved, the high visibility of the
boycotts could still be considered a form of success because they spread awareness
(Kosciejew et al., 2025). In war-related contexts, boycott targets can expand beyond
consumer products and become attached to broader cultural representations of the aggressor

country.
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2.3.4 Corporate Social Responsibility

Consumer attitudes and behaviors can extend beyond national borders by targeting firms
linked to the aggressor country. Companies that stayed in Russia were boycotted for a
perceived lack of corporate social responsibility and communication. War-related conflicts
can therefore target not only countries, but also firms associated with the aggressor country.
This connects to the difficulty consumers face in identifying products or firms tied to a
particular country of origin (COO). Reshetnikova et al. (2024) found that consumers with
strong concerns about corporate social responsibility (CSR) had negative opinions about
Russian brands. The article argues that war-related conflicts intensify corporate moral
scrutiny, as respondents viewed the boycott as necessary due to both the war and brand ethics
(Reshetnikova et al., 2024). In war-related conflicts, consumers may expect brands to

acknowledge their operations responsibly during humanitarian crises.

2.3.5 Practical Constraints on War-Related Boycotts

Lee (2022) notes that intentions do not always lead to full behavior change. In reality,
consumers who make public commitments to boycott Russian products, as discussed in
Lee’s case, may face practical constraints that prevent them from fully boycotting. These
constraints include price sensitivity, convenience, uncertainty, and a lack of comparable
alternatives (Lee, 2022). Even when consumers feel morally obligated to boycott, their
behavior does not always align with their intentions. Another factor contributing to boycott
constraints is consumer skepticism about boycott outcomes. Lee (2022) studied consumers
who voiced concern and questioned whether their sacrifice would make a difference in the
broader scope of the conflict. Literature suggests that boycotts are more effective when
shoppers believe their efforts will make a difference (Lee, 2022; Garrett, 1987). Polish and
Ukrainian respondents also had difficulty identifying Russian products during their boycott,
as confirmed by Reshetnikova et al. (2024). This phenomenon is also noted in other
literature, where respondents are often unaware of their products’ origin (Balabanis et al.,

2008). This adds another layer that may weaken boycotts.

Lee (2022) adds that consumers find it difficult to participate in boycotts for various reasons,

but are still motivated to respond to conflicts that evoke strong disapproval. This creates the
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option of buycotting, the intentional purchase of products to support companies or brands
that align with consumers’ values (Lee, 2022; Hawkins, 2010; Yates, 2017). Lee (2022)
argues that buycotting is a more accessible option because it requires less sacrifice and yields
more immediate results, therefore presenting itself as an alternative to boycotting. The case
study conducted by Lee (2022) examined consumers who preferred to support the Ukrainian
economy or donate to charities supporting Ukrainians instead of boycotting Russian
products. Some consumers boycott, while others buycott, but understanding the reasons
behind their motivations is essential. The underlying reason for both types of political
consumption remains the same: the humanitarian threat elicits different reactions from

consumers.

Lee’s (2022) final point provides a more thoughtful explanation of the constraints that can
lead to ineffective boycotts: the need for institutional support. Country-level boycotts often
require government sanctions to be effective and to reduce the possibility that products from
an offending country remain hidden in supply chains (Lee, 2022). Consumers applying
pressure at the government level can result in sanctions, giving them confidence that they
are not supporting the offending country. However, sanctions may also reduce the need for

individual action, as the restriction is already in place at the institutional level.

Lee (2022) and Aish et al. (2013) discuss why consumers join or do not join macro-boycotts.
The strongest recurring motivation is the desire to make a difference during geopolitical
conflicts. Consumers in conflict contexts want to feel powerful (Aish et al., 2013). Literature
suggests that boycotting starts with the aspiration for change, from consumer-level boycotts
to macro-level boycotts (Kosciejew et al., 2025; Aish et al., 2013; Garrett, 1987). Solidarity
is another repeated theme, where people campaign collectively against a perceived crisis.
Concerns about effective boycott campaigns remain, including preferences, lack of
substitutes, loyalty, and national economy concerns. Another concern is that individuals,
despite morally agreeing with the cause, may fear that their involvement is not enough to be
effective. This creates an internal conflict between wanting to act and feeling powerless,
which can suppress participation (Aish et al., 2013). For some, joining a macro-boycott not
only depends on whether consumers care about the cause, but also on whether they believe

their participation can make a meaningful difference.

Josiassen et al. (2024) note limitations, as their case study is one example of many war-

driven conflicts and may be biased by the historical relationship between the United States
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and Russia. The article calls for further replicated studies in other war-driven conflicts. They
also note that the effects of place solidarity may depend on the immediacy of the conflict,
which indicates the need for further research on how these effects develop across different
geopolitical situations, such as trade-related boycotts, where shared threats and perceived
aggressor countries may still exist but with different levels of immediacy. Across the

literature, moral obligations drive collective responses.

These studies suggest that war-related boycotts have a distinct identity within the broader
study of political consumerism (Aish et al., 2013; Lee, 2022; Josiassen et al., 2024;
Reshetnikova et al., 2024). Boycotts are sustained by consumers’ moral judgment, emotional
engagement, compassion, place solidarity, perceived shared threat, the desire to voice their
opinion, and the desire to collectively act with more power (Lee, 2022; Josiassen et al.,
2024). Because these responses depend on how close and immediate the conflict feels, war-

related boycotts help show when shared concern turns into collective consumer action.

War-related boycotts are highly emotional conflicts with no uniform participation. Some
consumers boycott, while others buycott, and public discourse often fuels higher intentions
than actual participation (Lee, 2022; Heldman, 2017). Participation is constrained by
practical and psychological uncertainties (Lee, 2022; Garrett, 1987; Reshetnikova et al.,
2024). The literature suggests that the overarching question is not only whether people
boycott in war-related contexts, but under what emotional, social, and practical conditions

they are able to do so.

This question leaves room for comparisons between countries, where differences in
nationality can be understood through varying perceptions of threat, solidarity, price
sensitivity, and the role consumers think they can play in a geopolitical conflict. Research
shows that war-related boycotts are formed from moral shock, solidarity, humanitarian
concern, and perceived geopolitical wrongdoing, yet other boycotts do not necessarily
emerge with the same emotional intensity. To distinguish war-related boycotts from other
forms of political consumerism, it is necessary to make this distinction. This allows the thesis
to later compare whether consumers respond differently depending on the type of

geopolitical conflict.

Based on the literature reviewed above, Figure 2 presents an overview of how consumers

process geopolitical conflicts when forming boycott intentions. For better visibility, Figure
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2 is also enlarged in Appendix 1. This framework is designed for consumers willing to

boycott, and it does not represent the entire consumer population.

Figure 2 War-Related Process Framework
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Figure 2 illustrates the process through which consumers may respond to war-related
geopolitical conflict. The process begins with exposure to war-related consequences such as
violence, suffering, or a humanitarian crisis, which is then shaped through information
processing and moral evaluation. Consumers may voice solidarity, where compassion or
identification with affected people or places strengthens their emotional connection to the
conflict. The consumer must then evaluate the constraints before participating. Next comes
the potential to act, especially when consumers feel morally obligated to respond despite

feeling powerless.

The framework shows how this motivation may develop into boycott intention toward
products, brands, or firms associated with the aggressing country. However, intention is still
filtered through the consumer’s evaluation of practical constraints, such as switching
difficulty, brand loyalty, alternative availability, price sensitivity, and difficulty identifying
the COO. While war-related boycotts may create stronger moral urgency and more sustained
boycott intentions, actual boycott behavior still depends on whether consumers can act on

these motivations in practice.
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2.4 Trade-Related Boycotts

Trade-related boycotts emerge from individuals feeling powerless in the face of geopolitical
conflicts, but they differ significantly from war-related boycotts. Both are forms of political
consumerism, where individuals use their purchasing power to avoid buying certain products
in response to disapproval of geopolitical contexts. However, trade-related tensions are
typically triggered by tariffs, trade aggression, economic nationalism, or perceived
disrespect, and the intensification of trade relations creates opportunities for further disputes

(Cagliesi, 2008). Consumers’ interpretations of trade disputes are therefore complex.

Compared with war-related boycotts, trade-related boycotts remain less developed in the
academic literature. For this reason, this thesis uses the recent U.S.-EU tariff case as a current
example of how trade-related conflicts may produce different boycott motivations and
behaviors. In 2025, contemporary media reported growing boycott campaigns against
American products in response to perceived threats to free trade between the United States
and Europe, sparked by the introduction of new tariff measures. While boycotting in
response to perceived threats has been studied, how consumers respond to threats
specifically related to trade remains unclear. Although France 24 (2025), along with other
European media sources, is used as a secondary source, this coverage provides useful insight
into public discourse, symbolic targeting, digital mobilization, and campaign visibility.
These media sources are not used to replace academic literature, but to show how trade-
related boycott discussions are currently appearing in public and digital spaces. This case is
introduced because it forms part of the empirical study, where consumer responses to trade-
related boycott scenarios are compared with responses to war-related boycott scenarios.
Trade-related boycotts may occur through actual purchasing behavior, but they may also

become visible through online campaigns and public discourse.

2.4.1 Definition of Trade-Related Boycotts

In trade-related boycotts, the trigger is not humanitarian concern but the perception that
another country’s trade policy is unfair, harmful, or contemptuous. Tariffs, protectionist
agendas, or threats to established trade relationships become political issues for consumers

when they are seen as economic aggression or contempt toward their country.
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Trade-related boycotts are a form of political consumerism, where the decision to avoid
purchasing certain products is connected to a political conflict. Boulianne et al. (2024) argue
that boycotting is the refusal to purchase products for political, ethical, or environmental
reasons, and that boycotting, from the perspective of political consumerism theory, reflects
a more expressive form of participation. This is relevant to trade-related boycotts because
consumers may be affected by foreign trade policies, such as price increases from tariffs, but
cannot directly change government-level disputes. Consumers may therefore feel powerless
in the face of foreign trade policies and choose to boycott products or join boycott campaigns
through public discourse instead. In this way, boycotting in response to trade-related political
events can become a substitute for formal politics, as consumers use the marketplace to
express opinions when government-level politics feel too distant (Boulianne et al., 2024).
Trade-related boycotts can also be categorized as macro-boycotts when consumers boycott
products at a macro level by targeting goods associated with, or originating from, countries

perceived as aggressors.

2.4.2 Trade Boycotts as Political Consumerism

This structure connects political consumerism with consumer nationalism and economic
retaliation. Tachkova and Coombs (2024) and Castello et al. (2018) define consumer
nationalism as consumer behavior driven by nationalistic sentiments, exemplified by a desire
to purchase goods from one’s own nation while avoiding those from rival or hostile nations.
In trade-related boycotts, the target is framed around national economic competition and
perceived unfairness from another country’s trade policies. Consumers’ actions may directly
reflect national economic loyalties, whereas in war-related boycotts, consumers often feel
morally obligated to act. Social media platforms are crucial in starting and spreading
consumer nationalism (Liao et al., 2023; Boulianne et al., 2024). Campaigns often revolve
around the idea that consumers can boycott to express national sentiments when they
perceive injustice from foreign countries. Tachkova and Coombs (2024) note that the
potential for consumer nationalism can be assessed by examining a country’s history of
consumer nationalism, which is an identifiable risk factor. Media coverage of the European
macro-boycott of U.S. products illustrates this argument, showing that this geopolitical and
economic conflict involves more than consumer trends; it also reflects an act of national

economic protection. These boycotts are part of a broader response involving governments,
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firms, and consumers. France 24 (2025) connects this idea to the U.S.-EU tariff case, which

is relevant to the empirical study.

In broader boycott literature, trade-related and war-related boycotts differ from general
boycotts and from each other. Unlike war-related boycotts, which are often driven by
humanitarian concern, moral obligation, and solidarity with a suffering country, trade-related
boycotts are formed through perceptions of economic unfairness, national economic
competition, and the desire to retaliate through consumption. France 24’s coverage describes
campaigns that encourage consumers to support European economies, particularly French-
made products, and refuse U.S.-made products. Media outlets and campaign websites used
headlines such as “Boycott USA: Buy French and European,” “France and Europe First,”
and “Tired of Financing American Imperialism? Take Action.” These campaign phrases
combine rejection and replacement, where consumers are not only encouraged to avoid U.S.
products, but also to redirect their purchasing power toward European alternatives. Media
coverage often portrays trade-related boycotts as empowering, with many campaigns
promoting both boycotting and buycotting at a macro level, distinguishing them from other

consumer boycotts.

Trade-related boycotts, like war-related boycotts, depend on how consumers interpret the
conflict. In trade-related conflicts, the focus is on economic contexts, rather than
humanitarian ones. Reshetnikova et al. (2024) studied how attitudes form and are shaped.
They found that attitudes may be more volatile during high moral crises, making people
more willing to act, but less volatile in times of lower concern about the conflict. Trade-
related boycotts may be less emotionally volatile than war-related ones, as the conflict is

interpreted through economic unfairness rather than a humanitarian crisis.

2.4.3 Consumer Nationalism

In the U.S.-EU tariff case, symbolic targeting and digital mobilization were evident,
especially in media coverage that focused on recognizable American brands. The concept of
symbolic targeting appeared in the European boycott of U.S. products after the United States
announced new tariff plans in 2025. France 24 reported that Europeans were taking matters
into their own hands by boycotting American products in response to the tariff discussion.

This turned a government-level conflict into a form of consumer political action. Various
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other European media sources also published articles using catchy campaign phrases and
emphasizing statistics to show how many Europeans were joining boycott-related

discussions.

Trade-related boycotts are an important phenomenon in marketplaces, as consumption
behavior can be expressed both physically and digitally. Public discourse is one way for
consumers to express their disapproval without necessarily changing their actual purchasing
behavior. This idea can extend to any type of boycott; however, it may be especially visible
in trade-related conflicts given the complexity of trade policies. Media coverage and online
discussions can help translate economic disputes into more accessible consumer issues and
involve consumers in boycott campaigns. This idea is supported by Boulianne et al. (2024),

who discuss digital media’s involvement in political participation.

France 24, The Guardian, and Yle reported that easily identifiable American brands such as
McDonald’s, Amazon, Tesla, Coca-Cola, Nike, and Apple appeared frequently in media
discussions of boycotting American products. This supports Heilmann’s (2016) argument
that boycotts are most effective when products are visible, branded, and politically relevant.

Visible brands allow consumers to make clearer and more confident purchasing decisions.

France 24 (2025) noted that the French Facebook group “Boycott USA: Buy French and
European!” gained over 20,000 followers, and Yle (2025) reported that a Finnish Facebook
group had around 4,000 members focused on boycotting U.S. products and services. These
online groups formed after the United States announced its plans to impose tariffs in 2025.
Headlines from various news and media sources used vocabulary indicating the momentum
that country-level boycotts were receiving from citizens. Media coverage created a sense of
urgency by emphasizing how many individuals were joining online campaigns aimed at
spreading information about boycotting U.S. products in response to the tariff plan. Trade-
related boycotts are therefore not only individual choices, but are also shaped by online

discussions, newspapers, media coverage, and collective pressure.

2.4.4 Practical Dimensions of Trade-Related Boycotts

Trade-related boycotts can become visible quickly, but their strength may change as political
attention, media coverage, and consumer concern shift over time. In Finland, a thesis by

Jaakko Hietamiki (2025) found that consumers react emotionally to perceived threats, but
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these reactions may be temporary. One respondent stated, “Over time you get used to the
tariffs. It doesn’t feel like a big deal anymore,” indicating that behavioral responses may

shift over time.

Trade-related boycotts differ from other forms of boycotting by being more symbolic and
potentially short-lived, as they are tied to changing trade disputes rather than sustained crises.
Consumers may want to punish the United States for threatening tariffs, but may not want
to harm local workers. As a result, they may participate through public discourse or boycott-
related campaigns without necessarily changing their purchasing behavior. Davis and
Meunier (2011) support the argument that politics and trade are difficult to link. Therefore,
it is important to understand why consumers may not fully commit to trade-related boycott

campaigns.

Academic literature establishes that boycotts are motivated by the desire to express
disapproval of wrongdoing by an entity (Hawkins, 2010). Boycotters often expect targeted
entities to change after losing customers and facing public disapproval. Trade-related

boycotts may therefore be politically powerful, but not necessarily economically effective.

Heilmann (2016) examines whether political conflict can harm trade through consumer
boycotts. He uses the example of Muslim-majority countries boycotting Danish products
after the controversial Muhammad cartoon crisis. He found that boycotts can severely
damage targeted firms, but not always the national economy. This adds to the argument that
trade-related boycotts are often more symbolic in nature. Although this article is not
specifically about consumers boycotting for trade-related reasons, Heilmann’s point about
the difference between firm-level damage and national economic effectiveness is still
important. His argument emphasizes that trade-related boycotts are often about making a

political statement, not only causing economic damage.

Global supply chains can make boycott targets unclear. France 24 (2025) noted that defining
American products is difficult. The article provides Coca-Cola as an example, as it was
easily identified as an American product and consumers understood that symbolically
boycotting this brand also meant boycotting the United States. However, French consumers
also questioned whether boycotting Coca-Cola would be worth it, as it could hurt French
workers employed in the Coca-Cola factory in northern France. RFI (2025) made the same
point, noting that identifying American goods in Europe is difficult because many American

brands manufacture in Europe while remaining under U.S. ownership. This internal conflict
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arises when consumers must choose between supporting a boycott to protest U.S. policies
and potentially harming workers who are not directly responsible for those policies. Supply
chain confusion may therefore lead to a less effective and less sustained boycott. Trade-
related boycotts, like war-related ones, are not necessarily aimed at the products that would
cause the most economic damage. Consumers often cannot easily observe a product’s

complete associations or identify broader supply chain factors.

The U.S.-EU tariff case began with tariffs, but other forms of trade-related boycotts can
emerge from economic coercion, unfair trade practices, or shifts in established trade
agreements. Trade-related boycotts often carry symbolic weight, while war-related boycotts
are more directly connected to moral urgency and political change. However, the boundary
between the two is blurry within the scope of political consumer behavior. Kumar et al.
(2025) studied a case on the Israel-Palestine conflict, showing how a conflict can affect trade,
supply chains, public perceptions, and more, even when the direct economic impact is less
evident. Boycotts can therefore be both morally and economically focused. French boycotts
of U.S. products in 2025 were connected to tariffs and broader dissatisfaction with U.S.
President Trump’s foreign policies, including Ukraine. This thesis treats trade-related
boycotts as a distinct category from war-related boycotts, while acknowledging that the two

may overlap in practice.

Based on the literature reviewed, Figure 3 presents an overview of how consumers process
geopolitical conflicts when forming boycott intentions. For better visibility, Figure 3 is also
enlarged in Appendix 2. This framework is designed for consumers willing to boycott and

does not represent the entire consumer population.
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Figure 3 Trade-Related Process Framework
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Figure 3 illustrates the process by which consumers respond to trade-related geopolitical
conflicts. The process begins with exposure to economic threats, which is then shaped
through information processing and cognitive evaluation. In this context, consumers may
develop nationalistic ideas or consider boycotting. The consumer must then evaluate the
constraints before participating. Afterwards, comes the potential to act, especially when

consumers feel obligated to respond despite otherwise feeling powerless.

The framework shows how this process can develop into conditional boycott intention,
where consumers are willing to act but only under certain conditions. They may support the
boycott symbolically through online discourse or selective product avoidance rather than
changing their purchasing behavior. However, this intention is filtered through the
evaluation of constraints, including perceived effectiveness, availability of alternatives,
switching costs, brand loyalty, and social visibility. Trade-related boycotts may generate
political disapproval and symbolic opposition, but actual boycott behavior may be selective

and less sustained than in war-related boycott contexts.

Figure 4 provides a clear Venn diagram of both motivations to understand their differences.
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Figure 4 Comparison of Boycott Motivations
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Figure 4 summarizes the similarities and differences between the motivations driving war
and trade-related boycotting behaviors. Both boycotts have similar drivers such as political
disapproval, perceived wrongdoing, and a desire to act when feeling powerless otherwise,
all of which support the reason that these two types of conflicts have not been studied
distinctly; however, the framework clarifies the differences. However, war-related boycotts
are motivated by humanitarian concern, moral obligation, and solidarity, while trade-related

boycotts are shaped by perceived economic unfairness and consumer nationalism.

The comparison highlights the importance of analyzing war-related and trade-related
boycotts separately, despite their overlap as a type of political consumerism. The overlap
shows that both boycott types are motivated by consumers expressing political disapproval,
but the separate motivations show that each boycott type is different and therefore may

actually have different behaviors.

2.5 Constraints on Boycotting Behavior

Consumers are emotionally motivated to participate in boycotts, but practical constraints can
limit their ability to act. Motivations do not always translate into reported behavioral change.

Constraints include market-based factors as well as behavioral factors.
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Behavioral factors, such as brand loyalty and dependence on certain products, can create a
“lock-in” effect, increasing switching costs and making boycotting more difficult. Even
when geopolitical conflicts take place, consumers may struggle to boycott if they rely on
certain products or brands. Boycotting is also shaped by practical and structural factors
within the market. Market-based factors, including price and convenience, can shape
whether consumers are able or willing to participate in a boycott. Consumers may also
question the effectiveness of their individual participation, leading to skepticism and limiting
the urgency to join a campaign. This perceived lack of efficacy can discourage consumers,
even when moral motivation drives them to contribute. This creates an internal conflict about
what is worth sacrificing. Another limitation found in previous studies is that consumers
often have limited knowledge about the country of origin (COO) of many brands. This
complicates macro-boycotts and may weaken their success. The relationship between

boycott intention and reported behavior therefore remains important to study.

2.5.1 Brand Loyalty or Lack of Alternatives

Davis and Meunier (2011) argue that political tensions, including threats of tariffs or the end
of free trade, do not always meaningfully disrupt trade due to sunk costs, brand loyalty,
product attachment, and habitual buying patterns. This article further acknowledges that
consumers may agree with a boycott and view it as justified, yet continue buying the product
anyway. As Davis and Meunier (2011) argue, giving up a preferred brand is difficult. This
argument is especially relevant to trade-related disputes, which may be perceived as less

egregious than war-related conflicts.

2.5.2 Country-of-Origin Confusion

Another repeated finding across the literature on boycotts is that they are most effective
when consumers can clearly identify the target. However, in macro-boycotts, it becomes
more difficult for consumers to identify which products are from the targeted country. This
issue is visible in contemporary media coverage, which noted that consumers often have
difficulty identifying product origins during macro-boycotts. Heilmann (2016) reaffirms that

political boycotts are not caused by inferior product quality, but are instead responses to
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political events, where everyday consumers become political agents by refusing products
associated with political wrongdoing. Boycotts are most effective for visibly branded
products and weaker for intermediate goods hidden in supply chains as sourcing information

becomes more difficult for consumers to track.

Global supply chains can make boycott targets less clear because products may be nationally
branded, locally produced, or economically connected to multiple countries. Global supply
chains therefore make it difficult for consumers to identify whether avoiding a product

supports the intended boycott.

2.5.3 Intention to Behavior Gap

The intention to boycott does not directly translate into reported behavior, as consumers
weigh the sacrifice against personal benefits. Many reasons explain why a consumer may
choose to boycott, including the perception of an egregious act. As noted in boycotting
literature, boycotts are most effective when consumers feel the need to respond to an
egregious act, yet what constitutes an egregious act can depend significantly on the

individual and the national context.

News articles highlight French consumers who understood boycotts against U.S. products
but still bought from companies such as McDonald’s and Nike due to price, convenience,
habit, or preference (Willsher, 2025). This supports the argument that trade-related boycotts
may be more vulnerable to the intention-to-actual-behavior gap than war-related boycotts.
Trade disputes may cause anger and may be seen as egregious, yet they may not evoke the
same level of commitment as wars, which involve observable humanitarian suffering, moral

dilemmas, violence, and solidarity with victims.

Therefore, the limits of boycott effectiveness are especially important for understanding
trade-related boycotts. Their importance often comes from the political message they send,
rather than from clear macroeconomic damage. Heilmann’s (2016) argument that boycotts
can be limited in their economic effectiveness while still allowing consumers to act as
political agents is relevant here. The intention-to-behavior gap is particularly important to
understand in boycotts with less emotionally intense motivations, such as trade-related

boycotts.
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2.6 Comparative Context: France and Finland

Comparative research has begun examining this topic. Tuominen et al. (2023) wrote a
literature review comparing the boycotting profiles of the United Kingdom and Finland.
However, their article concludes that there is a need for a better understanding of the role
different social influences have on consumer boycotting decisions. Moreover, their
conclusion calls for future research to study boycotting across different countries and
cultures. Understanding how the thresholds for boycotting behavior differ is a starting point
for further studies exploring boycott traits (Tuominen et al., 2023). Though consumers may
face similar issues, individuals still respond based on their own understanding which can be

culturally charged.

Yates (2011) noted substantial differences in the impact of people’s resources between
Northern and Central European countries and their Southern and Eastern counterparts. He
recommended an approach to consumer politics that remains sensitive to the social and
structural contexts of countries and consumer participation. His findings imply that Northern
and Western European countries are often favored in analysis, introducing biases that impact
general theories about consumer politics and participation. While these findings reinforce
some conclusions about the impact of age, class, gender, and education, the data show more
cross-national differences than one might expect (Yates, 2011). Research on political
consumerism shows that behaviors exist across contexts, but the strength of these

relationships can differ by country.

Although Yates (2011) stated that research often favors Northern and Western European
countries, this thesis focuses on France and Finland as two specific EU countries with shared
exposure to trade conflicts. This thesis examines how geopolitical conflicts translate into the
minds of consumers and shape their responses. It compares consumer responses in two EU
countries: France and Finland. Both countries are within the EU, but they differ in historical,
political, economic, and cultural contexts. France was selected because it represents an
established Western European economy with a visible role in global politics. Finland was
selected because it is a Nordic country with historical and geopolitical relevance to Northern
and Eastern Europe. The two countries may show different patterns of consumer behavior
in political conflicts, furthering the need to understand how boycott responses differ across

national contexts.
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Sivonen and Heikkild (2024) argue that studies of lifestyle differences and cultural practices
should expand to include moral, ethical, and political values and attitudes. Countries do have
differences and that consumers may reflect their national contexts in their behavior. Yates
(2011) stated that consumers express their identity through critical consumption, and that
substantial differences can be found between countries. The comparison draws from theories
of political consumerism and macro-boycotting, which were discussed in previous sections.
These theories help explain how geopolitical events influence consumer decision-making

and how marketplace behaviors are intertwined with geopolitical events.

France and Finland serve as two different contexts for studying boycotting during
geopolitical conflicts. Since this thesis includes a comparative study of consumer behavior
in France and Finland, it is important to briefly explain the two countries and why they are

particularly interesting for this topic.

2.6.1 Different National Contexts

National context is used as a moderating factor in this study, influencing how consumers
respond to geopolitical boycott triggers. This is illustrated in the proposed analytical
framework in Figure 5. France and Finland, both EU members, may interpret and respond
to geopolitical threats differently. Although both countries are exposed to EU-level tensions,
consumers may view conflicts through individual lenses shaped by their background,

including national history, politics, economics, and perceived proximity to the conflict.

Place solidarity has been shown to influence consumer behavior, but most studies examine
it within a single national context. This raises the question as to how consumer behavior
compares when individuals from different countries face the same geopolitical conflicts, but
reflect different cultures. Do consumers interpret them differently through historical,
cultural, or political perspectives? This thesis examines war-related and trade-related boycott

responses in France and Finland.

A more direct comparative example is provided by Reshetnikova et al. (2024), who studied
Polish and Ukrainian consumers’ attitudes toward Russian brands. Their article extends the
scope of war-driven boycotts by showing how war can influence how consumers perceive
involved countries and the businesses associated with them. The study shows that comparing

countries exposed to the same conflict can reveal patterns in boycott behavior, especially
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when consumers experience the conflict through different historical, emotional, or political
positions. This article contributes to current knowledge about consumer brand attitudes and
preferences under unique social, economic, and market conditions, such as those created by
Russia’s invasion of Ukraine in 2022. Russia’s aggression against Ukraine is an example of

a significant factor influencing consumer attitudes.

Although the article suggests that countries facing the same threat may reveal different
consumer behavior, the case study shows that Polish and Ukrainian respondents behaved
more similarly than expected, declaring disapproval and an inclination to boycott Russian
brands. The article argues that the difference between Poland and Ukraine was not only
nationality, but also the level of emotional engagement in the conflict (Reshetnikova et al.,
2024). National context may have significance, but consumer responses may also depend on

how close or emotionally immediate the conflict feels.

This thesis explores whether trade-related boycotts are perceived similarly by consumers in
France and Finland. It is important to examine whether the U.S. tariff threat in 2025 still

affects consumer perceptions after the initial media attention has shifted to other news.

2.6.2 France

France, a Western European country with a long history of economic stability, is a useful
case for studying consumer politics. It is important to understand France’s history in relation
to consumer politics. French consumers have cultivated a distinct identity as politically
active and economically threatened consumers through protests and mobilization (Trumbull,
2018, p. 70). Trumbull noted that consumer protectionism became a modern way for French
consumers to self-identify, helping explain why many groups organized protests. French
boycotts were also met with widespread popular approval (Trumbull, 2018, p. 65). This
makes France a relevant country for a comparative study of contemporary political

consumerism, drawing on its history of consumer protectionism and boycotts.

Boulianne et al. (2024) observed that political consumerism shifts focus from the state to the
economy, as citizens use public concerns to guide private purchasing decisions. Participation
in politics has changed dramatically, with more people opting for expressive, personalized,
and individualized forms of participation. France is often publicly associated with an

individualized yet visible protest culture; therefore, France is included in this study to
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examine the factors that may determine whether French consumers boycott in trade-related

scenarios.

Including French respondents in the study is important for understanding why consumers
might boycott American products after a historically stable trading relationship. This allows
the study to focus on consumers who are likely to be exposed to media coverage of the case.
According to Willsher (2025), “Le Boycott” is a movement among French consumers
rejecting American brands and U.S.-made products in protest against Donald Trump’s trade
tariffs and anti-European rhetoric. In early March 2025, IFOP found that more than sixty
percent of French people supported boycotting American products (Willsher, 2025). The
#BoycottUSA hashtag spread across social media networks, with Willsher (2025) describing
it as a historic collapse of the United States’ image in France in an article from The Guardian.

Boycott discourse around U.S. products was therefore highly visible in French media.

Regarding the possibility that basic national cultural differences may influence consumer
responses, Hofstede’s cultural dimensions provide a brief contextual background. France,
with its higher power distance, motivation toward achievement and success, and uncertainty
avoidance, differs from Finland. The CultureFactor notes that in France, people are raised to
be emotionally dependent. This may contribute to a more distant view of authority, making
people more likely to challenge it through protest behaviors, such as boycotting. Higher
uncertainty avoidance may also translate into stronger reactions when situations feel unfair
or risky. These dimensions are not treated as predictors of boycott behavior, but they may

help explain why consumers in France could differ from consumers in Finland.

Trumbull’s comparison of France and Germany in his study on consumer capitalism
highlights that even in France, where regulatory autonomy is commonly thought to be high,
policymakers were unable to shape regulatory environments according to their own goals,
and administrative efforts repeatedly failed (Trumbull, 2018, p. 168). This reinforces the
relevance of consumer action in France, as public mobilization and marketplace behavior
may become important when institutional or regulatory responses are perceived as

insufficient.
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2.6.3 Finland

Finland, a member state of the European Union, is geographically located within the Nordic
region and shares a border with Russia. This geopolitical position may shape how consumers
interpret international tensions. Finnish consumers may be exposed to multiple geopolitical
pressures at once. The Russia-Ukraine war created a war-related boycott context among
some Finns, while the U.S.-EU tariff dispute created a trade-related boycott context. This
allows the thesis to examine whether consumers respond differently when both triggers are
present. France may also respond to the Russia-Ukraine war, but Finland’s relationship to

that conflict is geographically more immediate.

Finnish boycotting is evident in the response to the Russia-Ukraine war, where political
consumerism appeared through boycotts in Finnish markets. Finnish retailers S-market and
Alko removed all Russian products from their shelves, and K-market stopped purchasing
Russian products (Yle, 2022). Customers were looking for ways to influence the situation,
and S-Group’s SVP of groceries, Sampo Pédllysaho, stated that drawing a line in their
product range was one way to do that (Yle, 2022). This example shows that war-related
political consumerism in Finland was not only expressed by individual consumers, but also

became visible through retailer decisions and marketplace responses.

The literature reviewed in this chapter shows that war-related and trade-related boycotts can
both be understood as forms of political consumerism but differ in their motivations,
emotional intensity, symbolic meaning, and practical constraints or willingness to overcome
constraints. These differences provide the basis for the empirical study. The following
chapter explains the research methodology used to examine how consumers in France and

Finland respond to war-related and trade-related boycott scenarios.
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3 Research Methodology

This chapter outlines the research methodology used in the thesis. The study follows a
mixed-methods approach to examine how consumers respond to war-related and trade-
related scenarios. The methodology was designed to first explore the topic through pilot
interviews and then test the main relationships through a quantitative survey. Once the pilot
interviews were completed, six hypotheses were built to reflect both the literature and the
qualitative insights obtained from the interviews. Afterwards, the proposed analytical
framework was also built to best illustrate the content of this thesis. This chapter presents
the overall research design, case selection, pilot interviews, survey development, sample and

data collection process, operationalization of variables, and data analysis methods.

3.1 Research Approach and Design

This study examines two types of boycotting behavior within the broad scope of political
consumerism: war-related boycotts and trade-related boycotts. Both involve politically
motivated choices, but they are triggered by different types of conflicts. Pilot interviews
were conducted to better understand how students discussed war-related and trade-related
boycotts, supporting the development of the survey. A quantitative survey was then created

and tested among students in both France and Finland to test the hypotheses.

Understanding boycotting behavior as a response to geopolitical conflicts is complex, which
justifies the use of a mixed-methods approach as the most appropriate design. A mixed-
methods approach allows for a more comprehensive understanding of different consumer
responses, especially when comparing emotionally driven and economically driven boycott
triggers. As stated in the literature, mixed-methods studies provide a better understanding of
a phenomenon (McKim, 2017). This is especially relevant when examining the differences

between two types of boycotts, which may involve different motivations and reasoning.

This study primarily follows a quantitative design with an exploratory qualitative pilot phase.
The pilot interviews supported the development of the hypotheses and survey. This approach
was beneficial because the research topic involves a contemporary and relatively

underexplored area of consumer behavior. The interviews helped identify practical concerns
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that were then transferred into survey questions. The main empirical analysis was conducted

using quantitative survey data.

3.2 Case Selection and Empirical Context

Given the recency and changing state of trade tensions, particularly in relation to U.S. tariff
policies, there is limited academic literature examining consumer responses to trade-related
boycott scenarios. Contemporary media coverage is therefore used to contextualize the case,
reflecting how these issues are communicated and perceived by the public. This study
focuses specifically on trade-related boycott triggers, which differ from war-related conflicts
in their visibility and underlying motivations. Based on the existing literature, trade-related
boycotts are linked to perceptions of economic unfairness, political tension, and public

discourse rather than immediate humanitarian concerns.

3.2.1 Selection of Boycott Triggers

This study focuses on trade-related boycott triggers in the context of recent U.S. tariff
politics, which became a visible source of economic and political tension from 2025 to 2026.
In 2025, the Trump administration introduced tariffs targeting multiple countries as part of
a larger strategy of U.S. protectionism. The president argued that tariffs would boost U.S.
manufacturing and correct perceived imbalances in international trade (Clarke, 2026).
However, in February 2026, the U.S. Supreme Court ruled that many of these tariffs had
been introduced unlawfully, creating uncertainty regarding their continuation and the
potential reimbursement of funds already collected. The Supreme Court’s 2026 ruling
clarified that Trump’s tariffs were introduced under the International Emergency Economic
Powers Act (IEEPA) as a response to two declared national emergencies. However, the
Court held that the IEEPA did not give the President the authority to impose these tariffs
(Learning Resources, Inc. v. Trump, 2026). Despite this ruling, a 10% global tariff was
introduced, replacing country-specific agreements, while tariffs on steel, automobiles, and
industrial products remained in place (Clarke, 2026). This ruling, more specifically listed a
10% import surcharge for 150 days, under Section 122 of the Trade Acts of 1974 (The White

House, 2026). This evolving context may influence consumer perceptions of trade conflicts,
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particularly as costs and disputes rise. Academic research has yet to fully explore trade-
related boycotts, but this study contributes to the phenomenon by analyzing a current case
as it develops. For this reason, the case provides a relevant trade-related scenario for
examining whether economic and political tensions influence consumers’ willingness to

boycott country-associated products.

3.2.2 Selection of France and Finland

France and Finland were chosen as case countries because they represent distinct national
contexts within Europe, differing in politics, consumer behavior, international conflict
engagement, national histories, and geographical position, as discussed in the literature
review. These differences provide the reasoning behind H6, which examines whether
consumers in France and Finland respond differently to the same trade-related conflict. This
comparison allows the study to explore whether shared EU-level trade tensions produce

different consumer responses across national contexts.

3.3 Pilot Interview Design and Development

Seven pilot interviews were conducted with French and Finnish students to explore initial
perceptions of political boycotting. The pilot interview guide is included in Appendix 4.
American products were selected due to recent media coverage about boycotting U.S.
products in Europe. This made U.S. products a relevant case for examining consumer
responses to war-related and trade-related boycott triggers. The interviews were conducted
with students from different fields of study, including four Finnish and three French
respondents. The questions were semi-structured, allowing for additional and follow-up
questions to support a natural conversation. This structure follows McKim’s (2017)
discussion of qualitative research. The pilot interviews lasted an average of 15 minutes per
respondent. The conversations moved from general boycott awareness to political events
from the past year, recent U.S. tariff discussions, and examples of American products used
by respondents. The interview guide allowed for a loose structure that helped bring out new
ideas and develop a better understanding of the topic. At the end of each interview,

respondents were asked whether they wanted to add anything else. This helped identify
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boycotting difficulties, European alternatives, brand loyalties, and the gap between support
and actual purchasing behavior. These themes informed the development of the hypotheses

and the final survey design.

3.3.1 Exploratory Pilot Findings

The exploratory phase identified several themes that informed the survey design.
Respondents were aware of current events and had seen boycott discussions, but many noted
confusion about tariffs. Respondents became aware of events from public discussions and

online media.

Most respondents found American technology products difficult to boycott, with one stating,
"We know American technology is high-quality and the best, and many Europeans do
business in the U.S. because of it” and later reiterating, “We know the quality.” Another
respondent said, "I think Americans lead in technology products, and I love Apple products.”
This insight supported the inclusion of product categories with different switching levels,

including Apple, into the survey to examine boycott willingness.

The pilot interviews also identified a gap between intention and online movements and actual
purchasing behaviors. One respondent noted, "We want to boycott, but we don’t actually
boycott," while another said, "Young people say they boycott, but they don’t actually
boycott, I think.” This justified the survey’s focus on young student respondents and the

intention-behavior gap.

3.4 Hypothesis Development

The pilot interviews were used as exploratory evidence to understand how student
respondents from France and Finland perceived different geopolitical conflicts and their
awareness of boycotts stemming from such conflicts. The interviews revealed stronger
emotions toward war-related conflicts, aligning with the proposed framework. Respondents
had seen discussions of boycotting American products due to U.S. tariffs introduced in 2025.
They also preferred European-made products, but identified American products they could
not boycott due to a lack of alternatives or consumer loyalty. These insights informed the

study’s hypotheses, which examine differences in boycott intention and reported behavior
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across the two conflict types, as well as the relationship between switching difficulty in
trade-related scenarios. Together, the research gaps discussed in Chapter 1 and the literature
review in Chapter 2 pointed to the need for a comparative study on consumer behavior in
political consumerism. Based on the exploratory results from the pilot interviews, the

following hypotheses were established.

3.4.1 Hypotheses

Hypotheses were developed from existing research and pilot interview insights. They focus
on boycott intention, switching difficulty, the intention-behavior gap, availability of EU-
based alternatives, political awareness, and national context. The literature suggests that
participation in political consumerism varies across individuals and is influenced by

structural factors.

H1: Consumers will report stronger boycott intentions in war-related scenarios than in

trade/tariff-related scenarios.

Literature on war-related boycotts suggests that humanitarian crises, moral shock, and
solidarity create stronger emotional reactions than economic trade disputes. In the pilot
interviews, respondents confirmed that war-related boycotts are more visible. When asked
whether they would like to add commentary to this idea, which was presented in the literature
review, one respondent stated, “I think people are more involved in war-related conflicts and
boycotting countries because it raises emotions and it's right in front of our eyes and it poses
a real threat to us, where environmental or tariffs, you can't really observe it.” Another
respondent, when asked specifically about tariffs, stated, “For just tariffs, I think so. In
general it impacted my opinion of the USA and my willingness to support American

companies.” H1 was built from both literature and pilot interviews.

H2: Higher perceived switching difficulty is associated with lower consumer willingness to

boycott.
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Literature shows that practical barriers can reduce a person’s ability or willingness to
participate in a boycott, supporting the expectation that greater switching difficulty will
lower boycott willingness. Hietaméki (2025) noted that respondents in his study appeared to
feel that the tariffs were “not a big deal anymore,” suggesting that consumers may become
less willing to overcome practical barriers when the perceived importance of a trade-related
conflict declines. A similar view appeared in the pilot interviews. When asked whether they
still considered boycotting U.S. products, one respondent stated, “I don’t really think about
it anymore, [and] I don’t make a conscious decision to favor EU products anymore.” These
findings suggest that even when consumers initially support a boycott, inconvenience and
difficulty finding suitable alternatives may prevent them from acting on that intention. To
examine whether such practical constraints reduce consumers’ willingness to boycott, H2

was developed based on both the literature and the pilot interviews.

H3: The gap between boycott intention and actual boycotting behavior will be larger in trade-

related scenarios than in war-related scenarios.

Literature on the intention-behavior gap suggests that consumers may express support
without changing their behavior. This study expects the gap to be larger in trade-related
scenarios. In the pilot interviews, some respondents critiqued their own boycotting behavior
as well as the behavior of others. Without being directly prompted, one respondent stated,
“Young people say they boycott but they don’t actually boycott I think, they boycott to
pretend they care about the world and politics but they still use the same products.” H3 was

built from both literature and pilot interviews.

H4: The availability of a similar-quality EU-based alternative will increase consumers’

willingness to boycott foreign products.

Literature identifies the availability of suitable alternatives as an important factor in
consumers’ willingness to boycott, as consumers may be less willing to avoid a product
when they cannot find an acceptable replacement. This relationship was not tested directly

during the pilot interviews; however, most respondents explained that they would struggle
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to boycott certain products because no suitable alternative was available. Several
respondents also stated that they would prefer to support European products when possible.
Based on these observations, together with the findings from previous literature, H4 was

developed.

H5: Politically aware and politically engaged respondents will report stronger boycott

intentions than less politically aware and engaged respondents.

In the literature, political consumerism suggests that individuals with higher political
awareness are more likely to understand geopolitical issues and express their opinions
through consumption. This supports the expectation that these respondents would report
stronger boycott intentions. In the pilot interview phase, this was difficult to uncover
directly. However, one respondent who studied political science and actively boycotts stated,
“Yeah I see it a lot on social media. I follow a lot of like-minded people with shared values
as me and they often provide lists of companies who either have shared values and we should
support them or also companies that we should boycott. I discuss it with my friends a lot.”

Therefore, H5 was created to test this notion with quantitative data.

H6: French consumers will report stronger boycott intentions in trade-related boycott

scenarios than Finnish consumers.

Literature on national context suggests that consumer responses may differ across countries
due to cultural, political, and historical differences. This supports the reason for comparing
France and Finland in both trade-related and war-related boycott scenarios. H6 was
developed to examine whether French consumers report stronger boycott intentions than

Finnish consumers in response to the same trade-related conflict.
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3.5 Proposed Analytical Framework

Figure 5 brings together the main theoretical relationships guiding this study, showing how
geopolitical conflict type, boycott motivations, practical constraints, and national context

shape consumer responses. For better visibility, Figure 5 is also enlarged in Appendix 3.

Figure 5 Proposed Analytical Framework

Consumer Boycott Boycott Constraints Expected Consumer
Motivation Response
+ Humanitarian concern « Switching difficulty (H2) * More sustained boycott (H2)
* Moral obligation « Alternative availability (H4)l—— | Stronger boycott intention
* Place solidarity  Price sensitivity « Higher likelihood of actual
* Perceived shared threat « Brand loyalty boycott behavior

« Political Awareness (HS5) « Difficulty identifying COO

War Related

Moderates Morivation and Constraints

Geopolitical Conflict
Type

(HI) National Context
Finland vs. France (H6)

Trade Related

Consumer Boycott Boycott Constraints Expected Consumer
Motivation Response
« Perceived unfairness « Switching difficulty (H2) o Less sustained boycott
« Economic tension o Altes availability (H4) « More conditional boycott
« Political disrespect  Price sensitivity intention

« Consumer nationalism * Brand loyalty « Greater gap between
« Difficulty identifying COO intention and action (H3)

« Symbolic participation

« Economic retaliation
« Political Awareness (H5)

Figure 5 presents the proposed analytical framework of consumer boycott responses across
two geopolitical conflicts, including each hypothesis. The framework illustrates how
geopolitical conflicts influence consumer boycott motivations, which are then shaped by
practical constraints before resulting in expected behavioral outcomes. It also incorporates
national context as a moderating factor. National context may shape responses, suggesting
that French and Finnish consumers could differ despite shared EU exposure. This model
emphasizes that boycott responses may be shaped by practical constraints. In trade-related
scenarios, greater perceived switching difficulty is expected to be associated with lower

expected boycott intention.
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3.6 Survey Design and Measures

The quantitative phase was administered through Webropol. The survey tested hypotheses
derived from the literature review and pilot interview insights by presenting respondents
with controlled boycotting scenarios. The full survey questionnaire is included in Appendix
5. The scenarios compared war-related and trade-related conflicts while maintaining
consistency across product categories. The survey measured respondents’ level of political
awareness and its influence on boycott participation. Respondents indicated their boycott
intentions, expected duration of participation, and likelihood of changing purchasing
decisions under war-related and trade-related scenarios. The survey also measured the
availability of European alternatives and respondents’ willingness to switch to them if
possible. The selected brands were chosen because they are easily identifiable as American
products. However, it cannot be assumed that each respondent regularly consumes these
products. As a result, this represents a limitation of the survey design, as varying levels of
product familiarity and consumption may influence the strength of reported boycott

intentions.

3.6.1 Selection of Product Categories and Brands

As the literature identifies practical constraints such as price, convenience, brand loyalty,
lack of alternatives, and perceived sacrifice as barriers to boycott participation, the survey
included product categories that were expected to vary in switching difficulty. This was not
treated as an established product-category theory, but as a methodological choice used to
examine whether boycott willingness changes when the practical difficulty of replacing a
product increases. In order to examine the influence of practical constraints, particularly the
role of switching costs, three easily identifiable and widely recognized American products
with different levels of switching difficulty were selected. Coca-Cola was selected to
represent a low-switching-difficulty product, as soft drinks are generally easier to replace.
Levi’s was selected to represent a medium-switching-difficulty product, as clothing brands
may involve some brand preference but still have many alternatives. Apple was selected to
represent a high-switching-difficulty product, as technology products are often connected to

stronger brand loyalty, device ecosystems, and higher replacement costs.
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3.7 Sample Selection

Students were selected as a specific consumer group. They were chosen not only for their
age, but also for their education level. Research suggests that education is crucial in
explaining political consumerism (Nonomura, 2017). Political consumerism may also
provide an appealing participatory alternative for young people who feel marginalized as
second-class citizens. This makes students a suitable group for this study because they
represent young consumers connected to higher educational environments where political
awareness and international issues are visible. They may also face financial limitations as

they study full-time or enter the workforce.

Students are useful to study when examining whether boycott intentions are reduced when
switching to alternative products becomes difficult. Students from France and Finland were
chosen to study the relationship between boycott intentions, reported behavior, political
awareness, and switching difficulty in war-related and trade-related conflicts. Students are
also likely to be exposed to digital political discussions and shaped by convenience, habit,
and brand loyalty. This makes them an interesting population for examining the difference

between support for a boycott and actual commitment to boycott behavior.

The survey consisted of 43 questions in eight sections. The first section included
demographics and background information. The second section tested interest in geopolitical
issues. The third section tested awareness of recent geopolitical conflicts and previous
experience with boycotting. The fourth section tested general attitudes toward boycotting
and preferences for European alternatives. The fifth, sixth, and seventh sections tested
attitudes toward three different American products in hypothetical boycott scenarios. The
eighth section tested respondents’ intention to switch and reported behavior change. This
thesis examines whether students are more likely to commit to war-related boycotts than

trade-related boycotts, and whether this differs between France and Finland.

The survey was distributed online to student respondents through Webropol. Participation
was voluntary and anonymous, with no names or contact details collected. Students were
approached through different academic settings in order to reach respondents from diverse
educational backgrounds. This was done to reduce the risk that the findings would reflect

the attitudes or behaviors of students from only one specific academic program.
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3.8 Data Collection

The survey was distributed to 298 potential respondents. In total, 153 responses were
received, including 76 Finnish respondents, 64 French respondents, and 13 respondents from
other nationalities who were not included in the final sample. The data were cleaned to
include only respondents who identified as students, were in the appropriate age group,
completed the relevant survey questions, and finished the survey within an adequate amount
of time. The average completion time was just over seven minutes. After data cleaning, the

final sample included 122 respondents, consisting of 68 Finnish and 54 French respondents.

The final cleaned dataset was analyzed through descriptive statistics, with comparisons made
between war-related and trade-related scenarios, product categories, and French and Finnish
responses. The primary independent variable is the boycott trigger type, measured through
war-related and trade-related scenarios. For H2, perceived switching difficulty was treated
as the independent variable and expected boycott willingness in the trade-related product
scenarios as the dependent variable, or outcome. The study also includes background
information about the respondents, including gender, age, student status, employment status,
political awareness, previous boycotting experience, nationality, perceived switching
difficulty, brand loyalty, lack of alternatives, and preference for European alternatives. Most
survey items were measured using Likert-scale responses, allowing respondents to indicate
their level of agreement, intention, or perceived difficulty. In addition to descriptive
statistics, paired-sample t-tests, independent-sample t-tests, and regression analyses were
used to examine differences between scenarios, products, national groups, and selected

explanatory variables.

3.9 Reliability and Measurement Validity

To determine the reliability of the tests, Cronbach’s alpha (o) was used. When measurements
represent multiple survey items, o measures internal consistency reliability. Using Jamovi,
an open-source graphical user interface for R programming, o was tested for the hypotheses
that used multiple measurements. Alpha should be greater than or equal to 0.7, which is the
widely accepted minimum alpha score (Cho and Kim 2015; Bonett and Wright 2015). Below

is a list of the survey questions used to test each hypothesis that needed an internal
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consistency check. Figures 6-13 accompany the list of survey questions to support the

evidence of Jamovi’s calculation of Cronbach’s alpha.
3.9.1 War-Related Boycott Intention Average

Cronbach’s a was 0.673 for these questions used to determine the average of respondents'

willingness to boycott in war-related scenarios used in H1 and HS.

1. How likely would you be to boycott Coca-Cola if the United States were involved in

a military conflict widely criticized in your country?

2. How likely would you be to boycott Levi’s if the United States were involved in a

military conflict widely criticized in your country?

3. How likely would you be to boycott Apple products if the United States were

involved in a military conflict widely criticized in your country?

Figure 6 Cronbach's Alpha for War-Related Boycott Intention Average
Reliability Analysis

Scale Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's a

scale 0.673

This indicated weaker internal consistency among the war-related boycott intention items;

therefore, the results were treated cautiously.

3.9.2 Trade-Related Boycott Intention Average

Cronbach’s o was 0.634 for these questions used to determine the average of respondents’

willingness to boycott in trade-related scenarios used in H1, H2, and HS.
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1. How likely would you be to boycott Coca-Cola if the United States imposed tariffs

that harmed your country’s economy?

2. How likely would you be to boycott Levi’s if the United States imposed tariffs that

harmed your country’s economy?

3. How likely would you be to boycott Apple products if the United States imposed

tariffs that harmed your country’s economy?

Figure 7 Cronbach's Alpha for Trade-Related Boycott Intention Average
Reliability Analysis

Scale Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's a

scale 0.634

This indicated weaker internal consistency among the war-related boycott intention items

therefore, the results were treated cautiously.

3.9.3 Coca-Cola Boycott Willingness Average

Cronbach’s o was 0.822 for these questions used to determine the average of respondents’

willingness to boycott Coca-Cola used in H2 and H4.

1. How likely would you be to boycott Coca-Cola if the United States were involved in

a military conflict widely criticized in your country?

2. How likely would you be to boycott Coca-Cola if the United States imposed tariffs

that harmed your country’s economy?
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Figure 8 Cronbach's Alpha for Coca-Cola Boycott Willingness Average

Reliability Analysis

Scale Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's a

scale 0.822

Cronbach’s a was above 0.7; therefore, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient supports the use of the

Coca-Cola boycott willingness average.
3.9.4 Levi’s Boycott Willingness Average

Cronbach’s o was 0.856 for these questions used to determine the average of respondents’

willingness to boycott Levi’s used in H2 and H4.

1. How likely would you be to boycott Levi’s if the United States were involved in a

military conflict widely criticized in your country?

2. How likely would you be to boycott Levi’s if the United States imposed tariffs that

harmed your country’s economy?

Figure 9 Cronbach's Alpha for Levi's Boycott Willingness Average

Reliability Analysis

Scale Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's a

scale 0.856
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Cronbach’s a was above 0.7; therefore, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient supports the use of the

Levi’s boycott willingness average.
3.9.5 Apple Boycott Willingness Average

Cronbach’s o was 0.941 for these questions used to determine the average of respondents’

willingness to boycott Apple used in H2 and H4.

1. How likely would you be to boycott Apple products if the United States were

involved in a military conflict widely criticized in your country?

2. How likely would you be to boycott Apple products if the United States imposed

tariffs that harmed your country’s economy?

Figure 10 Cronbach's Alpha for Apple Boycott Willingness Average

Reliability Analysis

Scale Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's a

scale 0.941

Cronbach’s a was above 0.7; therefore, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient supports the use of the

Apple boycott willingness average.

3.9.6 Switching Difficulty or Replacement Difficulty

Cronbach’s o was 0.703 for these questions used to determine the average of respondents’

difficulty in switching or replacing brands used in H2.

1. Twould find it hard to stop buying Coca-Cola because I prefer Coca-Cola over other
soft drink brands.
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2. 1 would find it hard to replace Coca-Cola with another soft drink brand that I find

equally acceptable.
3. Iwould find it hard to stop buying Levi’s because I prefer Levi’s as a brand.

4. Twould find it hard to stop buying Levi’s because I feel other brands would not match

Levi’s in fit, style, or quality.

5. T would find it hard to stop buying Apple products because I feel attached to the
Apple brand?

6. I'would find it hard to stop buying Apple products because I think other brands would

not match Apple in quality, ease of use, or performance?

Figure 11 Cronbach's Alpha for Switching Difficulty or Replacement Difficulty
Reliability Analysis

Scale Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's a

scale 0.703

Cronbach’s a was above 0.7; therefore, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient supports the use of the

switching and replacement difficulty average.

3.9.7 Overall Boycott Willingness Average

Cronbach’s o was 0.823 for these questions used to determine the average of respondents’

overall boycott willingness used in HS.

1. How likely would you be to boycott Coca-Cola if the United States were involved in

a military conflict widely criticized in your country?

2. How likely would you be to boycott Coca-Cola if the United States imposed tariffs

that harmed your country’s economy?
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3. How likely would you be to boycott Levi’s if the United States were involved in a

military conflict widely criticized in your country?

4. How likely would you be to boycott Levi’s if the United States imposed tariffs that

harmed your country’s economy?

5. How likely would you be to boycott Apple products if the United States were

involved in a military conflict widely criticized in your country?

6. How likely would you be to boycott Apple products if the United States imposed

tariffs that harmed your country’s economy?

Figure 12 Cronbach's Alpha for Overall Boycott Willingness Average
Reliability Analysis

Scale Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's a

scale 0.823

Cronbach’s a was above 0.7; therefore, Cronbach’s Alpha coefficient supports the use of the

overall boycott willingness average.

3.9.8 Political Awareness Average

Cronbach’s o was 0.648 for these questions used to determine the average of respondents’

political awareness used in HS.

1. How interested are you in international political issues, such as war, trade, and

relations between countries?

2. In the past 12 months, how often have you deliberately reduced or stopped buying a

foreign brand for a political reason?
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3. Inthe past 12 months, how often have you seen or heard discussion about boycotting

U.S. products for war-related reasons?

4. Inthe past 12 months, how often have you seen or heard discussion about boycotting

U.S. products for trade-related reasons, such as tariffs or trade disputes?

Figure 13 Cronbach's Alpha for Political Awareness Average
Reliability Analysis

Scale Reliability Statistics

Cronbach's a

scale 0.648

This indicated weaker internal consistency among the war-related boycott intention items;

therefore, the results were treated cautiously.

3.9.9 Cronbach’s Alpha and Overall Reliability

Various alpha values in the hypotheses were lower than the accepted 0.7 minimum.
However, both Cho and Kim (2015) and Bonett and Wright (2015) argue that 0.7 alpha
should not be treated as an absolute minimum, as there is no universally acceptable reliability
value. Therefore, the alpha values in this study were interpreted as indicators of internal
consistency rather than as strict pass-or-fail evidence of reliability. Measurements with alpha
values around 0.8 and 0.9 were interpreted as showing strong internal consistency, while
values around 0.7 were considered acceptable. Measurements with values around 0.6 were
treated cautiously, as they suggest weaker but still informative internal consistency within
an exploratory study. Alpha is not a perfect measurement of internal consistency, even
though it is widely used. Bonett and Wright (2015) further stated that much smaller

reliabilities can be tolerated if the effect size results are interpreted.
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Overall, Cronbach’s alpha results provide only partial support for the internal consistency
reliability of the measurements testing multiple survey items. Multiple survey items were
averaged in order to test certain hypotheses. The switching difficulty measures provided high
reliability, while the political awareness, war-related intention, and trade-related intention
measurements showed weaker internal consistency and therefore should be treated with
more caution. For this reason, the findings based on measures with lower alpha values should
be interpreted cautiously, while still offering useful exploratory insight into the relationships

tested in the study.
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4 Empirical Results

This chapter presents the empirical results of the study. The results are based on the final
cleaned dataset of 122 student respondents from France and Finland. The chapter first
presents how the data collected is useful regarding its descriptive statistics. This provides an
overview of the sample and identifies general patterns. It then examines the hypotheses by
comparing war-related and trade-related scenarios, product categories, switching difficulty,
the respondents’ political awareness, European alternative preferences, and national context.
The purpose of this chapter is to show how consumers responded to the boycott scenarios
and whether the quantitative findings support the hypotheses developed from the literature

review and pilot interviews.

4.1 Data Analysis Procedures

The quantitative data were analyzed using Microsoft Excel. Microsoft Excel was used to
determine descriptive statistics and to run paired-samples t-tests, independent-samples t-

tests, and regressions.

Descriptive statistics are methods that summarize data so that patterns can be more easily
assessed (Abbott, 2012, p. 51). Descriptive statistics were used first to better understand the
data before hypothesis testing, as supported by Wilcox (2009, p. 9). In this thesis, descriptive
statistics included the mean (M) to view the average, standard deviation (SD) to view how

spread out the respondents’ answers were, and number of respondents (N).

Paired-samples t-tests were used when analyzing the comparisons between war-related and
trade-related boycott intentions. Paired-samples t-tests are appropriate to use when
comparing two scores from the same participant group, as explained by Wilcox (2009, p.
185). The number of respondents remained the same for this test, as the difference between

the two respondent groups, French and Finnish, was not compared.

Independent-samples t-tests were used when comparing two separate groups of respondents.
This applied to H6, as French and Finnish respondents were separate groups and had

different numbers of responses. Finland had 68 respondents, and France had 54 responses.
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Wilcox (2009, p. 191) discusses using the Welch test to compare means of two different

groups.

Regression analyses were used to understand whether one variable influenced another. This
was applied to H4 and HS5. Regression was used to test whether European preferences
predicted boycott willingness, whether political awareness predicted boycott willingness,
and whether brand attachment and difficulty to replace predicted boycott willingness. In
regression, Wilcox (2009, p. 166) explains that using the X variable as the predictor and the
Y variable as the outcome will test the influence. Moreover, Wilcox (2009, p. 174) explains
that R?, the coefficient of determination, reflects how much the independent variable affected
the dependent variable. This coefficient of determination gives more insight into what
percentage the dependent variable is determined by the independent variable. The coefficient
was also noted in the tables, as it shows the importance of the relationship. Positive
coefficients mean higher values of the predictor were associated with higher boycott
willingness, and negative coefficients mean higher values of the predictor were associated

with lower boycott willingness.

Statistical significance was assessed using p-values, which are found from running a t-test
and also found in the regression analyses. Significance was noted if p < 0.05, which means
the data provided enough statistical evidence to support the test. If p > 0.05, then it was not
statistically significant. If a result was significant but was contrary to the test, it was noted
that the result was significant in the opposite direction. Wilcox (2009, p. 203) explains that
when multiple tests are performed, the risk of a Type 1 error increases when multiple tests
are conducted, which means that a statistically significant result may not reflect a real

difference. Additional tests were conducted for supporting analyses for some hypotheses.

4.2 Hypothesis Testing

The quantitative data were exported from Webropol and analyzed using Microsoft Excel
through various tests. After cleaning the dataset, descriptive statistics were calculated for the
main variables for each hypothesis. The hypotheses were tested using paired-samples t-tests,
independent-samples t-tests, and regression analyses. Paired-samples t-tests were used to
compare responses from the same respondents, and independent-samples t-tests were used

to compare French and Finnish responses. Regression analyses were used to examine
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whether boycott willingness was influenced by other factors. Additional supporting tests
were run to explain the hypothesis results and to see if the results could have other

significance.

4.2.1 Hypothesis 1

H1: Consumers will report stronger boycott intentions in war-related scenarios than in trade

or tariff-related scenarios.

Table 1 Paired-Samples T-Test For Boycott Intention By Conflict Type

Variable War—relz}ted Trad e-rel.ated N o Result
scenario scenario
. M =298 M =3.06 .
B tt Intent 122 0.105 Not ficant
0yco ention SD = 0.95 SD = 0.88 ot significan

Note: Boycott intention was measured on a 1-5 scale, where higher values indicate stronger

boycott intention.

A paired-samples t-test was conducted to compare boycott intention in war-related and trade-
related scenarios. War-related and trade-related boycott intention was calculated as the
average of the three product-specific boycott-intention items: Coca-Cola was used as the low
switching difficulty, Levi’s was used as the medium switching difficulty, and Apple was
used as the high switching difficulty. The results showed similar levels of boycott intention
in both war-related and trade-related scenarios. The difference was not statistically

significant; therefore, H1 was not supported.

Additional comparisons were tested as respondents did not significantly differ to better
understand whether respondents still differed across different boycott measures. This
comparison includes examining exposure, previous avoidance behavior, general boycott

willingness, and moral justification for boycotting. This provides more context for H1.
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Table 2 Additional Paired Comparisons Between War-Related And Trade-Related Boycott
Measures

War-related M | Trade-related
M -val Result
easure SD M SD N p-value esu
Boycott discussion | M = 3.174 M =3.041 121 0.106 Not significant
exposure SD=1.101 SD = 1.075
Previous avoidance | M = 2.645 M =2.215 .
121 <0.001 ficant
behavior SD=1.189 | SD=10.976 P Significan
Gen.eraTI boycott M = 3.579 M =3.512 121 0.391 Not significant
willingness SD=0.911 SD = 0.828
— . M=4.132 M = 3.769 L
Moral justificat 121 < 0.001 ficant
oral JuSHEAon 1 sp—0.875 | sp=o0.761 P Significan

Note: All measures were assessed on 1-5 scales, where higher values indicate stronger
agreement. Paired-samples t-tests were used because the same respondents answered both

war-related and trade-related items.

Additional paired-samples t-tests were run to compare war-related and trade-related boycott
measures. The results showed no statistically significant difference in boycott discussion
exposure or boycott willingness. Respondents did report significantly higher previous
avoidance behavior for war-related conflicts than for trade-related conflicts. War-related
boycotts were also significantly more morally justified than trade-related boycotts. These
findings suggest that while general willingness levels were similar between war-related and
trade-related scenarios, war-related boycotts were more strongly associated with previous

avoidance behavior and moral justification.

4.2.2 Hypothesis 2

H2: Higher perceived switching difficulty is associated with lower consumer willingness to

boycott.

Descriptive statistics and paired-samples t-tests are shown in two different tables to clearly

separate war-related and trade-related scenarios.
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Table 3 Boycott Willingness By Switching Difficulty And Conflict Type

Panel A Descriptive Statistics

Scenario Product Sv'vitching M SD N
difficulty

War-related Coca-Cola Low 3.22 1.35 122
War-related Levi’s Medium 3.47 1.17 122
War-related Apple High 2.24 1.12 122
Trade-related Coca-Cola Low 3.43 1.25 122
Trade-related Levi’s Medium 35 1.12 122
Trade-related Apple High 2.26 1.09 122

Note: Boycott willingness was measured on a 1-5 scale, where higher values indicate

stronger boycott willingness

Panel B Paired-Samples t-tests

Scenario Shi T d.iﬂiculty Product comparison p-value Result
comparison

War-related Low vs medium Coca-Cola vs Levi’s 0.026 Significant, opposite direction
War-related Medium vs high Levi’s vs Apple p < 0.001 Significant
War-related Low vs high Coca-Cola vs Apple p < 0.001 Significant
Trade-related Low vs medium Coca-Cola vs Levi’s 0.489 Not significant
Trade-related Medium vs high Levi’s vs Apple p < 0.001 Significant
Trade-related Low vs high Coca-Cola vs Apple p < 0.001 Significant

Note: Boycott willingness was measured on a 1-5 scale, where higher values indicate

stronger boycott willingness.

Paired-samples t-tests were conducted to compare boycott willingness across the different
levels of switching difficulty in both war-related and trade-related scenarios. Coca-Cola was
expected to have the highest boycott willingness, as it represented the lowest switching
difficulty. However, in the war-related scenario, Levi’s had a significantly higher mean than
Coca-Cola, which was significant in the opposite direction. In the trade-related scenario, the
difference between Coca-Cola and Levi’s was not significant. Both Coca-Cola and Levi’s
had significantly higher boycott willingness than Apple in both war-related and trade-related
scenarios. Apple had the lowest boycott willingness overall, suggesting that high switching

difficulty reduces the willingness to boycott. The results show that switching difficulty was
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important at high switching difficulty, but the gradual decrease from low to medium to high

switching difficulty was not observed. H2 was partially supported.

Supporting regression analysis was run to determine if brand loyalty and replacement

difficulty influenced the results in H2.

Table 4 Regression Results For Brand Loyalty, Replacement Difficulty, And Boycott
Willingness

Product Predictor R? Coefficient N p-value Result
Brand ..

Coca-Cola 0.146 -0.339 122 p < 0.001 Significant
preference

Coca-Cola | RePlacement |, 55, -0.277 122 | p<0.001 | Significant
Difficulty

Levi's Brand 0.170 -0.354 122 | p<0.001 | Significant
preference

Levis | Replacement | 0, -0.261 122 | p<0.001 | Significant
Difficulty

Apple Brand 0.214 -0.333 122 | p<0.001 | Significant
preference

Apple | Replacement |, )¢ -0.365 122 | p<0.001 | Significant
Difficulty

Note: Boycott willingness was calculated as the average of the war-related and trade-related

boycott likelihood items for each product.

Although H2 was only partially supported, the additional regression analyses provide
support for the broader role of switching difficulty. Across all three product categories, brand
preference and replacement difficulty were significant negative predictors of boycott
willingness. The coefficients were all negative, meaning that the independent variables,
brand preference and replacement difficulty, negatively influenced the dependent variable,
boycott willingness. Respondents who reported stronger brand preference or greater
difficulty replacing a product were less willing to boycott that product. The relationship was
strongest for Apple, especially for replacement difficulty. Respondents who had stronger
attachments to the brand or found it harder to replace were less likely to boycott it. The

regression results show that perceived switching barriers were consistent in their association
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with lower boycott willingness. The coefficient of determination was highest for
replacement difficulty for Apple products at 22.8% and lowest for replacement difficulty for
Coca-Cola products, indicating that replacement difficulty explained more variance for

Apple than for Coca-Cola. For better visibility, the data were charted in Figure 14 below.

Figure 14 Average Boycott Intention by Switching Difficulty in War-related and Trade-
related Scenarios

Average Boycott Intention by Switching Difficulty in War-related and Trade-related Scenarios

45 4

3.5 4

25 A

Low: Coca-Cola Medium: Levi's High: Apple

= War-related Average 0 Trde-related Average

Note: Boycott willingness was measured on a 1-5 scale, where higher values indicate

stronger boycott willingness.

Overall, these findings provide additional support for the role of switching difficulty in
shaping boycott willingness. Therefore, brand attachment and replacement difficulty appear

to act as practical barriers to boycott participation.
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4.2.3 Hypothesis 3

H3: The gap between boycott intentions and actual boycott behavior will be larger in trade-

related boycotts than in war-related boycotts.

Table 5 Paired-Samples T-Test For Intention to Behavior Gap By Conflict Type

War-related | Trade-related
Variable . . N p-value Result
Scenario Scenario
Intentlon-to Actual M=0.22 M=0.2 121 0.723 Not significant
Behavior Gap SD=0.70 SD = 0.64

Note: The intention to behavior gap was calculated by subtracting reported actual

purchasing behavior from reported boycott intention.

A paired-samples t-test was run to compare the intention to reported behavior in war-related
and trade-related boycott scenarios. The results showed a similar intention to actual behavior
gap in war-related scenarios and trade-related scenarios. The descriptive statistics supported
this result, as the average intention-behavior gap was similar in both war-related and trade-
related scenarios. The difference was not statistically significant; therefore, H3 was not

supported.

4.2.4 Hypothesis 4

H4: The availability of similar quality EU-based alternatives increases willingness to boycott

foreign products.
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Table 6 Regression Results For European Alternative Preference And Boycott Willingness

Product Sv‘vitching R? Coefficient N p-value Result
Difficulty
Coca-Cola Low 0.196 0.523 122 p <0.001 Significant
Levi's Medium 0.187 0.472 122 p <0.001 Significant
Apple High 0.178 0.392 122 p < 0.001 Significant

Note: Boycott willingness was calculated as the average of the war-related and trade-related

boycott likelihood items for each product.

Regression analyses were run to examine whether a preference for European alternatives
predicted boycott willingness across the three products shown in Appendix 6. The results
showed positive and statistically significant relationships, along with positive correlations.
This means that respondents who reported stronger preferences for European alternatives
were also more willing to boycott the corresponding American product. The coefficient of
determination decreased in percentage points as switching difficulty increased. The
relationship was strongest for Coca-Cola and weakest for Apple, suggesting that European
alternatives were acceptable for Coca-Cola and less so for Apple. European alternatives may
reduce one practical barrier to boycotting, but their influence becomes weaker when the

product is more difficult to replace. H4 was supported.

4.2.5 Hypothesis 5

HS5: Politically aware or engaged respondents report stronger boycott intentions than less

aware respondents.
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Table 7 Regression Models Predicting Boycott Willingness From Political Awareness And
Engagement

Model Outcome variable R Coefficient N p-value Result
Political Awareness and Overall boycott .

0.171 0.503 122 < 0.001 Significant

Overall Boycott Willingness willingness P ‘gattican

Political Awargn?ss and War War—rt.sla.ted boycott 0.169 0.547 122 p < 0.001 Significant
Boycott Willingness willingness

Political AWHIB’I.‘!E?S and Tradeq:el.tated boycott 0.138 0.458 122 p<0.001 Significant
Trade Boycott Willingness willingness

Note: Political awareness and engagement was calculated as the mean of four items
covering political interest, previous boycott behavior, and exposure to boycott discussions.

Higher values indicate greater awareness and engagement.

Regression analyses were conducted to examine whether political awareness predicted
boycott willingness, as shown in Appendix 7. The results showed that political awareness
significantly predicted overall boycott willingness. The coefficients were positive in all
models of overall, war-related, and trade-related boycott willingness. The coefficient of
determination was lower in trade-related boycotts, at 13.8%, than in war-related boycotts, at
16.9%; therefore, political awareness was a slightly stronger predictor of war-related boycott
willingness. The relationship was slightly stronger for war-related boycott willingness than

for trade-related boycott willingness. HS was supported.

4.2.6 Hypothesis 6

H6: French consumers will report stronger boycott intentions in trade-related boycott

scenarios than Finnish consumers.
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Table 8 Independent Samples T-Test For Trade-Related Boycott Intention By Nationality

Variable Fm¥a1.1d Fra}n?e Finland N France N p-value Result
Statistics Statistics
Trade—-relate(‘i M=3.04 M=3.09 68 54 0.776 ‘ 1\-Tot
boycott intention | SD = 0.86 SD=0.90 significant

Note: Trade-related boycott intention was calculated as the average of the Coca-Cola,
Levi’s, and Apple trade-related boycott intention items. Higher values indicate stronger

boycott intention.

An independent samples t-test was run to compare trade-related boycott intentions between
French and Finnish respondents. French respondents reported a slightly higher average than
Finnish respondents. However, this difference was not statistically significant. Therefore,
H6 was not supported. Although the result was in the expected direction, the difference
between the two groups was not supported by statistical evidence to conclude that French

respondents had stronger trade-related boycott intentions than Finnish respondents.

Additional paired-samples t-tests were run to compare French and Finnish respondents’

boycott intention in war-related and trade-related scenarios.

Table 9 Within-Country Comparisons Of War-Related And Trade-Related Intention And
Behavior

War-related | Trade-related

Nationality Measure M SD MSD N p-value Result

g | o [ a0 | com | snan
.. Actual _ _

eopondets | imemion | SD=086 | Spogas | 4 | 0% | Siesfia

msf);e:;:ms pufc(}:lt:sailng 33136;63 Né; g’.‘;i' 54 0.553  [Not significant

behavior

Note: Paired-samples t-tests were used because the same respondents answered both war-

related and trade-related items within each nationality group.
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Although H6 was not statistically supported in the comparison between French and Finnish
respondents, the country analysis provides additional context. For better visibility, the table

is charted in a bar graph in Figure 15 below.

Figure 15 Trade-related and War-related Boycott Intentions Across French and Finnish
Respondents

Trade-related and War-related Boycott Intentions Across French and Finnish Respondents

4.5 A

3.5 4

25

‘War intention Trade intention

France  wwssmm Finland --....... Linear (France)

Note: Boycott intention was measured on a 1-5 scale, where higher values indicate stronger

boycott intention.

As shown in Table 9, Finnish respondents reported higher war-related intentions and
reported behavioral responses than trade-related intentions and behavior. French respondents
followed a similar pattern for intentions, although the difference between war-related and
trade-related reported behavior was not statistically significant. Figure 15 helps to show the
difference in the mean intention scores more clearly. Both groups reported higher intentions

in the war-related scenario, but the gap between the two scenarios was slightly larger among
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Finnish respondents. French respondents also had a slightly higher mean trade-related
intention than Finnish respondents, but this difference was not statistically significant. H6
was therefore not supported, although the differences in the patterns between the two groups

suggest that national context may still have some relevance.

4.3 Summary of Hypothesis Results

Overall, the results showed partial support for the hypotheses. HI was not supported. H2
was partially supported. H3 was not supported. H4 and H5 were supported. Finally, H6 was

not supported, though in the additional test, the results pointed in the expected direction.
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5 Discussion and Limitations

This chapter discusses the empirical findings in relation to the literature reviewed in Chapter
2 and the hypotheses tested in Chapter 4. Overall, the findings show that consumer intentions
were not statistically higher in war-related boycotts compared to trade-related boycotts.
However, war-related boycotts and trade-related boycotts do function differently and can
therefore be understood as separate forms of political consumerism. War-related boycotts
appeared to be more connected to moral justification and previous avoidance behavior, while
trade-related boycotts produced similar levels of boycott willingness. Consumers may feel

more impacted by trade-related conflicts than expected.

The results also show that practical constraints are necessary to understand boycott
willingness. Switching difficulty, brand loyalty, replacement difficulty, the availability of
European alternatives, and political awareness helped explain boycott willingness.
Therefore, the findings suggest that consumer boycotting is not only shaped by political
motivations. It is also shaped by whether consumers feel that boycotting is a viable option.
This notion supports the literature on the intention-behavior gap and practical barriers to

political consumerism.

5.1 War-Related Versus Trade-Related Boycott Responses

During the initial phase of the empirical analysis, the levels of reported intention to boycott
in war-related scenarios were compared to trade-related scenarios. H1 expected that war-
related boycott intentions would be higher, based on literature suggesting that war-related
boycotts are often shaped by humanitarian crises, moral urgency, place solidarity, and
emotional engagement. However, the hypothesis was not supported by the data. The data
showed similar levels of boycott intention in both war-related and trade-related scenarios,
with a slightly higher average in trade-related boycotts; however, this difference was not

statistically significant.

This appeared contradictory to the literature, as war-related conflicts are often described as
more emotionally charged and more likely to produce urgent reactions than trade-related

conflicts. However, the additional comparison table provided a potential explanation.
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Respondents did report significantly higher previous avoidance behavior and stronger moral
justification for war-related boycotts. War-related boycotts may still be tied to stronger

emotions, even though this did not result in higher boycott intentions.

This distinction is important to note, as it shows that moral justification does not equate to
behavioral intention. Respondents may view boycotts in war-related scenarios as morally
justified, but this does not mean they are more willing to boycott. That willingness depends
on multiple limitations, such as the product itself, among other factors. However, it can still
be argued that the findings support the idea that moral motivation can encourage boycott

approval, but does not always translate into stronger behavioral intention.

The rejection of H1 may also be explained by the specific trade-related case used in this
study. The war-related scenario was presented as a hypothetical war scenario, which did not
directly affect the respondents, whereas the trade-related scenario was presented as a current
U.S. tariff imposition, which could directly affect the respondents. Moreover, as the case
was visible in public discussions and media, respondents may have interpreted the trade-
related scenario as more urgent. This may have increased trade-related intentions among the

respondents.

H3 examined whether the gap between boycotting intentions and actual boycott behaviors
would be larger in trade-related scenarios than in war-related scenarios. This hypothesis was
also not supported. The intention-behavior gap was similar and not statistically significant.
Respondents may face similar constraints to actual boycotting behavior in both scenarios.
There is not enough evidence to support the idea that people are more willing to overcome

constraints during war-related scenarios in order to boycott.

One important point to consider is the difference between the exploratory pilot interviews
and the quantitative survey results. During the pilot interviews, respondents discussed war-
related conflicts as having more reasons that would enable individuals to want to boycott a
country. Respondents discussed that trade-related conflicts were not as urgent, and although
they had seen them in the media and agreed they were unfair, many respondents also argued
for the tariff measures and stated that those who are boycotting are hypocritical, arguing that
young people may say they want to boycott but do not actually change their behavior. This
suggested that war-related conflicts could create stronger boycott motivation than trade-
related conflicts. However, the quantitative survey did not fully support this expectation.

One possible explanation is that the pilot interviews allowed respondents to speak more
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openly, explain their thoughts, and reflect on the meaning of war-related and trade-related
conflicts with a moderator. In contrast, the survey required respondents to answer based on

their immediate understanding of the scenarios.

The war-related scenario was hypothetical, while the trade-related scenario was based on the
ongoing implementation and changing standards of the U.S. global tariffs, specifically
looking at European countries. Respondents may therefore have answered with current
media discussions and political uncertainty in mind, especially since the tariff case involved
legal confusion and public debate about whether the tariffs would continue. This may have
made the trade-related scenario feel more immediate to respondents, even if war-related
conflicts were still viewed as more morally serious. As Hietaméki (2025) suggests, consumer
reactions to political and economic events may change over time as people become more or
less affected by the issue. Therefore, the difference between the exploratory and quantitative
findings may not only reflect the conflict type itself, but also the timing, visibility, and

immediacy of the scenario presented to respondents.

Another possible explanation is that the survey relied on self-reported behavior rather than
observed purchasing behavior. Respondents may report intended behavior and reported
behavior similarly to reflect what they may do or may want to do. The questions were
designed as hypotheticals; therefore, receiving hypothetical results is possible. Moreover, in
hypothetical scenarios, it is more difficult to consider actual prices, limited alternatives, or
brand loyalty factors. This may have reduced the observed differences between intention and
reported behavior. The rejection of H3 should not be interpreted as evidence that there is no

intention-behavior gap, but rather that the gap in this study was not statistically supported.

Overall, the findings for H1 and H3 suggest that war-related and trade-related boycotts may

be more similar than originally argued.

5.2 Switching Difficulty and Practical Barriers

The secondary phase of the analysis examined how switching difficulty across product types
influenced boycott willingness. H2 expected that higher perceived switching costs would
mean that consumers had a lower willingness to boycott, as there would be more to sacrifice.
This hypothesis was partially supported. The product types included three easily identifiable

American brands: Coca-Cola, Levi’s, and Apple. There was no significant difference
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between Coca-Cola and Levi’s; however, there was a significantly lower likelihood of
boycotting Apple. Apple had the lowest boycott willingness in both scenarios, while Coca-
Cola and Levi’s had higher willingness to boycott.

This finding suggests that switching difficulty matters most when a product has high
importance to the consumer. Apple products are more difficult to replace because they are
expensive, linked to other Apple devices, associated with high brand loyalty, and used
almost every day. Because of this, consumers may support the idea of boycotting but be
unable to change their behavior due to this particular constraint. Furthermore, this supports

the argument that constraints weaken boycott participation.

However, the results also show that switching difficulty did not produce a step-by-step
decrease as switching difficulty increased. Boycott willingness did not decrease from Coca-
Cola to Levi’s to Apple. In the war-related scenario, respondents were actually more willing
to boycott Levi’s than Coca-Cola. This was significant, but in the opposite predicted
direction. This could suggest a limitation in the survey design, as the selected brand may
have had varied levels of importance to the respondents. Respondents may not have viewed
Levi’s as a difficult product to replace. Alternatively, respondents may have viewed Levi’s
as a more visible American brand, making it more meaningful to boycott. These are possible

factors to consider when explaining why the result was significant in the opposite direction.

H2 was partially supported, and the findings show that high switching difficulty can reduce
boycott willingness. The results also show that boycott willingness is not shaped by
switching difficulty alone. There are other constraints that limit a person’s boycott

willingness.

5.3 European Alternatives

The third part of the empirical analysis considered whether European alternatives and
political awareness influenced boycott willingness. H4 expected that the availability of
similar EU-based alternatives would increase willingness to boycott foreign products. This
would make it easier for consumers to commit to the boycott, as it would reduce one common
constraint. Across all three products listed in the survey, Coca-Cola, Levi’s, and Apple,
consumers’ preference for European alternatives was statistically significant and positive.

Consumers may be more willing to boycott if there is a realistic European alternative, as it
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would be easier to justify the purchase politically and economically by supporting their own

economy.

The strength of this relationship differed across the products. The effect was strongest for
Coca-Cola, supported for Levi’s, and weakest for Apple. This makes sense, as soft drinks
are easier and cheaper to replace with many European-based alternatives. Clothing products

are also fairly easy to replace, while technology products are more difficult to replace.

Overall, the findings for H4 indicate that boycott willingness is influenced by practical
alternative constraints. Although the pilot interviews were not used as the main qualitative
part of this study, it is notable that every respondent mentioned the difficulty of boycotting

American-made technology products.

5.4 Political Awareness

In the fourth part of the empirical study, political awareness was examined. HS expected that
politically aware respondents would report stronger boycott willingness, and this hypothesis
was supported. Political awareness significantly predicted overall boycott willingness. The
study also separated war-related and trade-related boycotts to examine the differences
between them. Respondents who were more politically aware had stronger boycott

willingness, and the results were significant across all cases.

H5 shows that boycott willingness is influenced by political awareness. This supports the
notion that boycotting is a form of political participation, as mentioned in previous literature.
Consumers who are more politically aware may be more likely to understand the complexity
of geopolitical issues and, therefore, understand how they can respond through their

purchasing decisions.

5.5 National Context: France and Finland

The final part of the empirical study examined national differences between French and
Finnish participants. H6 expected that French respondents would report stronger trade-
related boycott intentions than Finnish respondents; however, this hypothesis was not

supported. French respondents had a slightly higher average in war-related intention than
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trade-related intention as seen in Figure 15. This difference was statistically significant,

however, the comparison was not a direct test of H6 in trade-related intention.

One possible explanation is that both groups consisted of students. French and Finnish
student respondents may have shared similar levels of international exposure through digital
media, public discourse, and academic discussions of geopolitical issues. The wider EU
context may have also reduced national differences, as both groups were responding to the
same broader U.S.-EU trade tensions. The study was purposefully designed around this
specific respondent group, while acknowledging its limitations, to examine whether a
meaningful difference would still emerge. The selected brands may have also made the

comparison less distinct, similar to the interpretation of H4.

However, after adding a supporting analysis to observe the differences between Finnish
respondents in war-related and trade-related scenarios and French respondents in war-related
and trade-related scenarios, the results showed a minor difference. The patterns reveal that
the two groups understood the difference between war-related and trade-related boycotts.
Finnish respondents showed a clearer difference between war-related and trade-related
boycotts, with a stronger response to war-related scenarios. This may suggest that war-
related conflicts felt more relevant in the Finnish sample, possibly due to Finland’s
geographical location and political history. French respondents also reported stronger war-
related intentions than trade-related intentions, but the difference was not statistically
significant. This may suggest that, for French respondents, both conflicts may produce

similar boycotting responses.

H6 was not supported; therefore, this study does not make claims that French consumers are
more likely than Finnish consumers to participate in trade-related boycotts. However, the
additional findings indicate that national context may still play a role in how people perceive
geopolitical disputes. The comparative analysis of French and Finnish national contexts

helps provide a better understanding of consumer boycott behavior.

5.6 Limitations

Although this study makes meaningful contributions to understanding consumer boycott
behavior, the findings should be interpreted with consideration to several limitations which

are acknowledged. First, the study focuses only on student responses. Although this was a
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methodological choice, as students represent a young, educated consumer group that may be
exposed to political discussion through digital media, it also means that the findings should
not be generalized to the wider populations of Finland or France. Moreover, the sample sizes
after data cleaning were small and uneven. The final results included only 68 Finnish
students and 54 French students, which may have reduced the ability to find statistically
significant differences between the two groups. Although the results showed some patterns
in the expected direction, especially French respondents’ slightly higher trade-related
boycott intention, the sample size was not large enough to support strong conclusions.

Second, the survey relied on self-reported intentions and behaviors, which may differ from
respondents’ actual purchasing decisions. Respondents only reported what they thought they
would do in a hypothetical boycott situation. The respondents included a general sample of
consumers, rather than only active boycotters, so some responses may reflect limited
personal experience with boycotting, while others may reflect stronger attitudes toward

boycotting.

Third, although Coca-Cola, Levi’s, and Apple were selected because they are easily
identifiable American products and represent low, medium, and high switching difficulty, it
cannot be assumed that all respondents regularly consume or use these products. This may
affect the strength of the reported boycotting intentions within the product categories for
switching difficulty and may explain why the results did not show a gradual decrease in

boycott willingness from Coca-Cola to Levi’s to Apple.

Fourth, the trade-related case was based on the recent U.S.-EU tariff context, and new
information about the case is constantly being raised in contemporary media. Discussion of
the tariff case was more visible in media coverage in 2025 and may have been less visible in
respondents’ everyday media at the time this study was conducted in early 2026. As there
was generally less media coverage compared to the previous year, this may have affected
respondents’ ability to remember or evaluate the situation clearly. The legal development of
the tariff case also created more confusion, and if respondents knew about the development,
their interpretations could have reflected different responses. In addition, the war-related
context was not assigned a specific case like the trade-related tariff context. Therefore, the
results may have shown stronger intention in an actual case and lower intention in a

hypothetical war-related scenario.
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Finally, as the survey did not collect IP addresses or technical location data, respondents’
country classification was based on self-reported information. Therefore, the study identifies
participants according to their declared student status, nationality, or country affiliation
rather than verified physical location at the time of completion. The online distribution of
the survey may also have created sampling bias, as respondents were reached through

accessible academic networks rather than through random sampling.
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6 Conclusions and Recommendations for Future Research

This study set out to understand the role geopolitical conflicts can play in consumer behavior,
specifically boycotting behavior, and how boycott responses differ when consumers are
faced with different political scenarios. In order to understand this within a European
context, the research question was accompanied by four sub-questions. The theoretical and
managerial implications compare the theories used in this thesis with the empirical findings.

To conclude the thesis, future research recommendations are presented.

6.1 Concluding Research Questions

The purpose of this study was to determine whether there was a difference in consumer
behavior, specifically boycotting behavior, between war-related and trade-related conflicts.
The main research question asked: How do war-related and trade-related geopolitical
conflicts differently shape consumer boycotting intentions and behaviors among French and
Finnish student consumers? The primary research question was answered by considering
H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, and H6 together. The findings suggested that the differences between
both conflicts were more complex than originally expected. War-related conflicts were
expected to create stronger boycott intentions compared to trade-related conflicts, as the
literature argued that these scenarios elicit stronger emotions related to humanitarian
concerns. However, in the empirical section, no statistically significant differences were
found. Instead, the results showed that consumers may not separate boycott triggers only by

their moral urgency.

The first sub-question asked: How do war-related and trade-related geopolitical conflicts
differ in their influence on boycott intentions, expected duration, and reported behavior?
This question was answered by considering H1 and H3. The findings suggested that war-
related boycotts were significantly associated with moral justification, but this did not also
mean there was significantly stronger boycott intention. This means moral urgency is not

enough on its own to support boycott willingness.

The second sub-question asked: How do practical factors, such as switching difficulty and

the availability of European alternatives, influence consumers’ ability to act on their
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boycotting intentions? This question was answered by considering H2 and H4. The findings
suggested that boycott willingness was lower for a high-switching-difficulty product. In this
hypothesis, the low-switching-difficulty product was Coca-Cola, the medium-switching-
difficulty product was Levi’s, and the high-switching-difficulty product was Apple. The
results also suggest that there was no significant difference in boycott willingness for low-
and medium-switching-difficulty products; only the high-switching-difficulty product,
Apple, was noted to have lower boycott willingness among respondents. In addition,
regression results showed that brand preference and replacement difficulty reduced boycott
willingness. These findings suggest that practical constraints can negatively affect

boycotting behavior.

The third sub-question asked: How does political awareness influence consumer responses
to war-related and trade-related boycott scenarios? This question was answered by
considering H5. The results showed that political awareness was positively associated with
boycott willingness. The findings suggest that consumers who are more aware of geopolitical
conflicts are more likely to connect their purchasing decisions to economic and political
support. Consumers may therefore be more likely to consider boycotting if they are aware
of geopolitical conflicts. However, political awareness does not remove practical limitations

to boycotting, and it also does not guarantee behavior change.

The fourth sub-question asked: To what extent do French and Finnish student consumers
differ in their responses to war-related and trade-related boycott triggers? This question was
answered by considering H6. The results did not show statistically significant differences
between French and Finnish respondents in trade-related boycott triggers. However, French
respondents reported slightly higher trade-related boycott intentions on average. This thesis
cannot claim that nationality differences within the European context were statistically
significant, but subtle differences were found in the results. This study suggests that national
differences may be harder to identify among young, educated, and internationally exposed

respondents.

Altogether, the findings challenge the assumption that war-related boycotts automatically
produce stronger boycott willingness. Instead, this study suggests that boycott participation
depends on the interaction between political awareness and practical ability. War-related
conflicts may carry more moral justification for boycotting, but trade-related conflicts may

also evoke willingness to boycott when they are visible and current. The most important
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conclusion of this thesis is that geopolitical boycotts depend on a variety of factors. This
reveals a new question for future research: Are consumer behaviors in geopolitical conflicts
based more on the consumer’s motivation, or are consumers more likely to join an existing
boycott when the practical limitations are low? Future research should examine not only why
consumers want to boycott, but also when they feel practically able to turn that motivation

into behavior.

6.2 Theoretical Implications

Theoretically, this thesis contributes to the study of political consumerism, boycotting, and
macro-boycotting in geopolitical conflicts. It shows that geopolitical boycotting cannot be
understood solely by the conflict type that triggers consumers to boycott. Existing literature
suggests that war-related boycotts are shaped by moral urgency, humanitarian crises, and a
sense of solidarity, but the findings show that these factors do not automatically mean
consumers will have stronger boycott intentions. Political awareness and practical
constraints have a valid effect on boycott willingness. This thesis supports the need to study

boycotting from the factors influencing intentions to reported behavior.

6.3 Managerial Implications

Managerially, the findings suggest that companies operating in international markets should
not assume that consumer boycotts are driven by the severity of geopolitical conflicts.
Instead, boycott willingness was influenced by practical factors like brand attachment,
replacement difficulty, and product habituation, which may be perceived as a switching cost.
This result is notable when compared with pilot interviews, in which respondents generally
described war-related conflicts as more worthy of consumer boycotts than trade-related
conflicts, but these stated beliefs did not translate into significantly stronger war-related
boycott intentions in the survey. For managers, this difference suggests that consumers may
express strong moral opinions when discussing geopolitical conflicts, but their actual
purchasing intentions remain influenced by other factors, including product importance,

convenience, brand attachment, and availability of alternatives.
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Companies should avoid relying solely on consumers’ stated attitudes, public discussions,
or social media reactions when assessing the potential commercial impact of a boycott.
Instead, managers should maintain consistent and credible corporate social responsibility
practices before conflicts arise, as consumers evaluate whether a company’s response is
aligned with its previous actions and stated values. A strong CSR reputation may help
companies communicate more credibly during politically sensitive situations, while
inconsistent or purely reactive CSR communication may increase skepticism and
reputational risk. Managers should monitor changing political attitudes, communicate
transparently during geopolitical conflicts, and avoid relying solely on customer loyalty to
maintain consumer support. The strong positive relationship between preference for EU-
based alternatives and boycott willingness presents an opportunity for European companies,
as consumers may be more willing to change their purchasing behavior when a similar-

quality regional option is available.

6.4 Future Research Recommendations

The findings of this study suggest that consumers may respond differently to war-related and
trade-related boycott scenarios. Several results showed statistical significance, or were close
to being statistically significant in relation to the hypotheses, indicating that there may be a
difference, but the sample was limited. As the sample was relatively small and focused on
student responses in France and Finland, the study could not provide strong evidence to
confirm these relationships. Future research could build on this study to include a wider and
more diverse population to determine whether the differences between war-related and trade-

related boycotts are significant.
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Appendix 3: Enlarged Proposed Analytical Framework

( )

(EH) uonde pue uonuduUl
udomiaq ded 10)ea1n) e
uonuuI
110940q [BUONIPUOD JIOIN o
110040q paureISNS SS o
suodsay
Jdwnsuo)) pajdadxy

S J

4 )

J01ABY9q 1J09K0q
[eM19€ JO PooyI[aYI] J0YSIH e
uonuajul PYookoq Juong e
(ZH) nookoq paurejsns JIOJA e
Jsuodsay
Jdwnsuo)) pajdadxy

& J

1

Ve

€

-

uonedronted srjoquAg )
00D Surknuapt Hnoyyiq

Kjeko] puerg
KJIADISUDS Q011

(PH) An[iqe[reAe oAnRUIY
(zH) Anoyyip Suyonmg

sjure)suo)) 1)0dLog

_J

\ (SH) ssouaremy [eoniod y
UOIJBI[B)AI OIWIOUOH o
WISI[EUOI)BU JOWINSUO))
100dsaisip [eonijod e
UOISUd} JTWou0dy e
wm@ﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂ U®>_®o.~®n~ .
uoneAnoA
130040g Jownsuo))

J

N

—>

-

-

€

(9H) 9dUBIL] "SA pue[ul{
IX3)u0)) [eUOnBN

A
1
1

llll‘\

-

Y
1
1

v

SJUIDAISUOD) pUD UOIDALLOJN SIIDAIPOJN

-

.

000 Surdmuapt Aynatgiq

Kjeko] puerg
A)IADISUDS 9311

(pH) AVIIQR[IBAR SANRUI Y
(TH) Anoyyip Suyonms

syurea)suo)) 3)0dL0g

N

J

( )
(SH) SSPURIEMY [BONI[OJ o
1RJIY) PAIBYS PIAISIID]
Kjrepijos ooe[]
uone3I[qo [BIO\
UIO0UO0D UBLILJIUBWNY o
UOBANOJAl
1302£0¢ JoWINSU0))

J

N

N

\

-

PRIy Opeil,

~

J

(IH)

\

-

PRI Jepp

/

_J

adA],
Riguo) [ednijododsn




Appendix 4. Pilot Interview Guide

Questions for Interview
1. When you buy products, what matters most to you?

. Does a product’s country of origin matter to you?

W N

. Have you ever avoided buying something on purpose?

. Can you tell me an example?

B~ 0@

. Have you ever avoided buying something because of an ethical reason?

. Can you tell me an example?

[, T -]

. Have you ever avoided buying something because of a political reason?
. Can you give me an example?
. How do you generally view American brands?

. Has your perception changed after recent tensions with the USA?

[c LN o) S

. Have your views of US products changed over the past year?

a. Why or why not?

9. Do you remember hearing discussions about avoiding US products?

a. Where were you seeing this?

10. Did the US tariff and issues affect your opinion on the USA at all?

11. Did you personally avoid any US products?

a. Was it temporary or not?

12. Are there any US products you couldn't stop using even if you wanted to?
a. Why

13. How do you feel about US products today compared to last year?

Additional Questions:

1. If there was an alternative product for Microsoft that was based in the EU would you
want to switch to it

2. What were your opinions of US products last year when it was a real threat to the
Finnish economy?

a. What were your opinions of US products last year when there were real tariffs
threats to the Finnish/French economy, amongst other EU nations?

3. Do you think that the tariffs were unfair?



Appendix 5: Survey Questionnaire

Political Consumer Boycotts in Context: Comparing Responses to War-Related and
Trade-Related Triggers
You are invited to participate in a research study conducted by Lauren Rod as part of a

Master’s thesis at LUT University in Finland.

This study explores how consumers respond to boycotts of foreign brands in different

political situations, particularly war-related and trade-related conflicts.

You will be asked to complete a survey that takes approximately 10 minutes.

Participation is entirely voluntary. The survey is anonymous, and your name or contact
details will not be collected. All responses will be kept anonymous and reported only in

aggregated form.

There are no significant risks anticipated in this research.

The data collected will be used for academic purposes only, including the Master’s thesis

and possible academic publication.

By clicking “Next” to begin the survey, you confirm that you are 18 years of age or older,

have read and understood this information, and voluntarily agree to participate.

Section 1 of 8: Demographics and Background Information
1. What is your nationality?

2. What country do you currently live in?

3. What is your current age group?

18-24

25-34

35-44

45-54

55-64



65 or older

Prefer not to say

4. Which gender do you identify with most closely?
Male

Female

Non-binary

Prefer to self-identify:

Prefer not to say

5. Are you currently a student?

Yes

No

6. What is your current employment status?
Full-time employment

Part-time employment
Internship/Traineeship

Not currently working

Section 2 of 8: Interest in Geopolitical Issues

7. How interested are you in international political issues, such as war, trade, and relations
between countries?

Not at all interested

Slightly interested

Moderately interested

Very closely interested

Extremely closely interested

Section 3 of 8: Awareness and Previous Experience
8. In the past 12 months, how often have you deliberately reduced or stopped buying a

foreign brand for a political reason?

Never Rarely  Sometimes Often  Always

9. In the past 12 months, how often have you seen or heard discussion about boycotting US

products for war-related reasons?



Never Rarely  Sometimes Often  Always

10. In the past 12 months, how often have you seen or heard discussion about boycotting US

products for trade-related reasons, such as tariffs or trade disputes?

Never Rarely  Sometimes Often  Always

11. How often have you avoided buying a product because of a war-related conflict, such as

conflicts including (but not limited to) the Russia—Ukraine war or the Israel-Palestine war?

Never Rarely  Sometimes Often  Always

12. How often have you avoided buying a product because of a trade-related conflict, such

as tariffs, trade disputes, or economic tensions between countries?

Never Rarely  Sometimes Often  Always

13. If you support a boycott in general, how often do you believe you actually change your
buying behavior?

Never Rarely  Sometimes Often  Always

Section 4 of 8: General Attitudes Towards Boycotts

14. I am willing to boycott products when a country has engaged in a war.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree  Disagree disagree Agree agree

15. I am willing to boycott products from a country when the issue is related to the imposition

of new tariffs.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree = Disagree disagree Agree agree

16. I believe war-related boycotts are morally justified.



Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree  Disagree disagree Agree agree

17. I believe trade-related boycotts are morally justified.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree = Disagree disagree Agree agree

18. I am more likely to boycott a foreign product when a suitable alternative is available.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree  Disagree disagree Agree agree

19. I am less likely to boycott a product that I use every day.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree  Disagree disagree Agree agree

20. I would prefer to support European alternatives when possible.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree = Disagree disagree Agree agree

21. I may support a boycott in principle without actually changing my purchasing habits.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree  Disagree disagree Agree agree

Section 5 of 8: Product Scenario: American Soft Drink Brand
22. How likely would you be to boycott Coca-Cola if the United States were involved in a

military conflict widely criticized in your country?

Very Neither likely Very
unlikely ~ Unlikely nor unlikely Likely likely



23. How likely would you be to boycott Coca-Cola if the United States imposed tariffs that

harmed your country’s economy?

Very Neither likely Very
unlikely ~ Unlikely nor unlikely Likely likely

24. If you decided to boycott Coca-Cola in this situation, how long would you expect the
boycott to last?

I would Less As long as the
not than a Several Several issue

boycott week weeks  months continued

25. I would find it hard to stop buying Coca-Cola because I prefer Coca-Cola over other soft
drink brands.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree  Disagree disagree Agree agree

26. I would find it hard to replace Coca-Cola with another soft drink brand that I find equally
acceptable.
Neither
Strongly agree nor Strongly

disagree Disagree  disagree =~ Agree agree
27. 1 prefer to support a European alternative soft drink when possible.

Neither
Strongly agree nor Strongly

disagree Disagree  disagree =~ Agree agree

Section 6 of 8: Product Scenario: American Clothing Brand
28. How likely would you be to boycott Levi’s if the United States were involved in a

military conflict widely criticized in your country?

Very Neither likely Very
unlikely ~ Unlikely nor unlikely Likely likely
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29. How likely would you be to boycott Levi’s if the United States imposed tariffs that

harmed your country’s economy?

Very Neither likely Very
unlikely ~ Unlikely nor unlikely Likely likely

30. If you decided to boycott Levi’s in this situation, how long would you expect the boycott

to last?

I would Less As long as the
not than a Several Several issue

boycott week weeks  months continued

31. I would find it hard to stop buying Levi’s because I prefer Levi’s as a brand.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
Disagree = Disagree disagree Agree Agree

32. I would find it hard to stop buying Levi’s because I feel other brands would not match
Levi’s in fit, style, or quality.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree  Disagree disagree Agree agree

33. I prefer to support European clothing brand alternatives when possible.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree = Disagree disagree Agree agree

Section 7 of 8: Product Scenario: American Technology Products
34. How likely would you be to boycott Apple products if the United States were involved

in a military conflict widely criticized in your country?

Very Neither likely Very
unlikely ~ Unlikely nor unlikely Likely likely
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35. How likely would you be to boycott Apple products if the United States imposed tariffs

that harmed your country’s economy?

Very Neither likely Very
unlikely ~ Unlikely nor unlikely Likely likely

36. If you decided to boycott Apple products in this situation, how long would you expect
the boycott to last?

I would Less As long as the
not than a Several Several issue

boycott week weeks  months continued

37. 1 would find it hard to stop buying Apple products because I feel attached to the Apple
brand.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
Disagree = Disagree disagree Agree Agree

38. I would find it hard to stop buying Apple products because I think other brands would

not match Apple in quality, ease of use, or performance.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
Disagree = Disagree disagree Agree Agree

39. I prefer to support European technology brand alternatives when possible.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
Disagree = Disagree disagree Agree Agree

Section 8 of 8: Intention and Actual Behavior

40. In a war-related conflict, [ would intend to boycott foreign brands.
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Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree  Disagree disagree Agree agree

41. In a war-related conflict, I would change my actual purchasing behavior.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree = Disagree disagree Agree agree

42. In a trade-related conflict, I would intend to boycott foreign brands.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree  Disagree disagree Agree agree

43. In a trade-related conflict, I would change my actual purchasing behavior.

Neither
Strongly agree  nor Strongly
disagree  Disagree disagree Agree agree
Thank you for participating in this survey.

Your response has been recorded and will be used for academic research purposes only.
All responses remain anonymous and will be analyzed in aggregate as part of a Master’s

thesis at LUT University.
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Appendix 6: Regression Analysis for Hypothesis 4

Coca Cola Regression
SUMMARY OUTPUT

Regression Statistics

Multiple R~ 0.44226917
R Square 0.19560202
Adjusted R
Square 0.1888987
Standard
Error 1.08141932
Observations 122
ANOVA
df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 1 34.12493692 34.12 29.1799 3.3918E-07
Residual 120 140.3361287 1.169
Total 121 174.4610656

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat _P-value Lower 95% Upper 95% Lower 95.0% Upper 95.0%
Intercept 1.35931334 0.376613298 3.609 0.00045 0.61364522 2.10498146 0.613645219 2.104981458
X Variable 1 0.52328335 0.096871295 5.402 3.4E-07 0.33148492 0.71508177 0.331484923  0.71508177
Levi's Regression
SUMMARY OUTPUT

Regression Statistics
Multiple R 0.432180771
R Square 0.186780219
Adjusted R
Square 0.180003387
Standard
Error 0.968694468
Observations 122
ANOVA
df SS MS F vignificance F

Regression 1 25.86293636 25.86 27.56159 6.667E-07
Residual 120 112.6042768 0.938
Total 121  138.4672131

Coéfficients Standard Error t Stat  P-value Lower 95% Upper 95% Lower 95.0% Upper 95.0%
Intercept 1.632389206 0.363361367 4.492 1.63E-05  0.912959 2.35181942 0.912958987 2.351819425
X Variable 1~ 0.471500035 0.089811021  5.25 6.67E-07 0.2936805 0.64931961 0.293680464 0.649319606




Apple Regression
SUMMARY OUTPUT

Regression Statistics

Multiple R 0.421653831
R Square 0.177791953

14

Adjusted R
Square 0.170940219
Standard
Error 0.978096785
Observation
s 122
ANOVA
df SS MS F Significance F

Regression 1 24.82420146 24.824 25.9485 1.319E-06
Residual 120 114.8007985 0.9567
Total 121 139.625

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat P-value Lower 95% Upper 95% Lower 95.0% Upper 95.0%
Intercept 1.02431209 0.256393319 3.9951 0.00011 0.51667116 1.53195302 0.516671162 1.531953018
X Variable 1  0.392477494  0.07704757 5.094 1.3E-06 0.23992867 0.54502632 0.239928667  0.54502632
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Appendix 7: Regression Analysis for Hypothesis 5

Political Awareness and Overall Boycott Willingness
SUMMARY OUTPUT

Regression Statistics
Multiple R 0.413578551
R Square 0.171047218

Adjusted R
Square 0.164139278
Error 0.790238258
Observations 122
ANOVA
df S8 MS F Significance F
Regression 1 15.46263733 15.463 24.76096  2.192E-06
Residual 120  74.93718052 0.6245
Total 121  90.39981785

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat  P-value Lower 95% Upper 95% Lower 95.0% Upper 95.0%

Intercept 1.501234392  0.313317926 4.7914 4.79E-06  0.8808867 2.12158208 0.880886703 2.121582081
X Variable 1 0.502872335 0.101058771 4.976 2.19E-06 0.302783 0.70296167 0.302783003 0.702961668

Political Awareness and War Boycott Willingness
SUMMARY OUTPUT

Regression Statistics
Multiple R 0.41055824
R Square 0.16855807

Adjusted R
Square 0.16162939
Error 0.86785689
S 122
ANOVA
df SS MS F Significance F
Regression 1 18.32293761 18.323 24.3276 2.6418E-06
Residual 120  90.38106968 0.7532
Total 121  108.7040073

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat  P-value Lower 95% Upper 95% Lower 95.0% Upper 95.0%

Intercept 1.32308118  0.34409258 3.8451 0.00019 0.64180182 2.00436054 0.64180182 2.004360538
X Variable 1  0.54741099 0.110984946 4.9323 2.6E-06 0.32766852 0.76715346 0.32766852 0.767153457
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Political Awareness and Trade Boycott Willingness
SUMMARY OUTPUT

Regression Statistics

Multiple R~ 0.37127276
R Square 0.13784346

Adjusted R
Square 0.13065882
Error 0.81822957
s 122
ANOVA
df SS MS F Significance F
Regression 1 12.84492668 12.84 19.1859 2.5523E-05
Residual 120 80.33995493 0.669
Total 121  93.1848816

Coefficients Standard Error t Stat  P-value Lower 95% Upper 95% Lower 95.0% Upper 95.0%

Intercept 1.67938761 0.324416071 5.177 9.2E-07 1.03706636 2.3217089 1.037066364 2.321708851
X Variable 1 0.45833368 0.104638409 4.38 2.6E-05 0.25115691 0.6655105 0.251156915  0.66551045




