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Imagine you are watching the news. A reporter mentions the political debate concerning 
the pandemic and highlights how polarization in the country is increasing regarding other issues, 
such as climate change. You support a political party that aligns with your values, and when you 
consider the opposing political party, you cannot make sense of their coronavirus and climate 
change views. After the news, you decide to take a walk with your partner to the grocery store. 
While on the way, your partner drinks water from a plastic bottle and then throws it into a 
regular trashcan instead of one designated for recycling. At the grocery store, you consider trying 
a new environmentally friendly brand. When you return home, you and your partner discuss 
going for a short weekend holiday to another city, and you take a look at the accommodation 
options between Airbnb and traditional hotels. 

In this story, different identities are activated during a regular day in consumer life, such 
as political identity and couple identity. How do these identities influence our behavior? Can 
political identity influence behavior in contexts where it has nothing to do with politics? Can 
political identity change our perception of COVID-19 prevention behaviors? Why is polarization 
increasing related to climate change? Can our ideological views influence our choices with 
regard to accommodation options in the example above? Does our partner’s choice of not 

recycling a bottle influence our behavior at the grocery store? This dissertation aims to answer 
these questions by illustrating how social identity can influence consumers’ socially responsible 
decision-making. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 
In this chapter, I will first present the background of the dissertation, then define the research 
problem and outline the aim of the project. The chapter concludes with the structure of the 
dissertation. 

In 2019, millions of young people poured into streets to participate in climate change 
protests (New York Times, 2020). While, in August 2018, Greta Thunberg—one of the most 
prominent new leaders of climate activism (Sabherwal et al., 2020)—was the only protestor in 
front of the Swedish parliament, on March 15, 2019, thousands of students held a “Friday for 

Future” strike in 80 countries to call for actions on climate change (The Atlantic, 2019). 

Scientists highlight that climate change is one of the biggest threats we face and report a red alert 
to reduce greenhouse gas emissions by less than 1% (New York Times, 2021). They underline 
that creating a more sustainable society is not the work of single individuals but depends on the 
behavior of collectives (Barth, Jugert, & Fritsche, 2016; Masson & Fritsche, 2021). Therefore, 
policymakers, marketers, and non-profit organizations highlight that we need to take collective 
action to protect the planet (Marris, 2020) and engage in socially responsible behaviors 
(Cojuharenco, Cornelissen, & Karelaia, 2016).  

While 2019 was the year when many people worldwide were discussing the climate 
change crisis, we faced another emergency—the COVID-19 pandemic—in 2020. To combat the 
COVID-19 pandemic and “flatten the curve,” individuals need to engage in socially responsible 

behaviors that slow the spread of transmission (Campos-Mercade et al., 2021). However, these 
behaviors are difficult to adhere to (e.g., wearing a mask) or require people to make personal 
sacrifices, which remains a challenge for many (Jordan, Yoeli, & Rand, 2020). Moreover, these 
behaviors are effective only when adopted broadly (Pereira & Stornelli, 2020). Therefore, media 
outlets, health organizations, and policymakers argue that we can solve the COVID-19 pandemic 
only if we share a common identity and purpose (e.g., UNICEF, 2020; Washington Post, 2020).  

The consequences of the COVID-19 pandemic are also evident outside of the health 
domain (Perry, Aronson, & Pescosolido, 2021). The crisis heightened economic inequality in 
almost every country (Oxfam, 2021) as millions of people lost their jobs due to the pandemic, 
which mostly affected low-wage workers from ethnic minorities (Bloomberg, 2021; Washington 
Post, 2020). Consequently, companies, policymakers, media outlets attempted to mobilize 
support for small businesses and individual providers to help them survive during the pandemic 
(e.g., CNBC, 2020; New York Times, 2020), calling for a collective effort to mitigate its impact. 

These global crises (e.g., the climate change crisis and the pandemic) put the planet, 
people, and society under the spotlight, showing us that one cannot work without the other. 
These issues are complex (Barth et al., 2021) because they can be solved only through our 
collective efforts and not individually (Fritsche et al., 2018; van Bavel et al., 2020). These crises 
highlight the importance of collective action and mobilization (Washington Post, 2020) and 
require us to engage in socially responsible behaviors as a society. Therefore, the promotion of 
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socially responsible behavior—“action taken by individuals to enhance societal well-being or to 
avoid harmful consequences for the collective” (Crilly, Schneider, & Zollo, 2008, p. 176)—is a 
crucial component of addressing these complex crises (Cojuharenco et al., 2016). Socially 
responsible decision-making, that is, making decisions in which one’s behavior can result in 

either positive or negative societal and environmental impacts (Nova-Reyes et al., 2020), thus 
has important implications for individuals and society. By engaging in socially responsible 
behaviors, individuals can minimize adverse effects and maximize the long-run beneficial impact 
on the environment and society (Nova-Reyes, Munoz-Leiva, & Luque-Martinez, 2020). 

However, engaging in socially responsible behaviors can be a challenge for most of us as 
they come at the expense of immediate self-interest, effort, and costs (e.g., higher taxes for the 
environment or engaging in preventive behaviors to protect others; Knez, Eliasson, & 
Gustavsson, 2020). Nevertheless, these behaviors are crucial as they affect individuals and other 
community members (Reczek & Irwin, 2015), compelling us to think about our behavior and 
consumption patterns, and their impact on the social and physical environment (Cojuharenco et 
al., 2016). While some people embrace socially responsible behaviors, such as sustainable 
practices and COVID-19 prevention behaviors, others seem particularly reluctant to engage in 
such actions. Despite the continuous efforts by many scientists, organizations, and policymakers 
to promote socially responsible behaviors, within the climate change or coronavirus pandemic 
context (Cohuharenco et al., 2016; Wang, Lu, & Qiao, 2021), many people fail to engage in such 
behaviors. One reason for this divergence relates to social identity, which is defined as “part of 
an individual’s self-concept, which derives from her [or his] knowledge of her [or his] 
membership of a social group [or groups] together with the value and emotional significance 
attached to that membership” (Tajfel, 1978, p. 63). 

1.1 Research Problem 

Identity is a central topic in the field of psychology (McConnell, 2011). Consumer 
researchers have also highlighted the critical implications of identity for consumer behavior 
(Levy, 1959; Sirgy, 1982). Much of the work in this domain demonstrates that consumers choose 
products, brands, and behaviors to create self-identities and communicate these identities to 
others and themselves (e.g., Belk, 1988; Berger & Health, 2007; Escalas et al., 2013). Therefore, 
the concepts of self-identity and consumer behavior are connected (Reed II, Forehand, & 
Elgaronline, 2019). Numerous studies have demonstrated the connection between self-identity 
and consumption, highlighting consumption as a means to build or enhance self-identity in the 
marketplace (Dermody et al., 2018). 

While the previous literature has mostly examined identity at the individual level 
(Nikolova & Lamberton, 2019), scholars have generally overlooked the influence of the 
collective dimension of identity on behavior (Fritsche et al., 2018; Jugert et al., 2016; Zollo, 
2020). This focus on self-identity does not consider the human capacity to incorporate close-
others or social groups, as outlined in the social identity approach (Fielding et al., 2008; Fritsche 
et al., 2018). Social identity is central to action because it directly influences not only the 
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motivation of collective action such as protests and voting (van Zomeren, Postmes, & Spears, 
2018) but also socially responsible behaviors in the private sphere, such as green consumption 
(Fritsche et al., 2018). 

In the marketplace, consumers might “go green,” purchase environmentally friendly 

products, make energy conservation efforts, recycle, support small businesses, or donate money 
to environmental organizations, which are all examples of socially responsible behaviors 
(Cojuharenco et al., 2016; Devezer et al., 2014; Francois-Lecompte & Roberts, 2006). People’s 

attitude and their tendency to engage in such socially responsible behaviors are usually shaped 
by their relational and collective selves, such as their dyadic or small-group contexts or their lens 
of group membership (e.g., political group; Fritsche et al., 2018; Hamilton et al., 2021). For 
instance, information about the consequences of climate change may lead some individuals to 
feel helpless and threatened (Masson & Fritsche, 2021). However, reminding people about those 
engaged in the fight against climate change helps alleviate their feeling of helplessness (Barth et 
al., 2021). However, social identity might also produce the opposite effect and decrease the 
individuals’ willingness to work for environmental goals (Barth et al., 2021). For example, 
political identity, a type of social identity (Sintov, Abou-Ghalioum, & White, 2020), can 
negatively influence some individuals’ attitudes and behavior toward environmental actions 
(Wolsko et al., 2016). Recent studies show that compared to Democrats, Republicans are more 
likely to resist confronting climate change issues and less likely to engage in sustainable 
behaviors (e.g., Sintov et al., 2020; Usslepp et al., 2021; Wolsko et al., 2016). 

In a similar vein, during COVID-19, we have seen the powerful impact of political 
identity and how it influenced some individuals’ decisions and the likelihood of their engaging in 
socially responsible behaviors (i.e., coronavirus prevention behaviors, such as social distancing 
or the adoption of contact-tracing apps; Allcott et al., 2020; Rosenfeld, 2020). Partisan 
differences are associated with higher coronavirus infection and fatality rates in conservative 
states (Gollwitzer et al., 2020), highlighting the negative implications of increasing polarization 
in the US. 

This increasing polarization in the United States (Pew Research Center, 2020) centers 
political identity within the identity of individuals in increasingly partisan environments 
(Fernandes, 2020; Iyengar & Westwood, 2015). Indeed, these days, consumers perceive that 
even corporations have political identities, an example of which is Whole Foods being 
Democratic vs. Hilton being Republican (Jost, 2017), and they expect companies to take a stance 
on social and political issues (Moormann, 2020). For instance, during the Black Lives Matter 
protests worldwide, several brands disseminated messaging supporting racial justice 
(Vredenburg et al., 2020). Even though political identity is highly relevant in influencing, 
shaping, and explaining socially responsible behaviors (Winterich, Mittal, & Aquino, 2015), 
little is known about the impact of political ideology on socially responsible decision-making. 
Hence, scholars have deemed a better understanding of the implication of political ideology 
“more urgent than ever” (Shavitt, 2017, p. 500). Such an understanding will contribute to the 
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theoretical and practical knowledge of socially responsible decision-making and behaviors in the 
marketplace. 

While one’s political group is an important aspect that has not received attention in 

relation to socially responsible decision-making, the previous literature has also overlooked the 
influence of close interpersonal relationships, such as one’s romantic relationship partner 
(Garbinsky & Gladstone, 2019). Relationships themselves “have distinct personalities that 
capture the dynamic between partners in particular situations,” which is associated with couple 
identity (Emery et al., 2020, p. 201). Couple identity is the extent to which individuals view 
themselves as a part of a couple and incorporate their relationship into their personal identity, 
such that they create a new representation: a “you-and-me” aspect of their identity (Acitelli, 

Rogers, & Knee, 1999). Given that 60% of consumers in the US are married (Statista, 2019), 
they make decisions together (Cavanaugh, 2016), talk to their romantic partners about their 
stance on social and political issues, and observe their partners’ socially (ir)responsible choices; 
therefore, couple identity can play an important place in the understanding of socially 
responsible decision-making. Though this emerging concept has received some attention in 
social psychology (Ahmad et al., 2017; Scabini & Manzi, 2011), little effort has been made to 
explore this concept in the consumer behavior domain, especially in the context of socially 
responsible decision-making. 

Accordingly, there is a need to understand the implications of political identity and 
couple identity for socially responsible decision-making (i.e., making decisions in which one’s 

behavior can result in either positive or negative societal and environmental impacts; Nova-
Reyes et al., 2020). Socially responsible decision-making has environmental and social 
dimensions (Hosta & Zabkar, 2020) and is closely associated with individuals’ social identity 
(Cojuharenco et al., 2016). While the environmental dimension of socially responsible behaviors 
focuses on individuals’ environmental attitudes and pro-environmental behavior (e.g., recycling), 
the social dimension focuses on social welfare and aims to benefit other people (e.g., buying fair-
trade products; Ha-Brookshire & Norum, 2011).  

In this dissertation, I explore three types of behaviors closely intertwined with the 
environmental and social aspects of socially responsible decision-making: sustainable 
consumption practices, engagement in the sharing economy (i.e., support for peer-to-peer 
providers), and coronavirus prevention behaviors. The inclusion of these three behaviors will be 
clarified in the conceptual framework, but I include a brief summary below. 

First, the encouragement of sustainable consumption has become one of the essential 
features in marketing (White, Habib, & Hardisty, 2019) as it has a tremendous effect on 
environmental and collective well-being (Cojuharenco et al., 2016; Devezer et al., 2014). Even 
though many consumers report positive attitudes toward sustainable consumption, their 
behavioral responses are not uniformly positive (Haws, Winterich, & Naylor, 2014), and as a 
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result, it is difficult to encourage individuals to engage in sustainable consumption (Reczek, 
Trudel, & White, 2019).  

Second, there are opposing viewpoints regarding whether engagement in sharing 
economy practices qualify as socially responsible behavior. On the one hand, the sharing 
economy is presented as a new pathway to reach sustainability goals by improving the efficient 
use of goods and services, as it can reduce consumption by giving individuals access to products 
and services (Alonson-Almedia et al., 2020). Moreover, the sharing economy helps individuals 
enter the marketplace by giving them entrepreneurial freedom (Eckhardt et al., 2019). These 
features of the sharing economy have been linked to socially responsible decision-making by 
some scholars and practitioners (Ertz et al., 2018). On the other hand, recent studies show that 
the link between the sharing economy and socially responsible decision-making is more complex 
(Geissinger et al., 2019). Some argue that, in reality, the sharing economy increases 
unsustainable consumption practices (e.g., increased travel) and job insecurity for peer-to-peer 
(P2P) providers (Dolnicar, 2019) due to the unregulated marketplace (Buhalis, Andreau, & 
Gnoth, 2019). Given these controversies, understanding which segments of the population are 
interested in sharing economy practices can shed light on this issue. 

Finally, at the time of the writing of this dissertation, the world is still engulfed in a 
global pandemic. Without any vaccine, which by May 2021 has been developed but not 
disseminated widely, our only defense against COVID-19 is to engage in coronavirus prevention 
behaviors (Salvador et al., 2020). Therefore, behaviors that mitigate the spread of coronavirus, 
such as social distancing, are crucial to reducing the number of COVID-19 infections (Goldberg 
et al., 2020). These socially responsible behaviors aim not only to protect those who engage in 
them but also to safeguard other people’s health (Jordan et al., 2020). Therefore, they have 
important implications for individual and social welfare. 

In sum, the common denominator among these behaviors is that they are highly 
intertwined with socially responsible decision-making, even though some aspects might not 
overlap. Therefore, they have the potential to promote individual, collective, and 
environmentally conscious behaviors and can be viewed within the paradigm of transformative 
consumer research, “a movement that strives to encourage, support, and publicize research that 
benefits the quality of life for all beings engaged in or affected by consumption trends and 
practices” (Mick et al., 2012, p. 6). 

1.2 Purpose of the Dissertation 

This dissertation contributes to the emerging research on consumer identity by focusing 
on two specific identities: political identity and couple identity. These identities are then 
scrutinized in the domains of sustainability, the sharing economy, and COVID-19 prevention 
behaviors. Specifically, the overarching research question in this dissertation is: 

How and why does social identity affect consumers’ socially responsible decision-making? 
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1.3 The Structure of the Dissertation 

This dissertation comprises 6 chapters. Chapter 2 presents the conceptual framework, 
followed by chapter 3, which describes my methodological approach. Chapter 4 introduces the 
four research articles that constitute this dissertation. Next, chapter 5 lays out the dissertation’s 

theoretical and managerial implications. Finally, the articles are presented at full length in the 
last four chapters of this dissertation. 

The articles are described in greater detail in chapter 4, but a brief outline is necessary 
before moving to the conceptual framework. 

 Article 1: This article examines sustainable consumption within close relationships. In 
particular, it investigates how unsustainable decision made by one partner influence the 
other partner’s sustainability-related decisions. Specifically, this article conceptualizes a 
new type of identity signaling: couple identity signaling, which has important 
implications in determining social influence in the context of close relationships. 

 Article 2: This literature review sheds light on how political identity influences 
consumers’ sustainable behaviors. This article reviews previous studies that have 
examined the effects of political identity and its theoretical underpinnings on sustainable 
behavior and suggests a new framework to synthesize the findings. It also outlines the 
interventions that have been applied to encourage sustainable consumption among 
different political groups and suggests further research directions. 

 Article 3: This article discusses the influence of political ideology in the context of the 
sharing economy, specifically support for P2P providers. Notably, it demonstrates how a 
specific theoretical underpinning within political ideologies influences consumers’ 

support for P2P providers. It also demonstrates boundary conditions. 
 Article 4: This particle investigates the influence of political identity regarding the 

perceived impact of coronavirus prevention behaviors. It also develops an intervention to 
increase the likelihood that different political groups will engage in such behaviors.  
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Chapter 2: Conceptual Framework 
This chapter provides an overview of how social identity can affect socially responsible decision-
making. I first define self-identity and social identity, which includes political and couple identity 
concepts. Subsequently, I present the literature on sustainable consumption, the sharing 
economy, and coronavirus prevention behaviors and discuss the role of couple and political 
identity on individuals’ perception of and engagement with these behaviors. The conceptual 
model is illustrated in Figure 1. 

 

Figure 1: Conceptual model of this dissertation 

2.1 Social Identity 

A person’s identity is associated with how they view themselves (Ashforth & Mael, 
1989). In the literature, identity has been defined as “any category label to which an individual 
self-associates by choice or endowment” (Reed et al., 2012, p. 312). This self-concept can 
consist of numerous identities (Winterich, Coleman, & Dommer, 2019), including the 
professional roles (e.g., student, professor), interpersonal relationships (e.g., partner, wife, 
husband), and group memberships (e.g., Democrats, Republicans) through which people define 
themselves (Browman, Destin, & Molden, 2017). 

To date, scholars have demonstrated that the concept of the self has two distinct aspects: 
self-identity, which derives from an individual’s sense of self; and social identity, which is 
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related to the groups to which one belongs or is affiliated (Tajfel & Turner, 1979). Self-identity 
might be considered a self-schema that defines people’s sense of who they are (Kettle & Häubl, 

2012). Social identity is the component of the self-concept that stems from actual or perceived 
membership in a particular group (Tajfel & Turner, 1979).  

Identity has important implications for consumer behavior (Gürhan-Canli, Hayran, & 
Sarial-Abi, 2017; Leung, Paolacci, & Puntoni, 2018). For example, consumers perceive their 
product and service choices as a signal of their identity (Berger & Heath, 2007). Therefore, 
consumption choices can serve as an important means by which to reflect one’s identity both 

inwardly and to outside observers (Wilson, 2020). Consumers are thus motivated to behave in a 
way that allows them to signal the desired identity to themselves and others (Belk, 1988; Chan, 
Berger, & Van Boven, 2012). These signals are conceptualized under two categories in the 
literature: self-signaling and social signaling. 

According to the self-signaling theory, people choose options that reflectively signal 
positive information about their characteristics and values (Savary & Goldsmith, 2020). 
Conversely, the social signaling theory indicates that people might choose options that signal 
positive information about themselves to others (Savary & Goldsmith, 2020; Toure-Tillery & 
Light, 2018). For instance, by choosing a “green, i.e., environmentally friendly product,” 

consumers signal to themselves that they are environmentally conscious and moral (Dixon & 
Mikolon, 2020; Spielmann, 2020). However, some consumers also use these products as a means 
of status signaling (Griskevicius, Tybur, & van den Berg, 2010). 

The previous literature on consumer behavior has mainly studied identity at the 
individual level (Nikolova & Lamberton, 2019) and focused on self-identity to understand 
specific behaviors, such as sustainable consumption, that are associated more with collective 
action and motivations (Fritsche et al., 2018; Jugert et al., 2016; Zollo, 2020). This stream of 
literature has employed individualistic views and investigated behaviors as a process of decision-
making based on individuals’ values and personal beliefs (Barth et al., 2021; Fritsche et al., 
2018). However, individuals are part of multiple dyadic relationships (Cavanaugh, 2016; 
Dzhogleva & Lamberton, 2014) and social groups (Barth et al., 2016). The attitude of the in-
group shapes beliefs and behaviors about various issues (Stern & Ondish, 2018), and people 
want to conform to the values of those with whom they are close and in-groups (Goren, Federico, 
& Kittilson, 2009; Nolan et al., 2008).  

Therefore, close relationships or group membership can have tremendous effects on 
individuals’ behaviors (Cavanaugh, 2016; Zollo, 2020). Even though many consumer behaviors, 
such as adopting environmentally friendly decisions, may seem private in nature, previous 
research shows that even private behaviors are influenced by social identity (Fritsche et al., 2018; 
Sintov et al., 2020). This is because when an individual identifies as a member of a group (e.g., 
environmentalist, Democrat), they will interpret the world through these lenses (Jugert et al., 
2016). Consequently, when individuals consider themselves to be members of social groups, 
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their appraisals and actions do not emerge out of cognitions and motivations related to the self. 
Instead, their attitudes, beliefs, and behaviors are shaped by the collective thinking (e.g., 
ideological groups; Fritsche et al., 2018) and group norms (Fielding et al., 2020; Goldring & 
Heiphetz, 2020). 

Thus, the social identity approach is central to understanding individuals’ socially 

responsible decision-making processes and behaviors (Zollo, 2020) because these behaviors 
usually require collective effort (Cojuharenco et al., 2016), and individuals’ appraisals and 

responses to these behaviors are determined by collective beliefs and values (Fritsche et al., 
2018). However, prior research has paid scant attention to the relational antecedents of socially 
responsible decision-making (Fritsche et al., 2018; Yacout & Vittel, 2018) and the impact of 
social identity on socially responsible behaviors is not clear (Barth et al., 2021; Fritsche et al., 
2018) even though social identity has grown more salient in the marketplace.  

For instance, partisanship no longer refers to only partisan preferences; rather, people 
have incorporated it as a component of their social identity (West & Iyengar, 2020), which has 
important implications in the context of socially responsible decision-making (Kidwell, Farmer, 
& Hardisty, 2013). As an illustration of this, the norms of the Republican and Democratic parties 
are clearly communicated in the context of climate change: conservatism is associated with more 
significant denial of climate change and less likelihood to engage in sustainable consumption 
(Feygina, 2013; Fielding et al., 2020). Indeed, these contrasting opinions about climate change 
have become part of individuals’ social identities that inform what they and other people should 

do about climate change (Bliuc et al., 2015). This polarization over climate change and other 
non-political issues continues to increase, and, in recent decades, many countries throughout the 
world have become more polarized (Hennes et al., 2016). As a result, political identity is an 
important aspect of the self for many people (Ruisch et al., 2020). Given that consumers act in 
ways that reinforce their identity (Jung & Mittal, 2020), political identity influences various 
actions in the marketplace (Northey & Chan, 2020) and has become more relevant in the 
consumer behavior domain (Winterich et al., 2015).  

Thus far, I have only mentioned the influence of one’s political group on individuals’ 

socially responsible behavior. However, close-others, such as one’s romantic relationship 
partner, also affect consumers’ socially responsible behaviors. Despite their importance, the 
influence of close-others has received limited attention in the consumer behavior literature 
(Garbinsky & Gladstone, 2018; Hasford, Kidwell, & Lopez-Kidwell, 2018). Close-others play 
many roles in individuals’ decision-making processes because individuals construct their 
identities through their social relationships (Connolly & Prothero, 2008). Many of the decisions 
that we make are directly or indirectly shaped by our relationship partners (Simpson, 
Griskevicius, & Rothman, 2012). Therefore, individuals integrate their partners’ attitudes and 
beliefs (Hasford et al., 2018) to form a couple identity, yet we do not understand how couple 
identity can affect socially responsible decision-making. 
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In this dissertation, I focus on couple and political identity in the context of socially 
responsible decision-making. First, however, I examine and define these concepts. 

2.1.1 Couple identity 

Relationships are closely related to identity (Emery et al., 2020). As one becomes closer 
and more committed to a partner (Badr et al., 2007), they may integrate different aspects of their 
partners’ attributes into their own identity (Aron et al., 1991). Over time, the individuals may 
begin perceiving themselves as a single collective entity that has its own couple identity 
(Acittelli et al., 1999; Badr et al., 2007). Couple identity is defined as “the extent to which 
individuals view themselves as a part of a couple and incorporate their relationship into their 
personal identity such that they create a new representation of ‘you-and-me’ aspect of their 
identity” (Merrill & Affi, 2017, p. 264).  

Couple identity is a central factor for partners’ well-being (Pagani et al., 2020). The more 
that individuals identify with their relationship, the less likely they are to demonstrate signs of 
mental health issues such as depression or anxiety (Ahmad et al., 2017). For instance, perceiving 
a relationship as a part of oneself, or exhibiting high levels of couple identity, lessens the 
possible negative aspects for a caregiving spouse’s mental health (Badr, Acitelli, & Taylor, 
2006) and helps partners to react in a more constructive way to relationship conflict (Walsh & 
Neff, 2018). When individuals perceive their partners’ responses as constructive, they report 
higher levels of couple identity, which is a significant predictor of relationship quality (Pagani et 
al., 2020). 

Given that romantically involved couples are social entities and can construct and 
manage their couple identity (Kennedy et al., 2015), how does this concept feature in the 
consumer behavior literature? First, married couples often make decisions together, and are 
exposed to each other’s behavior. They also observe each other’s socially (ir)responsible choices 
and, therefore, it is crucial to understand whether couple identity has implications for consumers’ 

socially responsible decision-making. For instance, what happens when one partner makes a 
socially (ir)responsible choice? Does this decision have any implications for the collective 
identity of the partners? 

The existing research on couple identity has focused on different domains such as self-
control (Dzhogleva & Lamberton, 2014) or brand choices (Brick et al., 2018). For instance, a 
study by Dzhogleva and Lamberton (2014) shows that couples consisting of one low and one 
high trait self-control partner exhibit less self-control in the domains of healthy eating or joint 
savings habits than couples composed of two low self-control individuals. This behavior results 
from the actions of higher self-control individuals, who tend to act in a way that prioritizes the 
relationship over personal preference (Dzhogleva & Lamberton, 2014). Prior research indicates 
that relationship power also determines whether partners are influenced by each other’s brand 

choices. More specifically, those who have low-relationship power are more likely to follow 
their partner’s brand choices, negatively affecting their life satisfaction (Brick et al., 2018). 
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Despite the valuable findings of these studies, the current literature does not answer how 
an individual’s behavior is influenced by the socially (ir)responsible behavior of their partner. 
For instance, what happens if we are exposed to our partners’ behavior that harms the 
environment? Would we imitate their behavior and behave in an unsustainable manner, or would 
we try to compensate for their behavior by engaging in sustainable consumption? This 
dissertation aims to answer this question. 

2.1.2 Political identity 

Another type of social identity that has important implications for our behavior is 
political identity (Fielding et al., 2020). In the United States, for example, people are more 
divided and less open to opposing views than they have been in years (Gonzalez, Jung, & 
Critcher, 2019). Thus, political preferences have become an important form of social identity for 
individuals (Briley, Jung, & Danziger, 2019; West & Iyengar, 2020). Political identity refers to 
“a set of beliefs about the proper order of society and how it can be achieved” (Erikson & Tedin, 
2003, p. 64). A person’s political identity can also be referred to as their political ideology or 
political orientation (Winterich et al., 2015). In this dissertation, I use political identity and 
ideology interchangeably. 

The most dominant approach to conceptualize political identity in Western cultures 
differentiates between liberal and conservative identities (Skitka & Tetlock, 1993). 
Conservatives and liberals diverge from one another on various dimensions, including cognitive 
processing styles and motivational concerns (Jost, 2017). In recent years, people’s political 

identities have become more salient due to increasing polarization (Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 
2018). This chasm between people who adopt conservative and liberal identities has increased as 
people more regularly interact with those who have similar political viewpoints and trust news 
and information from sources that echo their political beliefs (Feinberg et al., 2017). Therefore, 
the demand for ideologically congruent views is rising because individuals have become more 
motivated to align their views with others who fall within the boundaries of their political beliefs 
(Briley et al., 2019). 

Although one can question whether the conservative–liberal continuum should be 
considered a unidimensional construct, many people can easily place themselves on this 
continuum, and there are apparent differences between those who identify as liberals and those 
who identify as conservatives (Ganzach & Schul, 2020). Like other types of social identities, 
conservative and liberal ideologies are associated with a set of norms and ideals that influence an 
individual’s thoughts, feelings, and actions (Skitka & Tetlock, 1993). 

The prior literature demonstrates that there are different theoretical underpinnings for 
political identity. These constructs are, respectively, social dominance orientation (SDO), right-
wing authoritarianism (RWA), system justification, and moral foundations (Jung & Mittal, 
2020). These theoretical underpinnings of political ideology are highly correlated to the liberal–
conservative continuum (Jung & Mittal, 2020). However, they are considered distinct concepts 
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with various underlying motivations (Becker, Radke, & Kutlaca, 2019). Even within political 
parties, the variation between these ideological differences might exist (de Leon & Kay, 2020). I 
briefly define these constructs below. 

System justification 
System justification theory posits that people are motivated to defend, bolster, justify, and 

endorse the social, economic, and political system on which they depend (Jost & van der Toorn, 
2012). System justification builds on social identity, suggesting that low-status groups can accept 
their inferior position in society to the extent that they perceive the social and economic system 
to be legitimate and fair (Rubin & Hewstone, 2004). To meet their goal to perceive the system as 
fair, legitimate, and beneficial, people can rationalize various situations such as social 
inequalities (Kay et al., 2009) and status differences (Jost & Burgess, 2000). Believing that the 
system works the way it should helps to reduce uncertainty, and provides a sense of security (van 
der Toorn, Tyler, & Jost, 2011). However, in the long term, it can have adverse effects on 
members of disadvantaged groups as system justification reduces their willingness to take action 
to interfere with the system (Feygina, Jost, & Goldsmith, 2010). The endorsement of system 
justifying beliefs is associated with support for social hierarchies and the resistance to 
egalitarianism (Rudman & Saud, 2020).  

There are different types of system justification measures, including economic system 
justification (ESJ) (i.e., justifying and defending the existing economic system; “If people work 

hard, they almost get what they want,” Jost & Thompson, 2000) and general system justification 
(i.e., perceiving the prevailing social system as justifiable and legitimate; “Society is set up so 

that people usually get what they deserve,” Kay & Jost, 2003). Most people embrace some type 
of system justification, but the degree to which they justify the system can vary among 
individuals (Hennes et al., 2016). Conservatives exhibit higher levels of system justification 
compared to liberals (Jost, Nosek, & Gosling, 2008) because conservatism is based on the notion 
that people expect the societies that they are part of to be fair and predictable; therefore, they 
behave in ways more likely to preserve societal orderliness (Jung et al., 2017). 

Social dominance orientation 
SDO reflects individuals’ preferences for group-based hierarchy and inequality (e.g., 

“some groups of people are simply not equal to others;” Pratto et al., 1994). SDO assessments 
capture the differences in individuals’ preferences for hierarchy and inequality among groups 
(Meleady et al., 2019). People with higher SDO believe in maintaining inequalities among the 
group, meaning that higher-status groups should stay at the top and those of low status remain at 
the bottom. Conversely, people with lower SDO prefer a less hierarchical and more egalitarian 
society (Dupree & Fiske, 2019) and believe that all people should be treated equally (Meleady et 
al., 2019). Conservatives are more likely to score higher on the SDO scale (Hiel & Mervielde, 
2002; Snellman et al., 2009). 
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Right-wing authoritarianism 
RWA is a belief system associated with authoritarian submission, aggression, and 

conventionality (Altemeyer, 1981). Those who score higher in RWA tend to emphasize 
traditionalism, social rules, and conventions (e.g., “our country will be great if we show respect 
for authority and obey our leaders;” Duckitt et al., 2002). Conversely, those with lower 
tendencies toward RWA emphasize independence and autonomy from the in-group, rejecting 
traditional norms (Dupree & Fiske, 2019), and value change and innovation (Devine-Wright et 
al., 2015). Similar to other right-wing ideologies, conservatism is associated with RWA (Jost et 
al., 2003; Jung et al., 2017). 

Moral foundations theory 
Political identity has also been associated with moral foundations theory (Winterich, 

Mittal, & Aquino, 2012). This theory identifies five specific categories: care (i.e., concerns about 
caring for and protecting other people), fairness (i.e., concerns about treating others fairly and 
upholding justice), loyalty (i.e., protecting one’s group), authority (i.e., exhibiting (dis)respect 
toward authority), and degradation (i.e., concerns about preserving purity) (Goenka & van 
Osselaer, 2019). These dimensions are subsumed into two superordinate foundations, namely 
individualizing and binding (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Winterich et al., 2012). The 
individualizing foundation includes dimensions of care and fairness, which are associated with a 
general concern for protecting individuals’ rights and fair treatment (Graham et al., 2011; Haidt 
& Graham, 2007). Loyalty, degradation, and authority are associated with the binding foundation 
that focuses on group-binding, duty, social order, and moral systems providing order and 
structure in society (Winterich et al., 2012). 

Previous studies demonstrate that political identity systematically differentiates people’s 

endorsement of these moral foundations (Haidt, 2012). Specifically, liberals endorse care and 
fairness domains more than conservatives, while conservatives prioritize loyalty, authority, and 
purity (Graham et al., 2011). 

Political identity and consumer behavior 
The underpinnings of political ideology demonstrate that conservatives and liberals 

diverge from one another in their attitudes toward inequality, preferences for tradition, and views 
of how societal and economic systems should work (Jost et al., 2003). These differences are also 
reflected in their consumption decisions in the marketplace. Consumer decisions about 
boycotting (Jung et al., 2017), buying Nike items or burning them (Vredenburg et al., 2020), or 
choosing a domestic versus an international brand (Khan, Misra, & Singh, 2013) are all 
examples of consumption decisions that can be influenced by political ideology. 

Political identities offer group prototypes (i.e., “sets of attributes that define one social 
group and distinguish it from another”) for consumers, which might influence their choices and 
preferences in the marketplace (Sintov et al., 2020, p. 101576). Because of increasing 
polarization, consumers signal their political identity through marketplace behaviors (Briley et 
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al., 2019). Therefore, political identity can influence consumers’ decisions in contexts with 
seemingly little or nothing to do with politics (Kim et al., 2018), such as brand preference (Khan 
et al., 2013). Although political identity is an important type of social identity, little is known 
about how it may affect consumer behavior and market outcomes (Geiger et al., 2020; 
Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018). 

The limited research examining the effect of political identity on consumer behavior has 
demonstrated that political identity can influence behaviors in different domains such as product 
complaints (Jung et al., 2017); the desire for luxury products (Kim et al., 2018); physical health 
behaviors (Chan, 2019); motivation for differentiation (Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018); and 
environmentally friendly behaviors (Kidwell et al., 2013). These findings have consistently 
demonstrated that conservative and liberal consumers engage in consumption practices that fit 
their ideological leanings (Briley et al., 2019). 

However, the current literature does not examine the effect of political ideology in the 
context of the sharing economy or COVID-19 prevention behaviors, which are closely 
intertwined with socially responsible decision-making and will be discussed next. Furthermore, 
the findings concerning the impact of political ideology and its theoretical underpinnings on 
sustainable consumption are fragmented across different fields such as social psychology and 
marketing, highlighting the need for a comprehensive framework. Consequently, in this 
dissertation, I expand the existing literature by examining political identity in different contexts: 
sustainable consumption, coronavirus prevention behaviors, and the sharing economy. Next, I 
define socially responsible decision-making.  

2.2 Socially Responsible Decision Making 

Socially responsible behavior is defined as “action taken by individuals to enhance 

societal well-being or avoid harmful consequences for the collective” (Crilly, Schneider, & 

Zollo, 2008, p. 176). Socially responsible decision-making is thus a process in which one’s 

behavior can result in either a positive or negative societal and environmental impact (Nova-
Reyes et al., 2020). Socially responsible decision-making have two dimensions: environmental 
and social dimensions (Hosta & Zabkar, 2020; Webb et al., 2008). The environmental dimension 
of socially responsible decision-making involves the attitude and behavior toward problems in 
the natural environment. It is more associated with environmental concerns, whereas the social 
dimension of social responsibility is “more other-centered” (Hosta & Zabkar, 2020, p.18) and is 
related to more general social concerns and issues (Webb et al., 2008). 

In the marketplace, individuals can purchase products and services to positively (or less 
negatively) impact the environment or contribute to social change (Cojuherance et al., 2016; 
Roberts, 1993; Webster, 1975). Some examples of socially responsible decision-making closely 
associated with social welfare include buying fair-trade or cruelty-free products and supporting 
small businesses (Francois-Lecompte & Roberts, 2016). Environmentally responsible behaviors 
generally benefit the natural environment (e.g., buying environmentally friendly products, 
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recycling, donating to environmental organizations; Ha-Brookshire & Norum, 2011). By 
engaging in these socially responsible behaviors, individuals can lessen the impact of harmful 
activities and maximize the long-run beneficial impact on the environment and society (Nova-
Reyes et al., 2020). These behaviors contribute to the common good, such as protecting the 
environment or supporting a small business’s survival in the marketplace (Cojuharenco et al., 
2016; Francois-Lecompte & Roberts, 2016).  

While the previous literature has examined why many consumers fail to engage in 
socially responsible behaviors by using an individualistic view (Fritsche et al., 2018), this 
dissertation highlights the collective dimension of socially responsible decision-making. 
Specifically, I focus on three specific behaviors in the context of socially responsible decision-
making: sustainable consumption, engagement in the sharing economy (i.e., supporting P2P 
providers), and coronavirus prevention behaviors. For each of these behaviors, I first define the 
behavior and then explain the centrality of couple or political identity.  

2.2.1 Sustainable consumption 

Sustainable consumption is defined as “those actions that result in decreased 
environmental impacts and the reduced utilization of natural resources across the lifecycle of a 
product, behavior, or service” (White et al., 2019, p.24). Numerous studies have investigated the 
drivers of and barriers to sustainable consumption (Kamleitner, Thürridl, & Martin, 2019; 
Kidwell et al. 2013; Trudel, Arg, & Meng, 2016; White et al. 2019; White, MacDonnell, & 
Ellard, 2012; Winterich, Nenkov, & Gonzales, 2019). Prior research indicates that one crucial 
factor in promoting sustainable consumer behavior is social influence (Cialdini, Reno, & 
Kallgren, 1990; Goldstein, Cialdini, & Griskevicius, 2008). 

Social influence can have profound implications on identity, as group norms that are 
internalized into one’s self-concept can increase the motivation to engage in specific behaviors 
(Liu, Thomas, & Higgs, 2019). People are motivated to behave congruently with the actions of 
their group members (Oyserman, Fryberg, & Yoder, 2007); therefore, others’ (un)sustainable 
behaviors can influence consumers’ (un)sustainable choices (Goldstein et al., 2008; Meijers et 
al., 2019; Schultz et al., 2007; White, Simpson, & Argo, 2014). For instance, Goldstein et al. 
(2008) demonstrate that hotel guests are more likely to reuse their towels when they have been 
told about the sustainable behavior of previous guests in their room than when they are informed 
about the hotel guests’ sustainable behavior in general. 

However, social influence can also encourage maladaptive behaviors (Nook et al., 2016). 
Some people might lessen their recycling if they believe others have done the same 
(Griskevicius, Cantú, & van Vugt, 2012). For instance, when people learn that their neighbors 
are not conserving energy, they increase their own energy consumption (Schultz et al., 2007). In 
sum, this line of research shows that observing the sustainable behavior of others, such as 
recycling or buying sustainable products, can motivate people to behave similarly (Goldstein et 
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al., 2008), but observing the unsustainable behavior of others can likewise encourage people to 
behave similarly (Griskevicius et al., 2012; Nook et al., 2016; Schultz et al., 2007). 

However, this stream of research has focused on the social influence of socially distant 
others’ (e.g., out-group members, strangers, hotel guests) on one’s own behavior (Cialdini et al., 
1990; Goldstein et al., 2008; Meijers et al., 2019; White et al., 2014). In this dissertation, I 
extend the scope of these studies by focusing on the influence of two specific groups that have 
received limited attention in the literature: close-others (i.e., romantic relationship partners) and 
political groups (see Figure 2). 

 

Figure 2: The influence of close other others and political group on sustainable consumption 

In the section below, I first demonstrate the influence of couple identity. Here I discuss 
the relevant literature regarding how one partner’s sustainability-related decisions can influence 
the other partner’s decisions. In the second part, I examine the role of political identity on 
sustainable consumption. 

Couple identity-based influence 
With regard to the influence of close-others on one’s sustainable choices, we can divide 

the literature roughly into two different streams. On the one hand, research shows that others’ 

(un)sustainable behavior can lead consumers to behave accordingly because others’ judgments 

and behaviors communicate normative value (Goldstein et al., 2008). The tendency to copy 
others’ (un)sustainable behavior has been used to encourage recycling (Schultz, 1999), reduce 
littering (Cialdini et al., 1990), and decrease home energy use (Nolan et al., 2008). Therefore, 
based on this literature, it might be predicted that a partner’s (un)sustainable behavior can lead 

consumers to behave in a related fashion. 

On the other hand, some recent research suggests that the unsustainable behavior of 
close-others can lead individuals to compensate by behaving in a sustainable way themselves 
(Meijers et al., 2019). For instance, prior research demonstrates that when individuals believe 
that their in-group does not engage in desired behaviors (e.g., signing a petition), individuals 
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might feel a stronger sense of obligation to engage in desired behaviors themselves to 
compensate (Smith & Louis, 2008). In another domain, ethical behavior—which is closely 
related to sustainable consumption (Reczek & Irwin, 2015)—studies demonstrate that the 
unethical behaviors of close-others lead individuals to engage in ethical behavior themselves, 
especially if they perceive the person as close to themselves (Ma, 2019). 

Despite the valuable findings of these studies, the prior research does not provide a clear 
answer regarding the effect of a relationship partner, an important actor in terms of social 
influence (Hasford et al., 2018). Given that when choosing a sustainable product, consumers 
usually feel that they are choosing between conflicting motives (i.e., quality or lower price over 
environmental benefits), the notion of self-signaling is crucial for sustainable consumption 
because of the nature of the tradeoff it involves (Dixon & Mikolon, 2020). Previous studies 
examining self-identity signaling at the individual level demonstrate that people might engage in 
sustainable actions to signal their positive identity to themselves and others (Alvarez & Trudel, 
2018; Trudel, 2019). Building on that, one might predict that an individual who is exposed to 
their partner’s unsustainable behaviors, which is viewed as undesirable and harmful (Chen et al., 
2019), might feel responsible for the couple’s identity and, therefore, might be willing to 
compensate to signal a positive identity for the couple. 

It might also be the case that when individuals are exposed to their partners’ 

unsustainable behaviors, they might behave consistently with their choices. Thus, when 
individuals observe that their partner does not recycle or has engaged in behavior that harms the 
environment, the individual might imitate this behavior and subsequently act in an unsustainable 
way. In this dissertation, I propose that whether consumers imitate their romantic partners’ 

unsustainable behavior or try to counteract it by engaging in the opposite behavior depends on 
their level of relationship power, which is defined as the ability of one partner in a relationship to 
influence the other (Brick et al., 2018; Simpson et al., 2015). 

Previous research focuses mainly on individuals with low levels of relationship power 
and demonstrates that they are more likely to be susceptible to influence based upon their 
partners’ actions (Laurin et al., 2016). Conversely, a high level of relationship power is 
associated with self-focus (Righetti et al., 2015), and those who have high levels of relationship 
power are less likely to be influenced by their partners (Brick et al., 2018). However, some 
studies have also argued that more relationship power might lead to socially responsible 
behaviors under specific circumstances (Zhu, Wong, & Huang, 2019). Therefore, examining the 
power dynamics within a close relationship context might extend the understanding of social 
influence and its impact on sustainable consumption. Further, it can also contribute to the 
relationship power literature, on which a limited amount of research exists (Brick et al., 2018). 
Moreover, such an examination can also reveal practical implications to increase the sustainable 
consumption of households. 
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Political identity-based influence 
Despite the strong evidence that humans are causing global warming (Baldwin & 

Lammers, 2016), the previous literature has consistently demonstrated that conservatives are 
more skeptical of climate change and less likely to engage in sustainable consumption in 
comparison to liberals (e.g., Feinberg & Willer, 2011; Hennes et al., 2016; Kidwell et al., 2013; 
Neumayer, 2004). This difference has been attributed to different reasons such as their views of 
sustainable consumption in moral terms (Feinberg & Willer, 2013), their differing motivations to 
justify the status quo (Feygina et al., 2010), and their view of the hierarchical structure between 
nature and society (Milfont et al., 2013). Some recent studies have also developed interventions 
to ameliorate this polarization in terms of climate change. These findings are derived mainly 
from the social psychology literature (e.g., Feygina et al., 2010; Hennes et al., 2016), but 
scholars in marketing also have shown an interest in the effect of political ideology on 
sustainable behaviors (e.g., Jasinenko, Christandl, & Meynhardt, 2020; Kidwell et al., 2013). 

As these findings are fragmented across different fields of study, there is a need for a 
comprehensive framework to shed light on the link between political identity and consumers’ 

(un)sustainable behavior. This can also highlight the specific interventions developed by 
previous researchers. Therefore, in article 2, I provide a framework that synthesizes and 
integrates studies to date on the intersection between political ideology and sustainable 
consumption, demonstrates the interventions that aim to increase sustainable consumption 
among political groups, and outlines further research directions. 

2.2.2 Engagement in the sharing economy 

Over the past few years, a growing number of firms have started to use peer-to-peer 
(P2P) business models (Sundararajan, 2017). P2P business model is based on obtaining, giving, 
or sharing access to goods and services between providers and consumers, which is coordinated 
through community-based online services like Uber, Lyft, and Airbnb (Costello & Reczek, 2020; 
Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2016). These online services allow “regular people”—P2P 
providers—who are distinct from typical business entities to offer their services and products 
(Tussyadiah, 2016). 

The growing need for socially responsible behavior has influenced the development of 
the sharing economy (Freimann, Stimac, & Rupcic, 2020). Indeed, the sharing economy has been 
introduced as a business model to improve resource use, increase social interaction, and promote 
more responsible and environmentally friendly consumption (Alonson-Almeida et al., 2020). It 
has been associated with socially responsible decision-making for various reasons (Boar et al., 
2020). For instance, concerning social factors, it has the potential to give individuals 
entrepreneurial freedom, acting as micro-entrepreneurs (Martin, 2016) and utilizing their skills 
and assets (Cherry & Pidgeon, 2018), which in turn offers opportunities for the underemployed 
(Gleim, Johnson, & Lawson, 2019). Therefore, these P2P services are perceived as micro-
entrepreneurship opportunities for individuals (Dolnicar, 2019).  
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With regard to the environmental dimension of socially responsible decision-making, 
some scholars and practitioners consider the sharing economy to be an environmentally friendly 
form of consumption (Boar et al., 2020). Indeed, some scholars argue that the sharing economy 
is “a new pathway to sustainable development” (Heinrichs, 2013, p. 231) and can lower our 
environmental impacts on the planet (Johnson & Chattaraman, 2019; Mi & Coffmann, 2019). 
For instance, sharing bicycles and cars positively impacts the environment by reducing pollution 
and energy expenditures (Boar et al., 2020). Indeed, individuals who engage in sharing economy 
practices are also likely to engage in other types of socially responsible behaviors (e.g., 
composting; Ertz et al. 2018). Therefore, this stream of the literature argues that engaging in the 
sharing economy can be considered socially responsible behavior (Ertz et al., 2018).  

However, there are some contrasting views to the relationship between the sharing 
economy and socially responsible consumption, and recent research shows that the connection 
between these two is complex (Geissinger et al., 2019). For instance, the sharing economy has 
become a very aggressive unregulated marketplace (Buhalis, Andreu & Gnoth, 2020) where 
many providers do not have job security (Dolnicar, 2019), and most make less than the minimum 
wage (Eckhardt et al., 2019). Moreover, there are lower entry barriers that increase the 
competition between P2P providers, who often are already engaged in competition against 
traditional and P2P providers (Dolnicar, 2019). With regard to the environmental implications of 
the sharing economy, some argue that it harms the environment because it might increase travel 
frequency (Tussyadiah & Pesonen, 2016) or suggest that sharing can actually increase overall 
motor vehicle usage if inventory management is not optimized (Fishman et al., 2014). Therefore, 
the specific features of the sharing economy do not relate to socially responsible decision-
making.  

To understand individuals’ perceptions of whether engaging in sharing economy 

practices are considered socially responsible behaviors, I conducted a pretest to examine the lay 
perspective. Participants (N = 120 participants from Amazon Mechanical Turk) imagined that 
they were traveling to a different city and saw a description of two accommodation options: a 
traditional provider (i.e., local hotel) and a peer-to-peer provider (i.e., resident). Participants were 
then asked which of these two options is considered more socially responsible consumption 
choice (1 = traditional provider, 7 = P2P provider). They were also asked to explain the reasons 
for their choices. A one-sample t-test comparing participants’ socially responsible perception (M 
= 4.47, SD = 1.57) to the midpoint was significant (Midpoint = 4, t(112) = 3.26, p < .001), 
indicating that the preference for the sharing economy is indeed perceived as a more socially 
responsible alternative by individuals. I also coded participants’ reasoning for their choices. 
Indeed, many of their responses fell into either the environmental aspect (35%) or the social 
aspect (44%) of the sharing economy, which is consistent with the previous literature showing 
that consumers perceive these exchanges as a means to help P2P providers (Costello & Reczek, 
2020). However, some participants (21%) have also highlighted that they do not want to support 
the unregulated marketplace for P2P providers. 
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Given this controversial relationship between socially responsible decision-making and 
the sharing economy, understanding which consumer factors drive the interest in and demand for 
sharing economy practices can shed further light on this issue. Even though prior studies have 
examined the influence of interpersonal factors such as empathy (Costello & Reczek, 2020) or 
trust (Lamberton & Rose, 2012) on the willingness to participate in sharing economy practices, 
researchers have overlooked how consumers’ political ideology influences their participation in 
sharing economy practices, specifically their support for P2P providers.  

Political ideology-based influence 
In the marketplace, consumers can engage in a variety of behaviors that confirm their 

views that the current economic and social system is fair and legitimate (Jost, 2017). Indeed, 
consumer beliefs about the fairness of socioeconomic systems shape their attitudes toward 
brands and corporations (Cutright et al., 2011), including which brands to boycott (Jost, Langer, 
& Singh, 2017). Therefore, it is essential to understand how these assumptions can relate to 
consumers’ willingness to participate in sharing economy practices, which has distinctive 
features compared to traditional business models, leading consumers to take enhanced roles as 
both providers and users (Hamari et al., 2016). 

Beliefs about the justice and fairness of the socioeconomic system are conceptualized as 
economic system justification (ESJ), one of the theoretical underpinnings of political ideology 
(Jung & Mittal, 2020). Individuals who have strong tendencies to justify the prevailing economic 
system believe in its fairness and legitimacy (Jost et al., 2003) and feel that individuals have 
equal opportunities to succeed (Goudarzi et al., 2020). Therefore, they perceive that economic 
outcomes are based on individuals’ inherent qualities such as hard work (Jost & Thompson, 
2000). Conversely, individuals who are low on the economic system justification scale perceive 
the system as unfair because they believe that many people might fail despite their hard work, 
arguing that external factors—such as luck or connections—can play a role in economic 
outcomes (Jost & Thompson, 2000). Due to increasing economic inequality and polarization, 
consumers’ beliefs about the fairness of the economic system have distinct implications in the 
marketplace (Jost, 2017) and can shape their attitudes toward P2P providers. 

In considering the relationship between the sharing economy and economic system 
justification, one can make competing predictions. First, system justification, which is also 
operationalized as one’s level of confidence in the economic system (Cutright et al., 2011), can 

be relatively important in the sharing economy context as trust is considered one of the essentials 
to determine an individual’s tendency to participate in sharing economy practices (Lamberton & 

Rose, 2012). Based on the relevant literature, one prediction is that economic system justification 
can lead individuals to participate in sharing economy practices. 

On the other hand, one can also predict a negative relationship between system 
justification and participation in sharing economy practices. Recent research by Costello and 
Reczek (2020) demonstrates that empathy can drive individuals to buy services from P2P 
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providers as consumers consider these exchanges helpful for the provider. Given that economic 
system justification is associated negatively with empathic concern (Li & Edwards, 2020), based 
on this stream, economic system justification can be negatively associated with consumers’ 

tendency to participate in sharing economy practices. 

Third, the previous examinations indicate that economic system justification is associated 
negatively with sustainable consumption (Feygina et al., 2010). Individuals who justify the 
system are more likely to deny environmental problems and thus less likely to engage in 
sustainable consumption because accepting the existence of climate change indicates an 
acknowledgment of problems with the current economic system and consumer practices 
(Feygina et al., 2010). Therefore, climate change can feel threatening to people who view the 
current economic system as fair and legitimate (Hennes et al., 2016). If consumers believe that 
the sharing economy is associated with sustainable practices, those who are high on the system 
justification scale would be less likely to engage in sharing economy practices. 

These different streams of literature have produced mixed findings to date and do not 
provide a clear answer as to how economic system justification can impact consumers’ 

likelihood to engage in sharing economy practices, support for P2P providers. I am to answer 
this question in article 3. 

2.2.3 Coronavirus prevention behaviors 

One of the main objectives of health communication is to design effective messages 
which can reduce unwanted, unhealthy behaviors (e.g., binge drinking, cigarette smoking; 
Campo et al., 2004; Gerend & Cullen, 2008) and to shift people’s attitudes and behavior 

concerning health issues (Shen, Sheer & Li, 2015). Information, education, and the 
communication approach through traditional, online interactive, and social media are essential 
tools for health promotion policies (Balint & Bilandzic, 2017). As a result, policymakers and 
health organizations use these tools to provide risk information about actions and behaviors and 
encourage individuals to engage in health prevention behaviors (Keller & Lehmann, 2008). 

Previous research in this domain demonstrates that how these health messages are framed 
can have a remarkable effect on individuals’ attitudes and behavior (Kong & Shen, 2011). For 
instance, a high level of fear in the health messages can have a backfiring effect, such as denial, 
avoidance, and feeling a lack of control (Albarracin et al., 2005; Earl & Albarracin, 2007). 
Moreover, individuals’ dispositional characteristics can influence the effectiveness of health 
messages on engagement in health behavior (Keller & Lehmen, 2008). As an illustration of this, 
Keller (2006) finds that promotion-oriented people, who are focused on growth and 
accomplishment, are more swayed by messages that include action steps than by information on 
the effectiveness of the recommendation. In contrast, prevention-oriented people concerned with 
safety and security are more swayed by the latter (Keller, 2006). These findings have important 
implications for influencing individuals’ engagement in health and prevention behaviors in 
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various domains such as drinking, tobacco-related issues, and when combatting influenza and 
cholera outbreaks (Burton et al., 2012). 

In terms of infectious disease, health communication carries even a more important role 
because immediate actions can be required (Holmes, 2008). However, encouraging public action 
can be challenging since the risks associated with the diseases are not clear (Smith et al., 2013). 
In 2020, COVID-19 has rapidly become a disease associated with uncertainty (Koffman et al., 
2020), as much is unknown about this novel virus (Yang et al., 2020). Government and 
nongovernmental organizations have made great efforts to inform the public about the risks 
associated with COVID-19 and called for several preventive health behaviors (Lees et al., 2020), 
such as washing hands frequently, disinfecting and frequently cleaning, engaging in social 
distancing, and wearing a face mask (Shook et al., 2020). Given that up to 80% of infections are 
mild or asymptomatic (WHO, 2020), these prevention behaviors are essential to reduce the 
number of cases and save lives (Goldberg et al., 2020). 

Thus, it is not surprising that health officials and other authorities have communicated the 
risks of COVID-19 and the effectiveness of prevention behaviors to persuade others to take part 
in these actions (Bechler & Tormala, 2020). These health behaviors have implications for not 
only those who engage in them but also to protect other people’s health (Jordan et al., 2020; 
Pfattheicher et al., 2020). However, recent reports show that not all people are willing to engage 
in these behaviors, even when it may endanger their health and that of others. Some individuals 
embrace these health behaviors, while others avoid them (Zhang, Mathur, & Block, 2020; Zitek 
& Schlund, 2018). In this dissertation, I focus on one factor that distinguishes those who adopt 
from those who avoid: political identity. 

Political identity-based influence 
Political identity greatly influences individuals’ willingness to engage in coronavirus 

prevention behaviors (Rosenfeld, 2020). Even though the United States has become the epicenter 
of the pandemic (WHO, 2020), the polarization of COVID-19 has played an important role in 
individuals’ willingness to engage in preventive behaviors (Rosenfeld, 2020). Interestingly, prior 
research on political ideology predicts that conservatives should be more averse to the 
coronavirus because they are more sensitive to threats (Jost, 2017). However, in the context of 
coronavirus, they are less concerned about the COVID-19 threat (Conway III et al., 2020). 

Consequently, the Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC) and other 
organizations often stress the need for people to engage in certain behaviors to protect others 
(e.g., “Stay Home, Save Lives”) to increase compliance. Highlighting how these actions can 
affect others is important because people’s motivation to help increases when they feel they are 
aiding others directly (Ksendzova & Trudel, 2017). However, messages regarding the impact of 
one’s behavior can resonate differently with conservatives and liberals because of their 
ideological differences in the attribution of social problems. 
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One key difference between conservatives and liberals when solving a social problem is 
the emphasis they place on personal responsibility (Okten & Moskowitz, 2020). Because 
conservatives more firmly embrace the belief that individuals are responsible for their actions 
(Carey & Paulhus, 2013), they tend to attribute greater internal causality for events and outcomes 
(e.g., personal effort and control) than liberals (Feather, 1985). Conservatives perceive that 
individuals can exert more substantial behavioral control over outcomes, thereby ascribing 
greater responsibility to one’s actions (Eidelmen et al., 2012; Skitka & Tetlock, 1993). 
Conversely, liberals place greater weight on external factors such as unjust social practices and 
structures (Feather, 1985). 

These differences shed light on ideological differences concerning COVID-19 behaviors. 
Ascribing greater personal responsibility for individuals’ actions can influence conservatives’ 

perceptions of the effectiveness of their actions on others. Even though previous research has 
demonstrated the ideological differences in individuals’ willingness to engage in coronavirus 
prevention behavior (e.g., Allcott et al., 2020), researchers have not yet examined how political 
ideology can influence the perception of the impact of coronavirus prevention behaviors. In 
particular, in this dissertation, I ask whether political ideology can cause a difference in the 
perceived impact of coronavirus prevention behaviors. If so, what is the psychological 
mechanism, and how can it be minimized? These questions will be answered in article 4. 

In sum, this dissertation examines the impact of couple and political identity on 
sustainable consumption, coronavirus prevention behaviors, and engagement in the sharing 
economy.  
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Chapter 3: Methodology 
This chapter outlines the methodological assumptions of this dissertation, introduces the 
research design and data collection methods, and provides a brief discussion about the ethical 
aspects of the methodological approach. 

3.1 Methodological Assumptions 

As featured in detail in the literature review, this dissertation aims to understand how 
social identity can impact consumers’ socially responsible decision-making. In order to answer 
this question, I apply a deductive approach. Hypotheses are developed based on theories and 
tested experimentally. In empirical articles, I observe a systematic relationship between variables 
and rely on causal mechanisms to explain this relationship (Hedström & Ylkisko, 2010). 
Specifically, articles 2, 3, and 4 show the impact of identity (i.e., political identity) on different 
types of behaviors related to socially responsible decision-making. In article 1, however, identity 
is the mechanism that produces the intended effect of X (i.e., relationship power) on Y (i.e., 
sustainable consumption). Therefore, identity has been treated as the cause, which explains the 
effect on the outcome, and the independent variable, which generates the effect on the final 
outcome.  

Given that this dissertation is based on systematic observations, controlled experiments, 
and causal mechanisms, it can be easily associated with naturalism, which adopts its approach 
from the natural sciences. In each project, I aim to explore the causal mechanism that generates 
the outcome (Hedström & Swedberg, 1998). Mechanism-based explanations often describe a 
process selectively, meaning that they do not aim to provide an exhaustive, extensive account of 
all details but seek to capture the crucial elements by eliminating irrelevant ones (Hedström & 
Ylkoski, 2010). In this dissertation, I select the most sensible explanations in the light of the 
previous framework, but other explanations may also be appropriate. However, these 
explanations are not deterministic, as in physics or chemistry, where explanations are determined 
by equations and natural laws (Elster, 2007). 

3.2 Research Design 

Three articles in this dissertation are based upon experimental methods, which are 
suitable for detecting causal relationships (Söderlund, 2018). Even though the experimental 
design might be criticized as artificial (Devinney, Auger, & Eckhardt, 2010), experiments are 
well suited to examining causal relationships (Söderlund, 2018). Further, experiments can 
simplify a complex phenomenon and capture psychological mechanisms and the essence of the 
research question being investigated. As I am interested in causal claims and the relationship 
between numerous variables, I have relied on experiments as the primary method. 

Following the standard approach to consumer behavior research within this specific 
paradigm, I begin by demonstrating the relationship between the constructs and then the 
mechanism, which explains the influence of the treatment on an outcome variable (Pieters, 2017) 
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using mediation analyses. I have followed these steps in the articles that used experimental 
methods. As mediation analysis is considered “almost mandatory for new social psychology 

manuscripts” (Bullock, Green, & Ha, 2010, p. 550), I have explained the causal mechanism in 
each article. In some cases, my coauthors and I also have demonstrated the boundary conditions 
of the proposed effect, such as in article 3. 

One article in this dissertation (article 2) is based on a systematic literature review, which 
provides an efficient and transparent means to gather and synthesize the findings of studies on a 
particular topic or question (Sweet & Moynihan, 2007). This kind of analysis provides a 
transparent process of selection, analysis, and reporting of previous research conducted on a 
particular topic or question (Merli, Prezisiou, & Acampora, 2018). This literature review article 
examines the impact of political identity and its theoretical underpinnings on sustainable 
consumption. 

3.3 Data Collection 

3.3.1 Online experiments 

Most of the experiments included in this dissertation were conducted in online settings 
and designed in Qualtrics. Three platforms, Prolific, Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), and 
Lucid, were used to recruit participants. Amazon Mechanical Turk is a website designed to 
recruit and compensate the required number of workers to complete a given task (Goodman & 
Paolacci, 2017). Similarly, Prolific is a UK-based crowdsourcing research website and a recently 
established platform for online subject experiments (Palan & Schitter, 2018). Lucid is also one of 
the largest marketplaces for online samples in the US. When researchers and marketers ask for 
respondents from Lucid, the site connects them to market research firms (Coppock & McClellan, 
2019). 

The fact that this dissertation includes many online experiments and a small number of 
field studies can be considered one of its limitations. Crowdsourcing websites have received 
criticism with regard to their representativeness of the general population (Frimer, Skitka, & 
Motyl, 2017). However, these platforms also offer access to a broader network (Palan & Schitter, 
2018), and a few well-known laboratory experiments have been replicated in the fields of 
psychology and economics using Mechanical Turk participants (Crump, McDonnell, & 
Gureckis, 2013; Horton, Rand, & Zeckhauser, 2010). Both Mechanical Turk, Prolific, and Lucid 
have been shown to provide reliable data (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Coppock & 
McClellan, 2019) and a more diverse sample of participants than studies that draw upon the 
student population (Palan & Schitter, 2018; Wallace et al., 2018). Due to the lack of access to the 
field and lab, I have relied mostly on online experiments. Moreover, the COVID-19 pandemic 
has led universities to conduct online education, limiting my and my coauthor’s laboratory 
access from 2020 to 2021. Therefore, I recruited the participants through these online platforms, 
making it possible to access a large sample. 
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Another concern about the workers (participants) who engage in online platforms (e.g., 
MTurk) is that they may be less attentive than participants in laboratory experiments (Goodman 
& Paolacci, 2017). However, given that requesters (researchers) can reject workers’ submissions 

if they have failed to follow instructions, workers are generally motivated to comply, as they 
could lose monetary compensation in the short term, as well as be blocked from future 
employment opportunities by researchers in the long term (Goodman & Paolacci, 2017). In all 
the experiments, I recruited participants with high approval ratings (e.g., 95% or higher), which 
is consistent with the literature (e.g., Goodman, Malkoc, & Rosenboim, 2019). In addition, 
attention check questions were used to see whether participants read the instructions carefully. 
These issues are discussed in more detail in the articles. 

3.3.2 Facebook split tests 

The Facebook platform has distinctive features for marketers and experimental 
researchers interested in determining which of their advertisements most effectively induces 
click rates (Orazi & Johnston, 2020). By utilizing split testing and random assignment, 
conducting experiments on Facebook has become quite common among consumer behavior 
researchers (e.g., Chan & Ilicic, 2019; Paharia & Swaminathan, 2019; To & Patrick, 2020). As 
digital advertising expenditures increase and surpass investments in traditional media, using the 
Facebook split test is a managerially relevant dependent variable (Orazi & Johnston, 2020)  

Two articles in this dissertation use a Facebook split test (study 1 in article 1; follow-up 
study D in article 3). In the study in article 1, my coauthors and I professionally designed two 
ads: one for the control condition and one for the intervention condition. Subsequently, we ran a 
Facebook campaign for these two advertisements. Using random assignment and the detailed 
targeting features on Facebook, we were able to manipulate our construct and determine which 
of these advertisements induced the highest click-through rates (i.e., the number of clicks 
received per impression for a given campaign; see Gupta & Hagtvedt, 2021, p. 10). In the second 
Facebook experiment, we ran the campaign in different countries, varying their economic system 
justification beliefs. By comparing the click-through rates, we determined whether consumers in 
countries with a high level of economic system justification clicked more on advertisements of 
P2P providers. 

In both Facebook-based experiments, the dependent variable was the click-through rate, 
which is a common way to measure effectiveness in digital advertising (Paharia & Swaminathan, 
2019). Online users are not aware that they are part of experiments, which increases external 
validity as the studies are conducted in natural online settings (Orazi & Johnston, 2020). When 
online users clicked our advertisement, they were directed to a website designed by us, 
debriefing them and giving information about the study and our contact information if they want 
to obtain additional details.  

3.3.3 Field experiment 
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Field experiments can increase the external validity of the effects of a study (Mollen et 
al., 2013) and demonstrate the findings in a more realistic setting (Söderlund, 2018). This 
dissertation includes only one field experiment, which is included in article 1. In this experiment, 
I designed the study and planned the data collection process with my coauthors. Subsequently, 
their research assistants, who were blind to the hypotheses, went to the offices of employees at 
Boston College and distributed the survey to allow participants to make a real product choice. 
Ethical approval was received from Boston College, and participants were not exposed to any 
risk. 

The lack of field experiments is another major limitation of this dissertation. The high 
cost of field experiments and the required collaboration with different organizations made 
conducting even a single field experiment highly challenging. However, I have attempted to 
operationalize the dependent variable studied in this dissertation in various and consequential 
ways to increase external validity and overcome the limitation of the lack of field experiments. 
For instance, in article 2 (study 5), we obtained secondary data from the online traffic share of 
P2P and traditional platforms to increase the external validity of our findings, which is discussed 
below. 

3.3.4 Country level secondary data 

We obtained data from firms to test our hypotheses regarding economic system 
justification and support for P2P providers in article 3. Specifically, we obtained the online 
traffic share of P2P and traditional accommodation provider brands from Similarweb 
(www.similarweb.com), which has been used in prior research in the sharing economy context 
(Song, Jung, & Zhang, 2021). The website captures the online traffic shares directed to the 
traditional (i.e., Booking.com, Hotels.com, Marriott) and P2P companies (i.e., Airbnb, VRBO). 
These online traffic shares have been used as a dependent variable in this study. 

Furthermore, we calculated countries’ economic system justification levels by using 

World Values Survey, which was the independent variable in this study. The World Values 
Survey (WVS) (2021) is a representative comparative survey, conducted every five years, which 
examines human values and beliefs across various issues. Prior research in consumer behavior 
has followed a similar approach to examine country-level variables, such as power distance 
(Paharia & Swaminathan, 2019) or cultural values (Rajavi, Kushwaha, & Steenkamp, 2019), in 
relation to consumers’ preferences and behavior in various contexts. Article 3 includes the details 
of the variables and analyses for country-level data. 

3.3.5 Systematic literature review 

In order to complete a systematic review of the particular topic chosen in article 2 (i.e., 
political ideology and sustainable consumption), I developed a protocol to identify articles for 
this review, which is consistent with previous research (e.g., Bozhikin, Macke, & da Costa, 
2019; Gupta et al., 2020). There were three criteria in this protocol. First, I defined the relevant 
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keywords to examine the link between political identity and sustainable consumption. For 
instance, for political identity, the criteria for the articles included an analysis of the role of 
political identity or any of its correlates (i.e., political identity, system justification, SDO, FMI, 
RWA, or moral foundations). Second, only peer-reviewed articles were included in the analysis 
as they underwent a quality screening process. Lastly, articles listed in Social Sciences Citation 
Index (SSCI) journals were chosen given their high quality and relevance (Gupta et al., 2020). I 
detail all these criteria in article 2. 

The initial search identified 196 peer-reviewed articles for further consideration. After 
eliminating duplicates, 144 articles remained. These were then screened based on their title and 
abstract to exclude studies that were not relevant or applicable to my research. Based on the two 
criteria concerning political identities and sustainable consumption, publications were read in full 
upon meeting the requirements. Ultimately, 55 articles passed this selection process to form the 
penultimate sample. 

Based on this sample, supplementary searches were conducted through the citation-
mining strategies of “breadcrumbing” and “pearl growing.” In the breadcrumbing search, the 

reference sections of these 55 articles were screened to complement the research and find other 
relevant articles (Gossen, Ziesemer, & Schrader, 2019). In contrast, in the pearl growing search, 
citation reference databases were used to identify further relevant publications that have cited the 
selected articles (Fischer et al., 2017). Based on the practical screening of titles and abstracts, an 
additional 126 articles were identified (80 through pearl growing and 46 through 
breadcrumbing). These articles underwent the same criteria screening procedure and yielded 33 
viable articles. Three articles in this group did not belong to SSCI journals; however, I could not 
exclude them due to their relevance and importance to the study. The final sample thus consisted 
of 88 articles. These articles are scrutinized in article 2. 

3.4 Attitude–Behavior Gap in Socially Responsible Decision Making 

Another limitation of this dissertation is that in the online experiments, I relied on 
measuring consumers’ intentions rather than their actual behaviors. Prior research demonstrates 

that consumers might report interest in engaging in socially responsible behaviors, such as 
sustainable consumption, but many of them might fail to follow through on that intention, which 
is referred to as the attitude–behavior gap (El-Haffar, Durif, & Dube, 2020). This attitude–

behavior gap has been highlighted as a potential problem, especially in the sustainable 
consumption context (White et al., 2019), due to the social desirability aspect (Fisher, 1993).  

Previous research shows that attitude–behavior correlation is on average 0.45–0.62, but 
this number can increase or decrease depending on the specific context (Ajzen et al., 2019). This 
dissertation examined three specific contexts: sustainable behavior, the sharing economy (i.e., 
support for P2P providers), and coronavirus-prevention behaviors. In each of these contexts, the 
attitude–behavior gap has been highlighted as a potential issue affecting the results. Below, I 
briefly highlight this issue and explain how I attempted to address it for each context. 
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The attitude–behavior gap remains one of the most important issues regarding sustainable 
consumption (White et al., 2019). While some studies suggest that intention can explain 27% of 
the variance of sustainable behavior (Bamberg & Möser, 2007), this number changes depending 
on the specific behavior measured (Schaufele & Janssen, 2021). Given that I measured 
consumers’ intentions to engage in sustainable consumption in three out of five experiments, the 
question of whether consumers’ intentions will correspond to their actual behavior remains. 

While measuring consumers’ intentions in article 1 (i.e., in study 1 and study 2), we used a 
measure that encompasses a wide range of sustainable behaviors (e.g., recycling, eating plant-
based food). Employing such a general measure has more predictive power in comparison to 
measuring a specific behavior, such as bike use (Kaiser, Byrka, & Hartig, 2010). However, this 
aggregated measure is not the solution for eliminating the attitude–behavior gap (Kaiser et al., 
2010). Therefore, we attempted to increase the validity of our findings by conducting a field 
experiment (study 3) and using a Facebook split test (study 4). As mentioned previously, the 
Facebook split test is considered a more ecologically valid approach in comparison to laboratory 
and MTurk experiments, as, unlike the online experiments, it does not force participants to make 
a choice; rather, participants are in their natural online settings (Orazi & Johnston, 2020). 

Similarly, the attitude–behavior gap exists in the sharing economy context. People might 
perceive the sharing economy, such as car sharing, positively, but the attitude does not always 
correspond to their behavior (Hahn et al., 2019; Hamari, Sjöklint, & Ukkonen, 2016). However, 
this gap is considered relatively smaller in comparison to other contexts, such as technology 
adoption (Hamari et al., 2016). Moreover, article 3 includes two studies that increase the external 
validity: the Facebook split-test and the analysis of the online traffic of P2P versus traditional 
accommodation platforms. Even though the latter is at the aggregate level and the findings are 
correlational, not causal, the findings still shed light on the relationship between economic 
system justification beliefs and participation in sharing economy practices, despite its limitations 
in  measuring consumer preferences (Song et al., 2020). Moreover, prior research has used 
similar approaches, such as conducting a Facebook split test (Paharia & Swaminathan, 2019), or 
analyzing the market share of P2P vs. traditional accommodation providers to complement 
online experiments and increase the external validity of their findings (Song et al., 2020). 

Furthermore, I relied on measuring the intention to engage in coronavirus-prevention 
behaviors, such as self-reported usage of a contact-tracing app, rather than actual behavior. 
Recent research has examined the link between individuals’ intentions and behavior in the 

coronavirus context (Gollwitzer et al., 2020). This research shows that an individual’s self-
reported social distancing measures, as well as self-reported general adherence to COVID-19 
guidelines, predict a 20% reduction in the individual’s daily steps as tracked by their smartphone 

during specific periods in which individuals were encouraged to stay at home due to increasing 
numbers of cases (Gollwitzer et al., 2020). These results suggest that intention can be a valid 
measure in this particular context. 



 30 

In sum, the attitude–behavior gap has important consequences in a socially responsible 
decision-making context, and this dissertation suffers from this limitation. While measuring 
intention is still considered to be important to understand behavioral change (McDonald, 
Fielding, & Louis, 2013; Webb & Sheeran, 2006), and I have also attempted to minimize the 
effects of the attitude–behavior gap by completing the findings in various ways, it remains an 
important limitation of this dissertation. Future research must build on these findings in 
ecologically valid contexts, which will be discussed in the limitations.  

3.5 Ethical Considerations 

Before participants were included in a given study, they provided consent and were 
informed that they could leave the study at any time without consequence. For field study, the 
design was reviewed by the ethics committee at Boston College, where this study was conducted. 
When conducting experiments regarding COVID-19 on online platforms, before they started the 
experiment, participants were informed that the study was about COVID-19, so they could 
decline if they felt uncomfortable. Also, we received approval from the ethics boards at Boston 
University and British Columbia University, where my coauthors work, for the coronavirus 
study.  

With regard to participants’ payments, I followed the guidelines of various universities, 
such as Stanford, which encourage researchers to pay a minimum of $6.50 per hour. All 
participants who completed the study received payment. In all experiments, my coauthors and I 
did not collect personal identifiers, and participants were informed that their answers would 
remain anonymous, and we may classify the data as open-access to share it with others. In the 
Facebook split tests, once online users clicked our advertisement, they were provided 
information about the study, my contact details and informed that we would not collect any 
personal information. 

When researchers apply quantitative methods, including experiments, the expectation is 
that most statistically relevant findings can be replicated. However, during the last decade, many 
findings have been replicated less often than expected (Shrout & Rodgers, 2018). One of the 
reasons for this crisis is that effect sizes might be magnified due to researchers’ abuse of data, 

such as excluding studies or removing participants from studies (Simmons, Nelson, & 
Simonsohn, 2011). This replication crisis has caused numerous problems in the domains of 
psychology (Trafimow, 2018) and consumer behavior (Meyvis & van Osselaer, 2018). 

In the studies included here, I have taken precautions to minimize such concerns. For 
instance, if I made any exclusion in an experiment, I followed specific criteria to remove 
participants from the dataset, such as failure of the attention check or an incomplete writing task 
(details are provided in each article). Also, in each article, once the participants were included in 
the experiment, they could not complete the other experiments on the same topic to ensure that 
they were not exposed to the same stimuli and materials. 
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I also placed particular emphasis on the replicability and credibility of the findings. The 
empirical articles of this dissertation include various replications of the findings, including the 
emphasis that one hypothesized effect could be replicated if one were to operationalize the 
dependent variable differently and use alternate manipulations. Each of the articles details all the 
materials and stimuli to ensure that future researchers can attempt to replicate these studies.  
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Chapter 4: Research Articles 
In this chapter, I present the four research articles that constitute the dissertation. As mentioned 
previously, these articles are related to socially responsible decision-making and examine the 
impact of social identity. The behaviors examined are, respectively: sustainable consumption 
practices, participation in sharing economy practices (i.e., support for P2P providers), and 
coronavirus prevention behaviors. 

In a previous chapter (chapter 2), I outlined the purpose of this dissertation—to study the 
relationship between social identity and socially responsible decision-making. Specifically, I 
study the relationship between couple identity and political identity on the one hand and socially 
responsible decision-making on the other, as depicted in Figure 1. Figure 3 outlines the purposes 
of the four articles and depicts how they connect to the overall purpose of this dissertation. The 
respective articles are introduced below.  

 
Figure 3: The purpose of the dissertation and its connection to articles 

 

4.1 Article 1 

Sustainable Consumption in a Romantic Relationship Context 
 
First author. Co-authored with Hristina Nikolova and Gergana Nenkov 
Status: Under review at a peer-reviewed journal. An earlier version of this article was presented 
at Association of Consumer Research Conference and at Society for Consumer Psychology 
Conference.  
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The first article examines how partners’ unsustainable consumption behaviors influence 

each other in a romantic relationship context. Specifically, this article highlights the couple 
identity signaling concept and demonstrates how this type of signaling can influence partners’ 

sustainable consumption in a romantic relationship context. 

Previous research has examined how the unsustainable behaviors of others (i.e., out-
group or in-group members) can influence one’s behavior (Meijers et al., 2019; White, Simpson, 
& Argo, 2014). However, researchers have not yet taken into consideration the influence of 
one’s romantic partner. In this study, my coauthors and I demonstrate that whether a consumer 
imitates their partner’s unsustainable behavior or attempts to balance it by engaging in the 
opposite behavior depends on their relationship power: the ability of one partner to influence the 
decisions and outcomes in the relationship (Brick et al., 2018). 

Across five studies, we show that after exposure to a partner’s unsustainable choices, 

high-relationship power individuals compensate for their partner’s behavior by acting in a more 

sustainable manner relative to their baseline tendencies. In contrast, low-relationship power 
individuals do not increase their sustainable behavior; rather, they exhibit a level of sustainable 
behavior similar to their baseline tendencies (i.e., no exposure to a partner’s unsustainable 
choice). This effect occurs because high-relationship power partners feel more responsible for 
the construction of a couple’s identity, which increases their desire to signal a positive couple 

identity. Therefore, they balance their partners’ unsustainable choices, which are viewed as 

harmful and undesirable (White et al., 2014). 

This research is the first to show that the effects of one partner’s choices on the other 

partner’s sustainability-related behavior depend upon relationship power. These findings contribute 
to the limited research on relationship power (e.g., Brick et al., 2018) and consumer behavior in 
close relationships (e.g., Dzhogleva & Lamberton, 2014; Garbinsky et al., 2020; Nikolova, 
Lamberton, & Coleman 2018), as well as the identity literature by conceptualizing a new type of 
identity signaling (i.e., couple identity signaling). 

4.2 Article 2 

Political Identity and Sustainable Consumption: A Research Review 
Single authored.  
Status: Preparing for submission. 
 

The second article serves as an introduction to the political identity component of this 
dissertation and improves the understanding of how political identity affects sustainable 
behavior. Even though scholars in the fields of marketing and social psychology have examined 
the effect of ideological underpinnings on sustainable behavior, their findings are fragmented 
across different streams of literature. This article is motivated by the need for a comprehensive 
framework between consumers’ ideologies and sustainable consumption.  
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Specifically, this article reviews the relevant literature that examines the influence of 
political identity and its underpinnings (system justification, social dominance orientation, right-
wing authoritarianism, free-market ideology, moral foundation framework) on sustainable 
consumption. This review article contributes to the literature in three ways. First, it categorizes 
and synthesizes the literature by highlighting four factors that affect the relationship between 
ideology and sustainable behavior: individual, economic, motivational, and group-identity-
related factors. Second, it outlines the marketing communication interventions that have been 
developed in previous studies to encourage sustainable consumption and ameliorate polarization 
on climate change. Third, based on the four identified dimensions, I outline future research 
directions to extend our understanding of the effect of political identity on sustainable 
consumption. 

By reviewing the literature that examines the effect of political identity on sustainable 
consumption, this article sets the stage for the additional political identity approaches included in 
the dissertation. More importantly, the identified factors in the framework of this article 
disentangle the relationship between political ideology and sustainable consumption, provide 
theoretical implications, open an array of research directions regarding the intersection between 
political ideology and sustainable consumption, and delineate the interventions to increase the 
sustainable consumption of different political groups. 

4.3 Article 3 

System Justification and Sharing Economy 
 
Nailya Ordabayeva and Aylin Çakanlar 
Status: Revising for a 3rd round of invited review at a peer-reviewed journal. It was presented at 
the Society for Consumer Psychology Conference. 
 

This article complements article 2 by examining another type of political identity 
association in the context of the sharing economy: economic system justification. Specifically, 
this article examines how consumers’ economic system justification (ESJ) beliefs shape their 
support for P2P providers.  

The results of ten experiments demonstrate that economic system justification positively 
impacts consumer support for P2P (but not traditional) providers because it heightens 
consumers’ tendency to attribute entrepreneurial spirit to P2P providers. Consumers high (vs. 

low) in economic system justification believe that the system fairly identifies winners and losers 
because economic positions are determined by differences in people’s inherent qualities, such as 

their hard work (Goudarzi et al., 2020). Therefore, consumers high (vs. low) in economic system 
justification perceive P2P providers to have greater entrepreneurial spirit because these providers 
have unique characteristics that set them apart from traditional providers. For instance, they 
create products and services with their own resources (Benoit et al., 2017) and they try to survive 
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in an increasingly competitive marketplace, which does not have an infrastructure or regulations 
(Dolnicar, 2019). These characteristics can appeal more to consumers high (vs. low) in economic 
system justification who are more likely to believe that hard work and personal effort determine 
individuals’ economic positions (Jost & Thompson, 2000). Therefore, high ESJ consumers are 
more likely to perceive these providers as higher in entrepreneurial spirit—i.e., the motivation to 
identify business opportunities and generate their offerings with the limited resources (Huang et 
al., 2021)—than low ESJ consumers, who are less likely to focus on individuals’ characteristics 

and put more weight on the external environment and factors (e.g., luck or connections) in 
determining individuals’ economic positions in the marketplace. 

This article contributes to the emerging literature on the sharing economy by identifying 
a novel factor that drives the demand for P2P providers. These findings also advance the limited 
literature on system justification in marketing by demonstrating how it can influence consumers’ 

decision-making within the sharing economy context. Article 2 (i.e., the review article) in this 
dissertation also demonstrates the findings from previous research, which delineate the negative 
association between economic system justification and environmentally friendly behavior. In 
contrast, article 3 demonstrates a positive relationship between economic system justification and 
the sharing economy, which is perceived as a potential solution to decrease the negative 
environmental impact of consumption behaviors by some scholars and practitioners. These 
findings indicate that the relationship between the sharing economy and sustainable consumption 
is more complex than initially anticipated. More broadly, this work expands the understanding of 
political ideology and how it influences consumers’ attitudes and behaviors. 

4.4 Article 4 

Political Ideology and the Perceived Impact of Coronavirus Prevention Behaviors for the Self 
and Others 
 
First author. Co-authored with Katherine White and Remi Trudel 
Status: Accepted for publication at the Journal of the Association for Consumer Research 
https://doi.org/10.1086/711834 
 

The final article moves to the coronavirus context and examines the effect of political 
identity in determining the perceived impact of coronavirus prevention behaviors. Given that a 
critical aspect in the event of an infectious disease outbreak is communication with the public 
(Holmes, 2008), in the current coronavirus pandemic, media outlets, health organizations, and 
policymakers have highlighted the impact of coronavirus prevention behaviors on others (e.g., 
Stay Home, Save Lives). This research demonstrates that messages regarding the impact of one’s 

behaviors on others can have different meanings for conservatives and liberals. 

Across four studies, we demonstrate that conservatives perceive engagement in 
preventive behaviors differently from liberals, evaluating such actions as less impactful on 

https://doi.org/10.1086/711834
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others. This difference is driven by their belief in personal responsibility. Because conservatives 
more strongly embrace the belief that individuals are responsible for their actions (Everett et al., 
2020; Skitka & Tetlock, 1993), they infer that their engagement in coronavirus prevention 
behaviors cannot prevent others from being infected or reduce the virus spread. Moreover, we 
show that this effect is mitigated when conservatives think about the impact of prevention 
behaviors on themselves.  

Building on this foundation, we also demonstrate the downstream consequences of using 
other-benefit appeals to conservatives and provide a communication strategy to eliminate 
differences between conservatives and liberals in terms of COVID-19 prevention behaviors. 
Specifically, conservatives, compared to liberals, are less likely to engage in coronavirus 
prevention behaviors when exposed to appeals that highlight their benefits for others (e.g., Stay 
Home, Save Lives). In contrast, both conservatives and liberals show similar levels of 
engagement in coronavirus prevention behaviors after being exposed to self-benefit appeals (e.g., 
Keep Yourself Safe). 

This article contributes to the literature on political ideology and offers practical 
implications for policymakers and health organizations to encourage individuals to engage in 
health-promoting behaviors. Our findings demonstrate that policymakers should consider 
designing targeted advertisements to promote prevention behaviors for different political groups. 
Building on this, we highlight specific communication strategies for different political groups 
and demonstrate such implications when adopting a contact-tracing app. 

In sum, this dissertation examines the role of couple identity and political identity in the 
context of sustainable consumption, coronavirus prevention behavior, and the sharing economy. 
Table 1 provides an overview of the findings (p.37). 

 



 37
 

 Ta
bl

e 
1:

 O
ve

rv
ie

w
 o

f t
he

 a
rt

ic
le

s 

O
v

er
a

rc
h

in
g

 r
es

ea
rc

h
 q

u
es

ti
o

n
: 

H
o
w

 d
o
es

 s
o

ci
a
l 

id
en

ti
ty

 a
ff

ec
t 

co
n

su
m

er
s’

 s
o

ci
a
ll

y
 r

es
p

o
n

si
b

le
 d

ec
is

io
n

-m
ak

in
g?

 
 

R
es

ea
rc

h 
qu

es
tio

n 
B

eh
av

io
r 

N
um

be
r 

of
 

St
ud

ie
s 

Fi
nd

in
gs

 

A
rti

cl
e 

1 

H
o
w

 d
o
 c

lo
se

 o
th

er
s’

 

un
su

st
ai

na
bl

e 
be

ha
vi

or
s a

ffe
ct

 
co

n
su

m
er

s’
 o

w
n 

su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y-
re

la
te

d 
de

ci
sio

ns
? 

 

Su
st

ai
na

bl
e 

C
on

su
m

pt
io

n 
5 

U
sin

g 
th

re
e 

on
lin

e 
ex

pe
rim

en
ts,

 o
ne

 F
ac

eb
oo

k-
ba

se
d 

ex
pe

rim
en

ts,
 a

nd
 o

ne
 fi

el
d 

stu
dy

, a
ct

ua
l 

co
up

le
s i

n 
co

m
m

itt
ed

 re
la

tio
ns

hi
ps

, a
s w

el
l a

s d
iff

er
en

t t
yp

es
 o

f s
us

ta
in

ab
le

 c
on

su
m

pt
io

n 
m

ea
su

re
s,

 w
e 

d
em

o
n
st

ra
te

 t
h
at

 t
h
e 

ef
fe

ct
s 

o
f 

o
n
e 

p
ar

tn
er

’s
 c

h
o
ic

es
 o

n
 t

h
e 

o
th

er
’s

 s
u
st

ai
n
ab

le
 

be
ha

vi
or

 d
ep

en
d 

up
on

 re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

po
w

er
. H

ig
h-

re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

po
w

er
 in

di
vi

du
al

s c
om

pe
ns

at
e 

fo
r 

th
ei

r 
p
ar

tn
er

s’
 u

ns
us

ta
in

ab
le

 b
eh

av
io

r b
y 

ac
tin

g 
in

 a
 su

sta
in

ab
le

 m
an

ne
r r

el
at

iv
e 

to
 th

ei
r b

as
el

in
e 

te
n
d
en

ci
es

, 
w

h
er

ea
s 

p
ar

tn
er

s’
 u

n
su

st
ai

n
ab

le
 b

eh
av

io
rs

 d
o 

no
t a

ffe
ct

 lo
w

-re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

po
w

er
 

in
d
iv

id
u
al

s’
 s

u
st

ai
n
ab

le
 b

eh
av

io
r.

 

A
rti

cl
e 

2 
 

H
ow

 d
oe

s c
on

su
m

er
’s

 p
ol

iti
ca

l 
id

eo
lo

gy
 a

ff
ec

t t
he

ir 
su

st
ai

na
bi

lit
y 

re
la

te
d-

de
ci

si
on

s?
 

 

Su
st

ai
na

bl
e 

C
on

su
m

pt
io

n 
Li

te
ra

tu
re

 
R

ev
ie

w
 

Pr
ev

io
us

 st
ud

ie
s h

av
e 

in
ve

st
ig

at
ed

 th
e 

ps
yc

ho
lo

gi
ca

l u
nd

er
pi

nn
in

gs
 o

f t
hi

s p
ol

ar
iz

at
io

n 
in

 th
e 

su
st

ai
na

bi
lit

y 
do

m
ai

n 
in

cl
ud

in
g 

po
lit

ic
al

 id
en

tit
y,

 sy
st

em
 ju

st
ifi

ca
tio

n,
 so

ci
al

 d
om

in
an

ce
 

or
ie

nt
at

io
n,

 ri
gh

t-w
in

g 
au

th
or

ita
ria

ni
sm

, f
re

e 
m

ar
ke

t i
de

ol
og

y 
an

d 
th

e 
m

or
al

 fo
un

da
tio

ns
 

fr
am

ew
or

k.
 B

y 
in

te
gr

at
in

g 
re

se
ar

ch
 fi

nd
in

gs
 fr

om
 d

iff
er

en
t d

is
ci

pl
in

es
, t

hi
s a

rti
cl

e 
sy

nt
he

si
ze

s, 
in

te
gr

at
es

 a
nd

 st
ru

ct
ur

es
 th

e 
lit

er
at

ur
e 

an
d 

su
gg

es
t a

 n
ew

 fr
am

ew
or

k 
co

ns
ist

s o
f 

fo
ur

 fa
ct

or
s t

ha
t a

ff
ec

t t
he

 re
la

tio
ns

hi
p 

be
tw

ee
n 

id
eo

lo
gy

 a
nd

 su
st

ai
na

bl
e 

be
ha

vi
or

: i
nd

iv
id

ua
l, 

ec
on

om
ic

, m
ot

iv
at

io
na

l, 
an

d 
gr

ou
p-

id
en

tit
y-

re
la

te
d 

fa
ct

or
s. 

B
as

ed
 o

n 
th

is 
fr

am
ew

or
k,

 I 
th

en
 

hi
gh

lig
ht

 v
ar

io
us

 su
gg

es
tio

ns
 a

nd
 to

 e
nc

ou
ra

ge
 c

on
su

m
er

s t
o 

ac
t m

or
e 

su
st

ai
na

bl
y 

an
d 

ou
tli

ne
 

fu
tu

re
 re

se
ar

ch
 d

ire
ct

io
ns

.  
  A

rti
cl

e 
3 

H
ow

 d
oe

s c
on

su
m

er
’s

 p
ol

iti
ca

l 
id

eo
lo

gy
 a

ff
ec

t t
he

ir 
pa

rti
ci

pa
tio

n 
in

 sh
ar

in
g 

ec
on

om
y 

pr
ac

tic
es

? 

Su
pp

or
t f

or
 P

2P
 

pr
ov

id
er

s 
10

 

A
cr

os
s 

te
n 

ex
pe

rim
en

ts
 w

e 
sh

ow
 th

at
 c

on
su

m
er

s 
w

ho
 a

re
 h

ig
h 

(v
s. 

lo
w

) o
n 

ec
on

om
ic

 s
ys

te
m

 
ju

st
ifi

ca
tio

n 
(E

SJ
) 

ar
e 

m
or

e 
lik

el
y 

to
 a

ttr
ib

ut
e 

hi
gh

 l
ev

el
s 

of
 e

nt
re

pr
en

eu
ria

l 
sp

iri
t 

to
 P

2P
 

pr
ov

id
er

s, 
w

hi
ch

 in
 tu

rn
 in

cr
ea

se
s t

he
ir 

su
pp

or
t f

or
 P

2P
 p

ro
vi

de
rs

. M
or

eo
ve

r, 
w

e 
de

m
on

st
ra

te
 

tw
o 

bo
un

da
ry

 c
on

di
tio

ns
: (

1)
 r

el
yi

ng
 o

n 
ex

te
rn

al
 s

up
po

rt 
at

te
nu

at
es

 th
e 

ef
fe

ct
 o

f 
ec

on
om

ic
 

sy
st

em
 j

us
tif

ic
at

io
n 

on
 P

2P
 s

up
po

rt 
(2

) 
hi

gh
lig

ht
in

g 
ex

te
rn

al
 e

co
no

m
ic

 d
is

ad
va

nt
ag

es
 (

i.e
., 

un
fa

ir 
m

ar
ke

t c
on

di
tio

n 
le

ad
in

g 
in

di
vi

du
al

s t
o 

be
co

m
e 

P2
P 

pr
ov

id
er

s)
. 

A
rti

cl
e 

4 

H
ow

 d
oe

s c
on

su
m

er
’s

 p
ol

iti
ca

l 
id

eo
lo

gy
 a

ff
ec

t t
he

ir 
pe

rc
ep

tio
n 

of
 c

or
on

av
iru

s-
pr

ev
en

tio
n 

be
ha

vi
or

s?
 

 

C
or

on
av

iru
s 

Pr
ev

en
tio

n 
B

eh
av

io
rs

 
4 

A
cr

os
s f

ou
r s

tu
di

es
 a

nd
 a

n 
ex

pl
or

at
or

y 
pi

lo
t s

tu
dy

, w
e 

de
m

on
st

ra
te

 th
at

 c
on

se
rv

at
iv

es
 d

iff
er

 
fr

om
 li

be
ra

ls
 in

 th
ei

r p
er

ce
pt

io
ns

 o
f p

re
ve

nt
iv

e 
be

ha
vi

or
s. 

C
on

se
rv

at
iv

es
 v

ie
w

 p
re

ve
nt

at
iv

e 
ac

tio
ns

 a
s b

ei
ng

 le
ss

 im
pa

ct
fu

l o
n 

ot
he

rs
, w

hi
ch

 is
 p

ar
tia

lly
 d

ue
 to

 th
ei

r b
el

ie
fs

 re
ga

rd
in

g 
pe

rs
on

al
 re

sp
on

si
bi

lit
y.

 W
e 

al
so

 sh
ow

 th
e 

do
w

ns
tre

am
 b

en
ef

its
 o

f u
sin

g 
se

lf-
be

ne
fit

 v
er

su
s 

ot
he

r-b
en

ef
it 

ap
pe

al
s t

o 
ta

rg
et

 c
on

se
rv

at
iv

es
 v

er
su

s l
ib

er
al

s. 
In

 d
oi

ng
 so

, w
e 

de
m

on
st

ra
te

 th
at

 
co

m
m

un
ic

at
in

g 
ab

ou
t s

el
f-

be
ne

fit
s c

an
 m

in
im

iz
e 

di
ff

er
en

ce
s b

et
w

ee
n 

co
ns

er
va

tiv
es

 a
nd

 
lib

er
al

s i
n 

C
O

V
ID

-1
9 

pr
ev

en
tio

n-
be

ha
vi

or
 c

om
pl

ia
nc

e 



 

 38 

Chapter 5: Conclusion 
This chapter presents the theoretical and practical implications of this dissertation and 
concludes with future research suggestions and a discussion of its limitations. 

Global crises, such as COVID-19 or climate change, highlight the importance of 
collective action and mobilization (Barth et al., 2021) and shine a spotlight on the environment, 
people, and the planet. These crises require each of us to engage in socially responsible 
behaviors and act on a collective level (Fritsche et al., 2018). This state of “we” thinking, which 

is related to the social identity approach, has important implications for socially responsible 
decision-making in the marketplace, such as environmentally friendly choices (Fritsche et al., 
2018) and coronavirus prevention behaviors (Smith & Gibson, 2020). Even though many of 
these behaviors occur in an interactive context of social relations and are influenced by social 
groups (Hamilton et al., 2021), prior research has examined these socially responsible behaviors 
by using an individualistic view and has overlooked the collective dimension of social identity 
(Barth et al., 2021; Fritsche et al., 2018; Masson & Fritsche, 2021). This dissertation aimed to 
address this gap by examining the influence of social identity on the socially responsible 
decision-making process. Across 19 experiments, including one field study and two Facebook 
split tests, this dissertation reveals the significant consequences of social identity on consumers’ 

socially responsible decision-making regarding environmental and social issues.  

5.1 Research Contribution 

5.1.1 General contribution of dissertation 

This dissertation examined various types of consumer behavior, such as sustainable 
consumption practices, peer-to-peer provider support, and engagement in coronavirus prevention 
behaviors that fall under the umbrella of socially responsible decision-making in the social and 
environmental domains. Despite the variety of the studies, one common implication is that the 
social nature of identity has a positive and negative influence on socially responsible decision-
making. While this dissertation has highlighted some interventions and provided suggestions to 
decrease adverse effects, it also demonstrated the positive aspect of social identity in the socially 
responsible decision-making process. Therefore, the findings are aligned with the view that 
consumers’ social identities have the potential to influence and improve their lives in many ways 
(Hamilton et al., 2021), but they do not always work in favor of collective interests (Barth et al., 
2021; Masson and Fritsche 2021).  

This dissertation reveals how close-others (article 1) and partisan in-groups (2–4) can 
influence individuals’ socially responsible decision-making in the environmental domain. The 
empirical findings from these articles are aligned with the prior literature highlighting the 
importance of social influence in encouraging consumers to engage in sustainable behaviors 
(Cialdini et al., 1990; Goldstein et al., 2008: White et al., 2014). While Article 1 shows the 
positive nature of social influence when high-relationship power partners compensate for their 
partners’ unsustainable behaviors, it also reveals the negative implications, demonstrating that 
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low-relationship power individuals do not try to compensate for their partners’ unsustainable 

choices. Relatedly, the implications of political identity on sustainable consumption (article 2), 
and coronavirus prevention behaviors (article 4) reveal the adverse effects of social identity on 
socially responsible decision-making. However, these findings also demonstrate that using 
marketing and communication strategies can attenuate the negative effects of social identity on 
socially responsible behaviors. This is demonstrated in the systematic literature review (article 2) 
and in the intervention that increased coronavirus prevention behaviors among conservatives 
(article 4).  

Moreover, another facet of political identity (article 3)—economic system justification 
beliefs—increases engagement in sharing economy practices, which are associated with socially 
responsible decision-making by some scholars in terms of social and environmental dimensions 
(Erth et al., 2018). By outlining the literature showing the negative association between system 
justification and beliefs (article 2) and uncovering how this relationship is reversed in the sharing 
economy context (article 3), this dissertation reveals the complex nuances in political identity 
and the sharing economy, which in turn contributes to the respective literature on political 
ideology (Jost, 2017; Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018) and the sharing economy (Costello & 
Reczek, 2020; Eckhardt et al., 2019). 

The novel relationship between the sharing economy and economic system justification 
enriches the understanding of the sharing economy’s connection to socially responsible decision-
making. The complex relationship between socially responsible decision-making and the sharing 
economy is also highlighted in the previous literature (Geissinger et al., 2019). Some scholars 
discuss how the sharing economy contributes significantly to individual efforts to consume 
sustainably because it helps consumers use underutilized resources (Dolnicar et al., 2019; 
Heinrich, 2013). Moreover, it is presented as a business model that offers opportunities for the 
underemployed and helps individuals enter the workforce (Martin, 2016), which is associated 
with the social dimension of socially responsible decision-making.  

Conversely, other studies argue that the sustainability benefits of sharing economy “are 

much more complex than assumed” and might indeed increase our carbon footprint (Schor, 

2016). Others maintain that the unregulated marketplace of the sharing economy has 
disadvantages for P2P providers, such as job insecurity (Dolnicar, 2019). This dissertation joins 
in this discussion and demonstrates that consumers, who might not be motivated to join in 
sustainable consumption, might support sharing economy practices due to the different 
motivations that are not related to the environment. This dissertation identifies a unique one: 
entrepreneurial spirit. This finding adds to the previous literature highlighting different 
consumers’ motivations for participating in sharing economy practices, such as economic 
motives (Benoit et al., 2017) and social motives (Barnes & Mattsson, 2016), in addition to 
environmental benefits.  
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By identifying this mechanism, this dissertation also emphasizes a distinct impediment to 
consumers’ tendency to engage in sustainable consumption: economic factors. The findings of 
the literature review article (2) demonstrate that economic factors play an essential role in 
consumers’ decision to support climate change policies (Campbell & Kay, 2014) and engage in 
sustainable consumption. While some consumers, especially those high in conservative 
characteristics (e.g., those who score high in economic system justification), may perceive 
climate change solutions to hurt economic growth, they support sharing economy practices 
because of the association with an entrepreneurial spirit. These findings illustrate that 
individuals’ views on how an economic system should operate have important implications on 
their support for the sharing economy (article 3) and sustainable consumption (article 2). These 
economic factors at the macro level, such as individuals’ lay beliefs about economic growth, can 
influence consumers’ decisions in the marketplace. By integrating social identity, ideological, 
and system-level factors into socially responsible decision-making, this dissertation enhances the 
understanding of market-related factors in the context of socially responsible decision-making. 

As a general contribution, this dissertation adds to transformative consumer research, 
aiming to improve consumers’ well-being (Mick et al., 2012). While marketers, policymakers, 
and non-profit organizations encourage consumers to engage in behaviors that promote their 
long-term well-being, many of us fail to engage in these behaviors even though we recognize 
their importance (Devezer et al., 2012). Socially responsible behaviors, such as sustainable 
behavior (Cojuharenco et al., 2016), are important factors of transformative consumer research 
as they promote collective well-being (Devezer et al., 2012) By focusing on social and 
environmental dimensions of socially responsible decision-making, this dissertation provides 
numerous suggestions to increase socially responsible behaviors, which are closely associated 
with transformative consumer research. 

5.1.2 Specific contributions per article 

Concerning academic articles, all of these articles discuss socially responsible decision-
making, and each makes specific contributions to the emerging literature and theoretical 
perspectives on consumer behavior.  

By examining sustainability-related decisions within the romantic relationship context, 
this article (article 1) makes several contributions. First of all, it demonstrates that the 
unsustainable behaviors of close-others can have divergent effects on individuals’ sustainability-
related decision-making. While the previous literature has only examined the impact of distant-
others’ unsustainable behaviors on consumers’ sustainability-related decisions (Cialdini et al., 
1990; Schultz et al., 2007; White et al., 2014), this article reveals that under some circumstances, 
consumers take responsibility for close-others’ unsustainable behaviors. By doing so, this 
literature contributes to the sustainable consumption literature (Trudel, 2019; White et al., 2019) 
and enriches the understanding of close relationships in the consumer behavior context 
(Dzhogleva & Lamberton, 2014; Etkin, 2016; Garbinsky & Gladstone, 2018; Garbinsky et al., 
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2020). Moreover, this article contributes to the literature on relationship power dynamics, which 
has received limited attention in the literature (e.g., Brick et al., 2018). While previous research 
has profiled high power people as prioritizing their interests (Righetti et al., 2015), this 
dissertation demonstrates that under specific circumstances, those with higher levels of power 
can act in a way that benefits both other people and the planet.  

Moreover, the previous literature has examined identity signaling at the individual level 
(Nikolova & Lamberton, 2019) and demonstrates that individuals are likely to engage in identity 
signaling in the domains where they perceive they can convey information about themselves to 
others (Berger & Heath, 2007; Gal, 2015). However, in the romantic relationship context, 
individuals define themselves in terms of “we” rather than “I.” Therefore, their couple identity 
can have an important influence on how they behave. This dissertation demonstrates that, in the 
romantic relationship context, partners might engage in identity signaling on behalf of the 
couple, which is distinct from identity signaling at the individual level.  

The second article, the literature review, synthesizes and integrates the literature 
examining the negative implications of political ideology and its theoretical underpinnings in the 
sustainability domain. While previous research has examined the relationship between political 
ideology and sustainable consumption in different domains, such as marketing (e.g., Kidwell et 
al., 2013) or psychology (Feygina et al., 2010; Hennes et al., 2016), the findings are fragmented, 
accentuating the comprehensive framework that clarifies the link between political ideology and 
sustainable consumption (Feygina, 2013). This article provides this framework and highlights 
four main factors to explain the polarizing responses to climate change: individual, economic, 
motivational, and group-identity-related factors. By undertaking a more comprehensive review, 
this article highlights various reasons for climate change polarization, demonstrates 
communication interventions that might bridge the gap between conservatives and liberals, and 
outlines research directions. 

Building on the systematic review article, article 3 contributes to a specific theoretical 
underpinning of political ideology: economic system justification. By examining economic 
system justification in the sharing economy context, which is presented as a potential solution to 
overconsumption by shifting from ownership to access of the products (e.g., Heinrichs, 2013; 
Pantano & Stylos, 2020), this article highlights a novel relationship and contributes to the 
nascent literature on economic system justification beliefs (Cutright et al., 2011; Jung et al., 
2017), the emerging literature on the sharing economy (Costello & Reczek, 2020; Eckhardt et al., 
2019; Graul & Brough, 2020; Lamberton, 2015), and the growing literature on political identity 
in the consumer behavior domain (Jost, 2017; Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018).  

While the previous literature has examined economic system justification beliefs in 
traditional business exchanges (Jung et al., 2017), this article extends into sharing economy 
business models, which have unique features. Further, the sharing economy is presented as a 
business model to improve the use of goods, consume fewer resources than traditional markets, 
increase social interaction, and promote more responsible and environmentally friendly 
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consumption (Alonson-Almeida et al., 2020). By revealing a novel mechanism—entrepreneurial 
spirit (Huang et al., 2021)—this article explains why high-economic system justification 
consumers are more interested in sharing economy practices than low-economic system 
justification consumers. Moreover, these findings contribute to the literature highlighting how 
inequality (Acar et al., 2021; Ordabayeva & Fernandes, 2018) and market efficiency (Chernev & 
Carpenter, 2011) affect consumers’ decisions in the marketplace.  

The fourth article demonstrates the implication of political identity in the COVID-19 
context. As of May 2021, there were 170 million cases and almost 3.5 million deaths due to the 
COVID-19 pandemic (ECDC, 2021). Given that coronavirus prevention behaviors are crucial to 
protect individuals’ health and society at large (Jordan et al., 2020), understanding how 

individuals perceive these behaviors and identifying an effective strategy to increase such 
behaviors among different groups is more important than ever. Political identity has been shown 
to be one of the strongest predictors in individuals’ willingness to engage in coronavirus 

prevention behaviors (e.g., Allcott et al., 2020; Pereira & Stornelli, 2020). By outlining the 
impact of political identity on the perceived impact of coronavirus prevention behaviors and 
identifying an effective communication strategy to decrease the polarization on this issue, this 
article contributes to the political ideology literature and health communication literature (e.g., 
Keller, 2006; Han, Duhachek, & Agrawal, 2009). 

5.2 Practical Implications 

5.2.1 General contribution of dissertation 

This dissertation has attempted to answer the question of “how identity influences the 
socially responsible decision-making process.” By using experimental methods, this dissertation 
has highlighted several factors and these findings also provide several practical implications for 
policymakers and marketers. One common implication of these findings is that understanding 
consumers’ social identity and values related to their social identities can be used to influence 
consumers’ socially responsible choices in the marketplace.  

Many experiments in this dissertation provided clear evidence that using marketing 
communication strategies based on consumers’ social identities can help marketers and 

policymakers. For instance, by understanding consumers’ political identities (articles 3 and 4), 
the findings demonstrate that marketers and policymakers can increase specific political groups’ 

sustainable consumption (article 2), demand for P2P providers (article 3), and intention to 
engage in coronavirus prevention behaviors (article 4). Moreover, our findings in article 1 
suggest managerially relevant ways to increase sustainable household consumption by tapping 
into consumers’ perceived responsibility and couple identities. 

Helping consumers to make socially responsible decisions can help marketers and 
companies in the long term. Given that many consumers consider how brands treat people and 
the environment, and support their communities, purpose-driven companies have higher market 
share gains and expand three times faster than average competitors (Deloitte Insights, 2019). 
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Research also provides evidence that sustainable businesses have clear advantages in the 
marketplace (White et al., 2019), and using green products (e.g., headphones from recycled 
materials) increases the enjoyment of the accompanying consumption experiences (e.g., listening 
to music) relative to conventional products (Tezer & Bodur, 2020). Therefore, acting in a 
socially responsible manner is considered a wise investment for companies (Trudel & Cotte, 
2009), which means that understanding consumers’ socially responsible decision-making process 
can be advantageous. Given that companies and policymakers have the power to influence 
consumers’ beliefs, decisions, and behaviors by using marketing communication (Sela, Wheeler, 
& Sarial-Abi, 2012), the findings of this dissertation, based on the four academic articles, can 
help companies and policymakers to design advertisements and campaigns that can influence 
consumers’ socially responsible decision-making process positively. 

5.2.2 Specific contributions per article 

The first article provides practical implications for marketers who aim to increase the 
demand for sustainable products for couples (e.g., sustainable honeymoons and conflict-free 
diamond rings). The findings of this article indicate that these companies can encourage 
consumers to take responsibility for the couple’s sustainable identity and emphasize couple 
identity in their advertisements by highlighting how one partner’s choices can influence the 

couple as a unit. Indeed, on examining these companies’ websites, I noticed that many of them 
rely on self- (e.g., “Are you looking for a guilt-free vacation?” [Lux Review, 2021]), or other-
benefits (e.g., “Looking for a honeymoon while showing respect for the planet” [Uravu Bamboo 

Grove, 2021]) to encourage consumers to buy such products and services. Based on the results of 
article 1, utilizing appeals accentuating responsibility and couple identity (e.g., “It is your 
responsibility to make your household sustainable! Your Choices as a Couple are Important Part 
of Who You Are”) can help these companies to increase their sales of environmentally-friendly 
products and services for couples. Moreover, as illustrated in experiment 4 (article 1), marketers 
can utilize Facebook to target consumers who are engaged or married with advertisements of 
environmentally friendly products and services for couples. Indeed, prior research shows that 
Facebook advertisements significantly increase sales, and, in particular, “likes” on the 

advertisements have a strong impact on sales (Brettel et al., 2015). Therefore, utilizing Facebook 
ads or Google ads to target engaged or married couples with environmentally friendly 
advertisements can have a positive impact on sales.  

Furthermore, policymakers and non-profit organizations can also air advertisements that 
accentuate the importance of partners taking responsibility for each other’s unsustainable 

choices, in order to increase sustainable consumption in households. For instance, Environmental 
Protection Agency (EPA) regularly launch campaigns and advertisements to encourage 
individuals to engage in sustainable behaviors. These agencies might benefit from utilizing 
appeals highlighting perceived responsibility and couple identity in their advertisements to 
encourage consumers to participate in sustainable consumption practices. 
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This dissertation also demonstrates the critical effect of political identity on sustainable 
consumption practices. The findings from the literature review article highlight that different 
types of marketing communication can ameliorate polarization on climate change. Consistent 
with previous research, these findings demonstrate that it is essential for policymakers to tailor 
their climate change policy to the ideals and values of specific political groups in order to be 
effective (Sintov et al., 2020). Given the increasing polarization between left and right across the 
globe (Briley et al., 2019), understanding the core values of different political groups can help 
policymakers and marketers encourage different political groups to engage in sustainable 
consumption. 

The framework of this article (individual, economic, motivational, and group-identity-
related factors) can help policymakers and marketers reduce polarization on the subject of 
climate change by tapping into these different factors. For example, using framing consistent 
with conservatives’ motivational interests (e.g., “It is patriotic to conserve the country’s natural 

resources” [Briley et al. 2019]) or highlighting the economic gains of climate change initiatives 
(e.g., “Profit from leading in green technology” [Campbell & Kay, 2014]) can increase 

sustainable behavior. By using Facebook, which allows marketers to identify liberal or 
conservative consumers (Paharia & Swaminatham, 2019), marketers and policymakers can target 
conservatives and liberals with sustainability advertisements consistent with their values and 
motivations. 

Building on political identity findings, article 3 provides practical implications for 
marketers of P2P brands. Given that individuals who score highly on the system justification 
scale are more likely to support services and products provided by P2P providers, providers can 
market their products and services in high-justifying consumer segments (e.g., politically 
conservative geographic areas). Moreover, as illustrated in our last study using the Facebook-
split test (Follow-up Study C) in article 3, it is possible to determine countries’ economic system 

justification level, which allowed us to illustrate the variation in the demand of P2P services 
across different countries. 

Our results also show that it is possible to increase the P2P demand of low-economic 
system justification consumers by using marketing and communication strategies. For instance, 
study 4 in article 3 shows that highlighting the economic disadvantage of P2P providers (i.e., 
becoming a P2P provider after losing one’s job) increases the support of low-economic system 
justification consumers. Therefore, it can be more advantageous for marketers and P2P providers 
to highlight how the sharing economy helps these individuals to enter the marketplace in states 
and countries where confidence in the economic system is low to increase the demand for P2P 
providers. These findings have important implications for companies who adopt P2P business 
models, which are increasingly prevalent in the marketplace (Costello & Reczek, 2019; Wirtz et 
al. 2019).  
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Furthermore, some features of sharing economy practices are associated with 
sustainability (Cherry & Pidgeon, 2018). Prior research shows that individuals’ desire to make 

sustainable choices can trigger them to participate in clothes-sharing (Pantano & Stylos, 2020), 
or car-sharing services (Harth, Kamleitner, & Holub, 2020). Therefore, many of the sharing 
economy platforms promote themselves as contributing to the sustainable movement (e.g., “the 
Real Sustainable Fashion Movement”; Rent the Runway, 2021). However, marketing managers 
should be careful to highlight the environmental benefits of services in these areas (i.e., 
politically conservative geographic areas). As there is a negative association between economic 
system justification and sustainable consumption (article 2), high-justifying consumer segments 
may avoid sharing economy practices if they perceive these services as linked to sustainability. 
Therefore, managers of P2P brands can instead accentuate the independence and entrepreneurial 
spirit of P2P providers for high-justifying consumer segments to increase sales of services and 
products by P2P brands. 

Finally, at the time of writing, COVID-19 has spread worldwide, and coronavirus-
prevention behaviors are considered essential for reducing infections (Pereira & Stornelli, 2020). 
The final article in this dissertation highlights how political identity can influence the perceived 
impact of coronavirus prevention behaviors. Even though media outlets, including health 
organizations, have mainly highlighted how coronavirus prevention behaviors are essential for 
protecting others (e.g., Stay Home, Save Lives), this dissertation demonstrates that this type of 
communication is ineffective for individuals with conservative identities. Therefore, especially in 
the United States, where polarization between conservatives and liberals is increasing (Pew 
Research Center, 2020), it is vital for policymakers to tailor their communications based on 
political identity to encourage individuals to engage in coronavirus prevention behaviors. Based 
on the results, highlighting the reflexive impact of coronavirus prevention behaviors can 
effectively increase compliance among conservatives. 

Furthermore, these findings can have implications for persuading individuals to be 
vaccinated for COVID-19. At the time of writing, COVID-19 vaccinations have been developed 
but have yet to be disseminated worldwide. While policymakers and health organizations 
promote vaccination, opinions on vaccination are highly polarized along partisan lines and there 
is deep skepticism among Republicans (New York Times, 2021). One in four Americans does 
not want to receive the COVID-19 vaccination, and about half of the Republicans under 50 
report that they do not want to be vaccinated (The Atlantic, 2021). While the Center for Disease 
Control and Prevention highlights that individuals should be vaccinated to protect themselves, 
they also accentuate that being vaccinated protects other people around them (CDC, 2021). 
Indeed, media outlets emphasize that those who are not willing to be vaccinated should think 
about vulnerable members of society (The Atlantic, 2021). Our results indicate that highlighting 
self-benefits for conservative-leaning individuals might be more effective in increasing their 
willingness to be vaccinated against COVID-19, but further research must be conducted to 
increase the validity of these findings in this specific context. 
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The marketing and communication tools in this dissertation can also be assimilated with 
nudges, which aim to change people’s behavior without coercion (Thaler & Sunstein, 2009). The 
findings of this dissertation aim to lead to behavioral change in the socially responsible decision-
making context (Elgaaied-Gambier et al., 2018). While these strategies are developed to improve 
consumers’ socially responsible decision-making, readers might question whether these tools can 
have a dark side and can be used in a manipulative way. Similar questions are raised concerning 
the use of nudging, and some researchers conclude that the worry that nudges can be used to 
manipulate some people is valid, but they argue that the benefits of nudges outweigh their ability 
to serve valuable goals such as public health (Nys & Engelen, 2017). This dissertation’s findings 

are also in line with this view, and they have been developed with the hope that they can be used 
to influence consumers’ socially responsible decision-making as they might have the potential 
power to contribute to consumer well-being.  

The objective of this dissertation was to understand psychological mechanisms and 
develop interventions for consumers to increase socially responsible decision-making. While 
some readers might perceive that this dissertation shows that liberals generally make better 
choices than conservatives, the focus of this dissertation is not the quality of the choices made. 
Instead, this dissertation seeks to identify ideological differences in beliefs and motivations and 
find a unifying aspect to bring people across the political spectrum closer on non-political issues.  

5.3 Limitations and Future Research Suggestions 

Despite the theoretical and practical implications of this dissertation, there are several 
limitations. As the COVID-19 pandemic has limited my and my coauthors’ access to laboratories 

during 2020–2021, many of the experiments involved a hypothetical scenario that requires 
participants to use their imagination (Dasborough & Harvey, 2017). While I am aware that this 
raises questions about external validity (Pham, 2013), this approach allowed me to improve the 
internal validity of the dissertation (Dasborough & Harvey, 2017) since it allowed me to control 
other factors. To complement and show the robust effect, I tried to replicate the study by 
operationalizing independent and dependent variables in different ways. However, it is crucial 
for further research to generalize the findings in field studies and measure behavioral responses 
in-person since another limitation of this dissertation is the small number of field studies, and I 
primarily relied on measuring consumers’ intentions. 

While this dissertation demonstrates the effect of political and couple identities in various 
domains, all the experiments demonstrate the effect at a single point in time. However, 
sustainable behavior must be enduring to increase habit formation (White et al., 2019). 
Therefore, future research can examine the effects in a longitudinal study. For instance, in article 
1, high-relationship power compensates for a partner’s unsustainable behavior in the immediate 

term and may lead individuals to behave sustainably. Does this mean that this behavior will be 
enduring? The findings cannot answer this question; therefore, future research could examine the 
findings in a longitudinal study.  
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Another important question that remains unanswered in article 1 is whether political 
identity can influence consumers’ responses to their partners’ unsustainable behaviors. For 

instance, would conservative consumers also increase their sustainable behavior after being 
exposed to their partners’ unsustainable behavior? Based on article 2, one can interpret that 
sustainable behaviors do not signal positive identity to all consumers due to ideological 
differences, so exposing partners’ unsustainable behaviors might not increase specific political 

groups’ adoption of sustainable behaviors even if they might have high levels of relationship 
power. Future research can examine this further. 

The findings in this dissertation show various ways to ameliorate climate change 
polarization. While these results are based on samples drawn from the United Sates, it is crucial 
to understand whether these interventions can help decrease polarization in other countries. In 
particular, polarization is increasing in countries such as Hungary, Turkey, and elsewhere (the 
Guardian, 2019). Indeed, a recent study shows that right-wing nationalism in Norway is 
negatively associated with climate support (Krange, Kaltenborn, & Hultman, 2019). These 
findings raise the question of whether the suggested interventions in this dissertation can be 
applied to other settings, another fruitful topic for future research. 

Moreover, the findings in article 3 demonstrate that high-system justification people can 
be more likely to participate in sharing economy practices. Given that individuals high in system 
justification are less likely to engage in sustainable consumption, it might be predicted that 
providers who highlight the environmentally-friendly features of their services might not appeal 
to such individuals (e.g., Eco-friendly Travel with Airbnb; Airbnb, 2020). Future research can 
examine this further and explore how high-justifying consumer segments would react when P2P 
providers stress the environmental benefits of their services. 

This dissertation utilizes experiments to study socially responsible decision-making, but 
other approaches such as qualitative methods can be applied to generate more significant insights 
concerning consumers’ socially responsible decision-making processes. For instance, it may be 
interesting to conduct interviews with conservative and liberal consumers to understand their 
views on sustainable consumption at a deeper level. The literature review article included in this 
dissertation demonstrates that the majority of the findings are based on quantitative studies. This 
dissertation also employs experiments, but future research can apply different methods to gain 
greater insights and generate a deeper understanding of the effect of political identity on 
sustainable consumption. 

Lastly, future research could explore whether the interventions suggested in this 
dissertation can positively impact other areas that have important implications for collective 
well-being. For instance, the increase of fake news has obvious negative implications within the 
political context (Pennycook & Rand, 2019) and other areas, such as the willingness to accept a 
vaccine (Carrieri, Madio & Principe, 2019). For instance, article 4 highlights that self-benefit 
appeals are more effective for conservatives. Can highlighting how fake news is harming their 
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in-group decrease conservatives’ tendency to accept fake news? While we find that liberals are 
not affected by such interventions in the COVID-19 context, it is essential to discover other 
strategies to influence liberals’ socially responsible decision-making process. For instance, how 
can we decrease liberals’ tendency to share fake news? These questions are worthy of further 
investigation. 

Altogether, this dissertation highlights theoretical and practical implications and raises 
questions about socially responsible decision-making in the domains of sustainability, the 
sharing economy, and coronavirus prevention behaviors. I hope that the findings can open up a 
new array of research studies regarding identity and help policymakers and marketers design 
interventions that can increase consumers’ socially responsible behaviors. 
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Svensk Sammanfattning 
Identitet har stor betydelse för de val som konsumenter gör på marknaden. Tidigare 

forskning har främst fokuserat på identitet på individnivå, men konsumenternas sociala 
identitet blir allt viktigare på marknaden. I denna avhandling studeras hur den sociala 
identiten påverkar ett socialt ansvarsfullt beslutsfattande. Med hjälp av experiment som 
primär metod undersöker jag hur konsumenters politiska identitet och paridentitet kan 
påverka deras beslutsfattande beträffande hållbara konsumtionsvanor, beteenden kring covid-
19 och delningsekonomin. Genom 16 online-experiment, två A/B-test på Facebook och en 
fältstudie visar avhandlingen på de avgörande konsekvenser som politisk identitet och 
paridentitet har på ett socialt ansvarsfullt beslutsfattande.  

För det första visar avhandlingen att konsumenters politiska identitet påverkar deras 
benägenhet att ägna sig åt hållbar konsumtion, förebyggande beteenden kring covid-19 och 
att gynna peer-to-peer-lösningar i delningsekonomin. För det andra undersöker avhandlingen 
hållbar konsumtion inom ramen för ett kärleksförhållande och visar att konsumenters beslut 
kring hållbarhet kan påverka deras partners hållbara val, vilket belyser vikten av 
paridentiteten. Sammantaget bidrar avhandlingen till litteraturen om identitet och socialt 
ansvarsfullt beslutsfattande och lyfter fram praktiska konsekvenser för marknadsaktörer och 
beslutsfattare som strävar efter att förbättra konsumenternas socialt ansvarsfulla beteenden på 
marknaden.  

Nyckelord: social identitet, socialt ansvarsfullt beslutsfattande, politisk identitet, paridentitet 

 


