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ABSTRACT

This research builds a structural model that considers the underlying dimensions that lead
to consumer misbehavior and seeks to fill some of the gaps in the literature. The study is based on
a survey of 481 consumers in the Northeastern United States, using an online instrument with 58
questions. Results showed that Pressure to buy, which often results from peer or social pressure or
both, Consumer norms and beliefs (or lack thereof), and consumer motivation all lead to consumer
misbehavior engagement. This study was conducted empirically using the seven causes identified
by Fullerton & Punj (2004) to form the consumer misbehavior framework, in which misbehavior
is influenced by multiple motivations. Retail and trade organizations need to educate misbehaving
consumers and employees about the consequences of consumer misbehavior because ultimately,
consumers and providers end up paying a high price for such behaviors.

INTRODUCTION

As early as 1993, Fullerton & Punj (1993) identified deviant consumer behavior as
vandalism, abuse, threats, physical, or psychological unfairness toward other customers and
workers. They later referred to consumer misbehavior as a pervasive issue directly resulting from
the culture of consumption (Fullerton & Punj, 2004). Over the last two decades, there has been
growing research interest in consumer misbehavior, as explained in recent articles by Nowak et al.
(2023) and Wright & Larsen (2023). Firms driven by profit maximization hire marketers who
employ tools and strategies to encourage customers to buy more. The macro-effect of profit-
maximizing related to marketing activities directly results in consumer misbehavior in the
consumption culture. Outcomes of consumer misbehavior can be both positive and negative,
including helping or hurting firms through consumer revenge and retaliation to cause damage
(Aron & Kultgen, 2019). Korgaonkar et al. (2020) argue that although shoplifting in the U.S. retail
industry costs almost $50 billion, it has not received sufficient attention. This number has increased
significantly in recent years. According to CapitalOne Shopping Research (2025), retail stores lost
$121.6 billion to retail theft in 2023, and it is projected that shoplifting will increase to over $150
billion in 2026.

According to the 35" annual retail survey conducted by Jack L. Hayes International,
Inc., 295,654 shoplifters were apprehended in 2022, up 50.9%, and over $237 million was
recovered from them, up 90.5% (Daugherty, 2023). Organized shoplifting or organized retail crime
has been in the news recently. Multiple individuals steal products from several stores and then sell
them on the black market or even on eBay, Facebook Marketplace or other online sites later.
According to a recent article in the New York Times, nearly half of the industry’s $94.5 billion in
missing merchandise in 2021 was due to organized theft (Medina, 2023). The claims have been
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promoted by videos of masked groups smashing windows and grabbing highly valued
merchandise. A Wall Street Journal article on the subject matter claims America's craving for
spending has resulted in the creation of organized shoplifting rings and cosmetics and alcohol are
among the top 10 most shoplifted goods in America (Wall Street Journal 2023). However,
shoplifting is not unique to the United States. A study published by the British Retail Consortium
this year, covering one year, reported that customer theft was higher than pre-COVID levels,
amounting to about £953 million in England (Healy, 2023).

Previous research found that occasional consumer misbehavior is widespread, particularly
among younger consumers (Hagan et al., 1985; Harris & Dumas, 2009). More recent studies also
deal with some form of consumer misbehavior (e.g., Bharatkumar 2024; Boo et al., 2013; Hu et
al., 2017; Korgaonkar et al., 2020; Pieper & Woisetschldger, 2024; Wright & Larsen, 2023).
Occasional consumer misbehavior was found to be more common than typically thought, and
instances of misbehavior have been under-reported in official crime statistics and business sources.
According to Smyczek et al. (2020), the most common consumer misbehaviors are unpleasant,
aggressive, and vulgar behavior towards store employees. Continuous consumer misbehavior was
typical, while some consumers never misbehave at all. Misbehaving consumers are diverse and
challenging to categorize based on demographic and socioeconomic factors (Daunt & Harris,
2012). Consumer misbehavior occurs across classes, despite the commonly held belief that it is
more common among low-income and less educated individuals (Fullerton & Punj, 1993;
Fullerton & Punj, 2004). However, in another study, Daunt and Harris (2011) examined the
relationship between the following four demographic variables: gender, income, age, education,
and consumer misbehavior, and found that only income was not related to consumer misbehavior.
Interestingly, a study by Scarpi (2023) indicates that when consumers are aware that their
misbehavior will have negative consequences, they might embrace socially responsible behavior.

To understand consumer misbehavior, Fullerton & Punj (2004) proposed three theoretical
approaches. The first approach emphasized the norms and expectations of conduct in an exchange
setting. Norms depend on impersonal trust in the exchange setting (i.e., trusting others you do not
know), and behavior that violates that trust infringes on the norms. Expectations of conduct extend
from the marketer to the consumer, from the consumer to other consumers, and from consumers
to the firm and its employees. Norms and expectations are bound together through the social
contract (Steiner et al., 1976). The second approach involved labeling consumer misbehavior as
deviant behavior. Labeling is a subjective interpretation and definition of other people’s actions.
Some instances of consumer misbehavior may be overlooked (i.e., not labeled negatively) based
on an individual’s gender, age, race, and other socioeconomic factors (Hindelang, 1974). The third
approach uses behavioral intent to predict consumer misbehavior. Intention can be challenging to
determine and may not be readily apparent. The misbehaving consumer may even have difficulty
pinpointing his/her own intention. A single misbehaving consumer may also have multiple
intentions (Russell, 1973).

To systematically explain the various forms of consumer misbehavior, Fullerton & Punj
(2004) developed a typology of five categories. The first category is the marketer’s employees.
The second category is the consumers in the exchange setting. The third category is the marketer’s
merchandise and services. The fourth category is the marketer’s financial assets. The fifth category
is the marketer’s physical or electronic premises. Each category of consumer misbehavior is
considered across three conceptual dimensions: the nature of the act, the type and degree of the
disruption, and the reactions by marketers and other consumers.
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The typology showed that financial costs of consumer misbehavior directed at marketing
products, financial assets, and physical premises are significantly greater than expected and
marketers and companies underestimate them as unavoidable costs of business (Fullerton & Punj,
2004). Marketers tend to tolerate consumer misbehavior. Eventually, the costs of misbehavior are
borne by consumers through higher prices, but consumers are generally found to be indifferent or
ignorant of misbehavior when assets are illegally appropriated (Sheley & Bailey, 1985; Wilkes,
1978). The accumulation of these costs is more of a deadweight loss in market economies (Larsen
& Thota, 2014). Marketers’ unwavering indifference reinforces attitudes that treat consumer
misbehavior as a regular part of consumption culture. Furthermore, marketers and consumers often
do not react to consumer misbehavior, and their reactions are not necessarily correlated with the
degree of disruption or the material and monetary impact caused by the misbehavior. Instead,
marketers and consumers are more affected by disruptions to consumption harmony.

Fullerton & Punj (2004) posited that consumer misbehavior should be studied from a macro
perspective to gain a holistic understanding. Coupled with the typology, they developed a micro-
perspective of the contributors, manifestations, and effects of consumer misbehavior. Fullerton &
Punj (2004) identified seven motives for consumer misbehavior, established through studies in the
following domains: the sociology of deviance, criminology, abnormal psychology, and other
studies of consumer misbehavior (Brain & Benton, 1981; Terry & Steffensmeier, 1988; Vold &
Bernard, 1986). Each of the seven motives is intrinsic to the modern culture of consumption. They
are neither mutually exclusive nor exhaustive in addressing micro-level consumer misbehavior.
Instances of consumer misbehavior may be affected by multiple motivations. The seven causes
form the framework for this study.

The first cause is unfulfilled aspirations. Merton (1968) affirmed that a discrepancy exists
between widely held consumption goals and the availability of legitimate resources to reach them.
Consumers unable to satisfy their consumption goals may resort to illicit means like fraud or theft.
This theory was reinforced by Durkheim’s (1952) theory of anomie (Cameron, 1964; Brokaw,
1993).

The second cause of consumer misbehavior is deviant thrill-seeking. Lofland (1969) and
Katz (1988a) both found that misbehavior may be motivated by thrill-seeking and adventure, and
the risk of being caught amplifies the rush one gets from misbehaving. In fact, lonely consumers
were found to misbehave solely to add excitement to their lives (Moore, 1984). Hedonistic
consumption may also lead to consumer misbehavior (Hirschman & Holbrook, 1982).

The third cause of consumer misbehavior is the absence of moral constraints (Fullerton &
Punj, 2004). If a consumer does not feel internal inhibitions against misbehaving in a consumption
setting, then perceived norms and expectations do not deter them from misbehaving. Misbehaving
consumers do not see their actions as immoral from a general perspective or in relation to their
situation (Kallis & Vanier, 1985), and, as determined by Apoorva et al. (2022), consumer
misbehavior was, in some cases, motivated by personal benefits. However, consumers who
perceive misbehavior as immoral are more likely to restrain themselves.

The fourth cause of consumer misbehavior is differential association. Sutherland (1947)
and Cohen (1966) described the sociology of deviance, where a group in a society has norms that
are deviant from those of the larger society. Misbehavior may be promoted within the group's
norms as members interact. Sykes & Matza (1957) found that the group may even guide
individuals to rationalize a negative opinion towards the morality of their misbehavior.
Furthermore, differential association has been found among teenagers who misbehave in
consumption settings, potentially indicating a broader issue of deviant consumer socialization.
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The fifth cause of consumer misbehavior is pathological socialization. It was found that
consumers often exhibit more negative behavior towards larger companies than towards smaller
companies (Smigel, 1956; Baron & Fisher, 1984). Large businesses that are perceived as
impersonal are more vulnerable to consumer misbehavior. The theory of social distance supports
this finding, which posits that the social distance between buyer and seller increases the likelihood
of misbehavior (Houston & Gassenheimer, 1987; Spilski et al., 2017). Misbehavior may result
from revenge, real negative situations, or imagined negative situations (Fullerton & Punj, 2004).

The sixth cause of consumer misbehavior is provocative situational factors. In physical
spaces, consumers may misbehave toward marketers and/or other consumers when harmony is
reduced (Katz, 1988b). Examples of reductions in harmony may include excessive noise, heat, or
crowding, as shown by passengers on crowded, delayed flights. Attractive merchandise displays
may provoke customers to shoplift. Deterrence theory (Tittle, 1980) encourages further
misbehavior when customers do not perceive that misbehavior is discouraged.

Finally, consumers may feel comfortable engaging in misbehavior, especially when there
is no deterrent, by conducting a cost-benefit analysis. Crime theories offered by Becker (1968) and
Wilson and Herrnstein (1985) state that misbehavior results from a calculation of expected costs
and benefits. Consumer decision-making is found to have an identical rational process to
misbehaving, barring that misbehavior is unbounded by ethical concerns (Kraut, 1976). Often,
opportunities with a minimized risk of being caught are pursued. This is the most important reason
for consumer misbehavior (Fullerton & Punj, 2004; Bernstein, 1985). Lack of employee
guardianship or deterrence can also be added to this cause. Organizational commitment, resulting
from employees' perceptions of justice and fairness in the workplace, influences employees'
attitudes and behaviors, which ultimately affect their tendency to engage in shoplifting prevention
behavior (Potdar et al., 2020).

Since Fullerton & Pun;j’s (2004) research, consumer misbehavior has become pervasive in
online consumption exchanges. For example, one individual may buy an e-book and then make
copies for all friends (Gratz, 2010). Online consumer behavior is markedly different from in-
person consumer behavior due to anonymity and interactivity. In fact, consumer misbehavior is
hidden and often disconnected from their real lives, allowing abuse that is destructive to companies
and other customers (Chen et al., 2014). Toward the end of the 1990s, as the Internet became more
user-friendly and widely available, more consumers began using peer-to-peer networks to share
digital media, including software, music, video games, and movies. This consumer misbehavior
continues today despite ethical and legal ramifications. Furthermore, the Internet has made
consumer misbehavior anonymous and more challenging to identify unethical activities (Harris &
Dumas, 2009). This is mainly because consumers justify digital piracy by using the techniques of
neutralization, as researched by Harris & Dumas (2009). Furthermore, consumers’ motivation for
convenience increases their perceived benefits of misbehavior and their intention of misbehavior
in the sharing economy (Teng et al., 2023). Research about the sharing economy by Culiberg et al.
(2023) showed that the formation of an ethical climate is important in influencing the providers of
the sharing economy and their evaluations, while ethical climate, trust in consumers, and trust in
the platform explain the firmness of providers' ethical judgments of consumers' misbehavior.

More than 20 years ago, Freestone & Mitchell (2004) listed five different types of online
misbehavior including: 1) illegal activities (e.g., use of credit cards illegally, spreading viruses,
downloading child pornography, etc.,); 2) questionable activities (e.g., online gambling); 3) illegal
hacking related activities (e.g., changing hardware or software products); 4) human internet trading
activities (e.g., purchasing human organs), and 5) digital piracy including downloading of movies,
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music, games or software from the internet for free. Research conducted by Spilski et al. (2017)
showed that the probability of unethical product returns is higher when products are purchased
online than when they are purchased in a face-to-face store.

In recent years, many businesses have begun using artificial intelligence (Al) for
personalization and real-time customer service. Al is not new, and there had been discussion about
the use of Al as expert systems as early as 1984, when there was much confusion about what Al
really was (Gillin, 1984). A recent research study shows that there is a positive relationship
between the use of Al and enhanced customer experience, with the benefits of personalized and
better after-sales support (Bharatkumar, 2024). However, consumers are likely to start using
readily available free Al software (e.g., ChatGPT) online. This widespread use may involve
consumer misuse of Al, including trolling. Previous research shows that replacing human service
agents with service robots does not deter customers from committing crimes but instead creates
perceptions that allow the performance of more consumer misbehavior (Dootson et al., 2022). In
addition, Online trolling has become very common in recent years, with people leaving reviews of
products or companies. In doing so, sometimes, people post or comment online to deliberately hurt
companies or individuals. Interestingly, research shows that bystanders who read negative
comments are more likely to post positive word-of-mouth (WOM, also known as eWOM online)
comments to support a service organization that is receiving vicious trolling (Mulcahy et al., 2023).
It is well known that consumers provide positive or negative reviews of products and services, and
that high negative WOM intensity can act as a barrier to customer loyalty (Zhu et al., 2023).
Research shows that these reviews have become important in choosing product brands and
companies (Karakaya & Barnes, 2010), and that it may be necessary for provider firms to offer
compensation to dissatisfied consumers to mitigate the damaging effects (Zinko et al., 2023).
Another study (Sweiss et al., 2022) also found that other customers' online actions and misbehavior
negatively affect other customers' attitudes and commitment towards service providers. According
to research by Demsar et al. (2021), many incidents of trolling are rooted in aggressive social
practices, and brand trolling involves using malicious, attacking, insulting, or hostile tactics to
prompt reactions from brands and bystander consumers.

In a global market where physical distance separates sellers and consumers, information
asymmetry tends to favor the seller. Therefore, the consumer may perceive their disadvantage as
a reason to misbehave. Conversely, the Internet provides consumers with their own advantages,
such as the ability to decide among multiple sellers of the same item as well as information-rich
reviews on sellers and products that can be used to make better purchasing decisions. Consumers
have access to new online routes for opportunism. Consumers can much more easily learn about
businesses than businesses can learn about consumers. With this concept in mind, this research
aims to fill some gaps in the literature and develop a structural model that considers the underlying
dimensions that lead to consumer misbehavior.

HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT

As shown earlier, a variety of factors influence consumers to misbehave. While peer
pressure is a significant factor affecting consumer buying behavior, it is also a growing factor in
consumer misbehavior. Situational factors affect the youth’s openness to peer pressure. According
to Brown et al. (2008), consumers under high peer pressure tend to conform to peer norms because
they wish to be accepted and liked by peers. Of course, the pressure is likely to vary depending on
the type of product and its perceived importance to consumers. In addition, peer pressure will have
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varying impacts across consumer types, as materialistic consumers are more sensitive to external
situations (Chan & Prendergast, 2007). Indeed, Babin & Griffin (1995) also show an association
between past consumer observations and learning from peers, as well as with consumer
misbehavior, such as shoplifting. Similarly, Akbari et al. (2016), in a study conducted in Iran, found
that other customers' effects are the principal factors on consumer misbehavior. In fact, peer
pressure is often so intense among teenagers that they shoplift to earn the respect of their peers
(Grybs-Kabocik, 2016). More research by Cox et al. (1990, 1993) also includes social/group
pressure as a factor for consumer misbehavior. More recent research by Jacobsen & Barnes (2020)
showed that the greatest pressure on Generation Z consumers comes from social media platforms
such as Instagram, Facebook, X (formerly known as Twitter), and Snapchat. With the earlier
research conducted and the discussion presented, we put forward the following hypothesis:

H1. Pressure felt by consumers to buy merchandise impacts their motivation to
engage in consumer misbehavior.

Earlier research has determined the relationship between customer dissatisfaction and
consumer misbehavior (Daunt & Harris, 2011). In fact, when customers are dissatisfied with
merchants, they often take action to address their dissatisfaction by contacting marketers, writing
reviews, or simply returning the unsatisfactory product for a refund or exchange. Some customers
go so far as to take revenge on merchants (Aron, 2016). When customers are dissatisfied with
companies or products, they may seek revenge, often in the form of covert retaliation and
sometimes as retaliation fantasies or desires shared with others (Bunker & Bradley, 2007).
Furthermore, earlier research has shown that consumers who are bothered by other consumers are
likely to seek revenge to feel better (Spector & Fox, 2002). Indeed, revenge motivation has been
proposed by other researchers earlier (see, for example, Fullerton & Punj,1997; Reynolds & Harris,
2005, 2009; Grégoire & Fisher, 2008) and tested by Akbari et al (2016) in a chain store
environment. Therefore, we test the following hypothesis:

H2. Dissatisfaction with merchant behavior and merchandise impacts consumer
motivation to engage in consumer misbehavior.

Consumer norms and beliefs shape their behaviors, which reflect their values and
determine what is acceptable or unacceptable. Perceived benefits from misbehavior and the moral
definition of misbehavior play important roles in consumer misbehavior (Jin et al., 2022). Previous
research shows that consumers who have high levels of universalism, benevolence, or
conservatism develop a negative attitude toward misbehavior (Smyczek, 2020). Tonglet (2006)
shows that, according to the Theory of Planned Behavior, intention to shoplift can be predicted by
subjective norms or feelings of social pressure. The Theory of Planned Behavior is also used to
explain people’s intention to fare evade on public transportation as a function of norms (Currie &
Delbosc, 2017). Interestingly, consumer behavior literature has tried to explain this behavior of
manipulating others and a general lack of concern for morality, norms, rules, and regulations as
“Machiavellianism” (Daunt & Harris, 2011). Researchers have shown a strong relationship
between Machiavellianism and unethical behaviors such as stealing, lying, and cheating (Al-Rafee
& Cronan, 2006; Jones & Kavanagh, 1996; Wirtz & Kum, 2004). Therefore, we put forth the
following hypotheses about consumer motivation and consumer engagement:
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H3. Consumer norms and beliefs impact consumer motivation.
H4. Consumer norms and beliefs impact consumer engagement to misbehave.

Among the factors that motivate consumers to misbehave, some are innate consumer
characteristics, while others are external factors such as social pressure. Even store atmospherics,
such as heat, noise, or overcrowding, may trigger consumer misbehavior (Fullerton & Punj, 2004),
while some consumers aim to punish firms that mistreat customers or refuse to deal with
unsatisfactory situations (Grégoire & Fisher, 2008; Grégoire et al., 2010). When examining
illegitimate customer complaints, Reynolds & Harris (2005) named six motivations, including
“freeloaders”, “fraudulent returners”, “fault transferors”, “solitary ego gains”, “peer-induced
esteem seekers”, and “disruptive gains”. Interestingly, in more severe cases of consumer
misbehavior, the absence of security guards in retail stores motivates shoplifting intentions among
potential consumer offenders (Korgaonkar et al., 2020). Earlier research has also shown that
factors such as the absence of moral constraints, thrill-seeking, unfulfilled aspirations, and negative
attitudes towards selling companies lead to consumer misbehavior (Fullerton & Punj, 2004).
Korgaonkar et al. (2020) found that offender motivation and the absence of capable barriers affect
potential shoplifters’ attitudes, subjective norms, and confidence in their ability to shoplift, which
then influence consumer intention to shoplift. Based on this discussion, we present the following
hypothesis:

HS. Consumer motivation impacts consumer engagement to misbehave.

RESEARCH METHODOLOGY

Data

This study was conducted at a mid-sized public university in the Northeastern United
States. The university has about 8,500 students, of which 1,700 are graduate students. Only
undergraduates were studied, since graduate students are typically millennials and are not the
subject of this investigation. The survey was implemented via campus email to undergraduate
students, and students volunteered their responses. The email had a brief background on the study
and a direct link to the survey. Five hundred sixty-seven surveys were completed within six days.
Of those completed, 481 were usable surveys.

Measurement

Using the theoretical work of Fullerton & Punj (2004), five major areas of consumer
misbehavior were identified. A survey was then constructed on these five areas of consumer
misconduct, including consumer dissatisfaction, pressure to buy, consumer motivation to engage
in misbehavior, consumer engagement in misbehavior, and norms & beliefs, or lack thereof. This
is the first attempt to operationalize Fullerton & Punj’s (2004) theory of consumer misbehavior.
The final survey had fifty-eight questions and was administered online. In addition, four questions
capturing individual characteristics (gender, age, academic level, and college) of the respondents
were added to the questionnaire. The measurement scale for most questions ranges from 1 (often)
to 4 (never), and many other questions provide response options on a nominal scale of 1 (yes) and
2 (no). The survey was approved by the IRB and pretested on the target population.
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Sample Profile

Of the 481 respondents in the sample, 63% are female, 35% are male, and 2% identify as
other. 10% are eighteen years of age, 24% are nineteen, 23% are twenty, 23% are twenty-one, 15%
are twenty-two, and 5% are twenty-three. 25% are first-year students, 25% are sophomores, 24%
are juniors, and 26% are seniors. 40% of the respondents are enrolled in the College of Arts and
Sciences, 16% are enrolled in the College of Business, 11% are enrolled in the College of Nursing,
10% are enrolled in College of Visual and Performing Arts, and 23% are enrolled in the College
of Science and Engineering.

Reliability and Validity

In assessing the reliability and unidimensionality of the constructs shown, we followed the
procedures recommended by Anderson & Gerbing (1988). As shown in Table 1, the confirmatory
factor analysis (CFA) using SPSS-AMOS indicated that all items loaded on their corresponding
constructs and were statistically significant. The measurement properties of the variables were also
checked by comparing the baseline model with eight alternative models (Table 2). The comparison
of these models with the baseline model resulted in the following goodness of fit statistics: y*> =
389.23 with d.f. = 157; 2 / d.f. = 2.479; GFI =0.93; CF1=0.95; IFI = .95; TLI = .94 RMSEA =
0.056, low = 0.049, and high = 0.062. Although two of the three factor models had high fit indices
(89-91), the RMSEA was the lowest for the four-factor model, showing the best fit. Overall, these
results suggest that the four-factor model provides evidence of construct distinctiveness for
pressure to buy, motivation to misbehave, norms and beliefs (or lack thereof), and consumer
misbehavior. The four constructs had composite reliability (CR) scores ranging from .73 to .90,
exceeding the required minimum of .60 (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). In addition, two of the average
variances extracted (AVEs) are 0.50 and 0.57, while the other two are 0.42 and 0.48, which are
below the threshold of 0.50 as recommended by Fornell & Larcker (1981). However, when CR
exceeds 0.60, lower AVEs can be acceptable, and the construct's convergent validity remains
adequate (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). In addition, all estimated standardized loadings were highly
significant (p < 0.01), and CR scores were well above the 0.60 threshold. In comparison,
Cronbach’s alphas ranged from 0.73 to 0.90 (see Table 1), well above the 0.70 threshold,
suggesting good convergent validity based on previous research (Hair et al., 2006).

We obtained additional support for discriminant validity following the procedure suggested
by Fornell & Larcker (1981). The AVE estimates were compared with the squares of the correlation
between constructs. The AVE’s (0.50, 0.42, 0.48, and 0.57) are all greater than the corresponding
squared correlations, thus, indicating adequate discriminant validity (see Table 3).

RESULTS

Model Assessment

In examining the possible causal relationships of the factors proposed and their
relationships to consumer misbehavior engagement, we utilized confirmatory factor analysis
(CFA), and structural equation modeling (SEM) maximum likelihood approach in SPSS AMOS.
As indicated earlier, we also calculated the CR coefficients and the AVE’s for the latent constructs.
The pressure to buy construct had a CR coefficient of .83 and AVE of .50, the norms and belief
construct had a CR coefficient of .74 and AVE of .42, the motivation construct had a CR coefficient
of .79 and AVE of .48, and the fourth construct, consumer misbehavior had a CR coefficient of .90
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Table 1
Results of Confirmatory Factor Analysis and Measurement Properties

Factors / Variables Composite Reliability Variance  Average Variance-
Reliability  Standardized Extracted (AVE)
Loadings (A0 (Var(e))  Estimate
(Ayi) = Z(2y)/( (Wyi)+ Var(ei))

PRESSURE TO BUY (alpha=.81) 83 S0
How pressured do you feel to buy the following?

Latest clothing (pclth) .85 72 28

Latest beauty products (pbty) .55 .30 .70

Latest accessories (bags, jewelry, etc.) (paccs) 78 .61 .39

Latest footwear (pfoot) 75 .56 44

Latest Technology (ptech) .55 .30 .70
MOTIVATIONS (M) (alpha=.79) 79 48
How strongly do you agree or disagree with the
following statements?
Getting away with theft or fraud can be a

thrilling experience (thrill) .65 43 57
Getting away with theft or fraud is just a

way to get even with big business (even) .65 42 58
Friends would support, if I do something that

may be unacceptable like cheat or steal (frnspt) .70 48 52

If T really wanted something and couldn’t
afford it, I might engage in unacceptable
behavior to get it (naford) 77 .59 41

CONSUMER NORMS/BELEIFS (alpha=.72) 73 41
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Do you find these behaviors acceptable?
Switch sale price tags to regular priced items

(swchtg) 75 57 43
Take items without paying for them (steal) .70 49 Sl
Create or use counterfeit coupons (cftcpn) .58 .34 .76
Try to convince employees that items that

are not on sale were on sale rack (nosale) Sl .26 74
CONSUMER MISBEHAVIOR (alpha=.90) 90 57
How often have you engaged in the following
behaviors?

Create or use counterfeit coupons (cftcpn) .82 .66 .34
Cut other shoppers in line at checkout (cutline) 77 .60 40
Take merchandise from other shoppers'

carts. (tkmosp) 73 53 47
Try to convince employees that items that

are not on sale were on sale rack (nsale) .79 .62 38
Switch sale price tags on to regular priced

items (swchtg) 75 .56 44
Take items without paying for them (steal) 73 53 47

Purchase a product online and returned it in
a different store for more money (rstore) .70 49 Sl
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Table 2: Comparison of Measurement Models

Model Factors* v df. Ay? RMSEA CFI IFI GFI
Null 4571 190
Baseline  Four factors. 389 157 .056 .95 .95 .93
Model
Model 1  Three factor model: PB and M were combined into 1004 160. 615.56** .105 .81 .81 .79
one factor, NB into second factor, CMB into third
factor.
Model 2 Three factor model: PB and M were combined into 726 160  337.47** .086 .87 .87 .86
one factor, NM into second factor, CMB into third
factor.
Model 3 Three factor model: PB and CBM were combined 1176 160 787.06** 115 77 77 77
into one factor, M into second factor, NB into third
factor.
Model 4  Three factor model: M and NB were combined into 554 160 164.87** .072 91 91 .90
one factor, M into second factor, CMB into third
factor.
Model 5  Three factor model: M and CMB were combined 812 160  422.92%* .092 .85 .85 .83
into one factor, PB into second factor, NB into third
factor.
Model 6  Three factor model: NB and CMB were combined 614 160 225.25%* 077 .90 .90 .89

into one factor, M into second factor and CMB into
third factor.

Model 7  Two factor models: PB and CMB were combined 1131 162 742.02%* 112 78 78 78
into one factor, M and NB into second factor.
Model 8  Two factor models: PB and MB were combined 1336 162 946.81** 123 73 73 75

into one factor, M and NB into second factor.

*Factors are defined in Table 1; ** p < .01 PB: Pressure to buy; M: Motivation; NB: Consumer Norms/Beliefs; CMB: Consumer
Misbehavior
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and AVE of .57. The CR coefficients for the constructs are based on standardized factor loadings
and measurement errors and exceed the recommended level of .70 (Shook et al., 2004).

Table 3
Discriminant Validity Test
Average Variance Extracted and Squared Correlations

Variables AVE’s 1 2 3 4
1. Pressure to Buy 0.50 1

2. Norms/Beliefs 042 0.00 1

3. Motivation 048 0.04 0.22%* 1

4. Consumer

Misbehavior 0.57 0.07 0.19**  0.25** 1
**p<0.01

The lower AVE scores are due to several indicators being correlated and cross-loading to
other constructs as well as the presence of shared variances. This was expected because some
indicator variables were measured on the same scale and had been similarly worded. Therefore,
the analysis could produce redundant results. In such cases, respecification of the model is
suggested when there are correlations among indicator error variances, and when there is
theoretical evidence for specifying these correlations (Byrne, 2001). In the subsequent analyses,
using the modification indices, the parameters for eight indicator error variances were specified as
correlated one at a time. However, the CFA analysis showed that the variables loading to the
consumer dissatisfaction construct had low standardized regression weights and were removed
from further analysis. Similarly, some variables within the motivation and norms/beliefs construct
had high-standardized residual covariance paths with other indicator variables and low
standardized regression weights and were removed from the model. However, the model fit indices
appeared adequate. Therefore, no further action was taken other than freeing some parameters. The
fit of the model is as follows: (%2 (1509) = 404.97, p< .01; x?/d. f=2.55; CFI1 = .94; I[FI = .94; TLI =
.93 and RMSEA = .057 Lo = .050 and Hi = .064). The %> model was significant, indicating that
the model does not represent the sample covariance matrix. However, the x? statistics is sensitive
to sample size. Therefore, the other widely used model fit statistics were applied and y?/d.f., CFI,
IFI, TLI, and RMSEA fit indices all met the accepted benchmarks for statistical significance (see
Hair et al. 2006). Table 4 shows the structural equation modeling results and Figure 1
diagrammatically depicts the relationship among the constructs as specified in the hypotheses.

To ensure validity, the final model after removing the statistically non-significant
parameters were cross validated as recommended by Byrne (2001). Using a systematic selection
process of every other case in the data, the sample was divided into two sub-groups. Therefore,
each sub-group consisted of 240 cases. The constrained full model consisted of four regression
parameters, which were set as equal across the two samples. The comparison of the constrained
model (3% = 1054.54; d.f. = 327) and the base model (x> = 1044; d.f. = 323) shows that the Ay?>
calculated is not statistically significant at p< .05 Ay? 4= 9.54). Therefore, the two sub samples
generate comparable results indicating validity. Since we have support for reliability and validity,
we now consider the hypotheses tests results.
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Table 4

Results of Structural Equation Modelling Analysis and Measurement Properties

Factors / Variables Composite Reliability Variance Average Variance-
Reliability  Standardized Extracted (AVE)
Loadings (A2yi) (Var(ei)) Estimate
(hyi) = Z(Wyi)/( (Wyi)+ Var(ei))
PRESSURE TO BUY->MOTIVATION 9%
NORMS/BELIEFS>MOTIVATION 46%*
MOTIVATION->CONSUMER MISBEHAVIOR A40%*
NORMS/BELIEFS>CONSUMER MISBEHAVIOR
24%%

PRESSURE TO BUY (PB) 83 S0
How pressured do you feel to buy the following?

Latest clothing (pclth) .86 74 26

Latest beauty products (pbty) .55 .30 .70

Latest accessories (bags, jewelry, etc.) (paccs) 78 .61 .39

Latest footwear (pfoot) 75 .56 44

Latest Technology (ptech) 55 .30 .70
MOTIVATIONS (M) .79 48
How strongly do you agree or disagree with the
following statements?
Getting away with theft or fraud can be a

thrilling experience (thrill) .65 43 57
Getting away with theft or fraud is just a

way to get even with big business (even) .65 42 .58
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Friends would support if I did something that

may be unacceptable like cheat or steal .69 48 52
If I really wanted something and couldn’t

afford it, I might engage in unacceptable

behavior to get it 77 .59 41

CONSUMER NORMS/BELEIFS (NB) .74 42
Do you find these behaviors acceptable?
Switch sale price tags to regular priced items

(swchtg) .76 57 43
Take items without paying for them (steal) .70 49 Sl
Create or use counterfeit coupons (cfcpn) .58 .34 .76
Try to convince employees that items that
are not on sale were on sale rack (nosale) Sl 26 74
CONSUMER MISBEHAVIOR (CMB) 90 57
How often have you engaged in the following
behaviors?
Create or use counterfeit coupons (Cftcpn) .82 .66 .34
Cut other shoppers in line at checkout (cutln) 77 .60 40
Take merchandise from other shoppers'
carts. (Tkmosp) 73 53 47
Try to convince employees that items that
are not on sale were on sale rack (Nsale) .79 .62 .38
Switch sale price tags on to regular priced
items (Swchtgb) 75 .56 44
Take items without paying for them (steal) 73 53 47
Purchase a product online and returned it in
a different store for more money (Rstore) .70 49 Sl

**p<.01
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Figure 1
Structural Equation Mode: Showing Factors Leading to Consumer Misbehavior
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**Numbers on the paths (on arrows) are standardized regression weights, and they are significant at p =0.01
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Hypotheses Tests Results

HI. The structural equation modeling analysis shows that the pressure to buy construct
affects the consumer motivation (= 0.19, p = .001). As the pressure to buy increases, so does the
motivation for consumer misbehavior. Therefore, this hypothesis is accepted. This construct
consisted of five indicator variables (clothing, footwear, accessories, beauty products, and latest
technology). Interestingly, feeling pressure to buy the latest accessories had the highest mean score
(3.59), followed by the latest footwear (3.39), and the latest beauty products (3.29).

H2. An attempt was made to evaluate the relationship between consumer dissatisfaction
with merchant behavior and merchandise, and consumer motivation to engage in consumer
misbehavior. However, as indicated earlier, the indicator variables did not load well on this
construct, had low standardized loadings, and were eliminated from further analysis. Therefore,
this hypothesis is rejected with caution because the variables were dichotomous (yes-no).

H3. An attempt was made to test the impact of consumer norms and beliefs on consumer
motivation. The results showed consumer norms and beliefs have a positive impact on consumer
motivation (= 0.49, p = .001). Therefore, this hypothesis is accepted. As the lack of respect for
consumer norms and beliefs increases so does consumer misbehavior motivation.

H4. Testing the relationship between consumer norms and beliefs and consumer
engagement to misbehave showed that consumers are affected by their norms and beliefs positively
(A = 0.24, p = .001). Additional analysis showed that this construct has an indirect effect on
consumer engagement to misbehave. The indirect standardized regression weight is 0.184,
resulting in a total effect of 0.42 (0.24 + 0.18). Bartol (1983) and Pedhazur (1982) both suggest
that an indirect effect higher than 0.05 is significant and meaningful. Therefore, there is support
for this hypothesis.

H5. This final hypothesis assessed the impact of consumer motivation on consumer
engagement to misbehave. The results show that consumer motivation positively impacts
consumer engagement in misbehavior (= 0.40, p = .001). As consumer motivation increases, o
does consumer engagement to misbehave. Therefore, this hypothesis is also accepted.

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Most of the hypotheses tested were accepted with high reliability and validity. The only
hypothesis rejected and excluded from the structural model development was hypothesis two. As
shown earlier, the consumer dissatisfaction construct had dichotomous variables and did not load
well on the construct, resulting in low standardized loadings. The other constructs had high
reliabilities and are related to consumer misbehavior, as shown in Figure 1. The first construct
examined, pressure to buy, often results from peer or social pressure or both. The finding in this
study confirms the earlier works (Akbari et al., 2016; Babin & Griffin, 1995; Chan & Prendergast,
2007) that peer pressure leads to consumer misbehavior.

Consumer norms and beliefs or thinking that consumer misbehavior is acceptable directly
impact consumer motivation and consumer misbehavior. One may interpret norms and beliefs as
consumer values and attitudes. In fact, this general lack of concern for morality, norms, rules, and
regulations was explained as “Machiavellianism” by Daunt and Harris (2011). Our finding
supports earlier claims and research (Al-Rafee & Cronan, 2006; Jones & Kavanagh, 1996; Wirtz
& Kum, 2004) that there is a strong relationship between Machiavellianism and unethical
consumer behavior. Interestingly, the impact on motivation, which underpins consumer
misbehavior, is even stronger than the direct impact on consumer misbehavior. Therefore, one
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could conclude that the norms-and-beliefs construct has a strong indirect impact on consumer
misbehavior.

There is a strong relationship between consumer motivation and consumer engagement to
misbehave. Behaviors such as seeking thrill, revenge, peer support, or approval of misbehavior are
part of the motivation to misbehave. Our study empirically confirms the presence of a strong
relationship between motivation and consumer misbehavior engagement as suggested earlier by
Fullerton and Punj (2004). Advances in technology have limited or minimized consumer
misbehavior. For example, price tag switching is minimized by barcode readers or scanners.
Indeed, research by Dootson et al (2022) shows that replacing human service agents with service
robots reduces deviant consumer behavior. Having security cameras in retail stores has also
reduced or minimized many types of consumer misbehavior. Indeed, a recent study found that
using a camera-based security system significantly reduced expected misbehavior (Pieper &
Woisetschldger, 2024). In addition, databases and data mining software have recently been used to
identify potential consumer offenders. However, the use of high technology comes at a price,
including equipment, software, and highly skilled personnel. Therefore, companies need to
perform a cost-benefit analysis. High initial costs are likely to result in low long-term savings for
both companies and innocent consumers.

LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH

Having used a student sample is a significant limitation of this study. Limitations of using
student samples in business research are well documented in extant literature (see, for example,
Gupta et al., 2023; Ford, 2016; Peterson, 2001, and others). The primary concern in utilizing
student samples is the lack of external validity. Ford (2016) cautions business researchers about
using student samples in scale development and cross-cultural research, primarily due to issues
with external validity. Similarly, in earlier research, Peterson (2001) found that using student
samples can be challenging because students' responses are similar to those of the general adult
population. This may be because of the homogeneity of the student population. However, the
findings of a recent study by De Lurgio et al. (2023) indicate that online crowdsourcing market
(OCM) samples do not differ much from student samples in terms of validity and reliability but do
differ substantially in demographics. Furthermore, these researchers indicate that studying student
samples is appropriate for examining consumer behavior and technology use, since differences
between students and the general population are unlikely to be significant. Similarly, an earlier
study by Steelman et al. (2014) found that OCM samples from the United States yielded statistical
findings similar to those from both US students and US consumer panels at a much lower cost.

Despite the significant issues involved in using student samples in business research, the
findings of this research support or confirm earlier literature on consumer misbehavior. In addition,
these findings are used to build a model that more thoroughly explains consumer misbehavior.
Although the model is very robust, this type of convenience sample may limit generalizability due
to its unique demographics, such as age, socioeconomic status, and education level. Therefore,
interpretation and conclusions to be drawn from this study must be done with caution.

Given that this sample was drawn from a large, public university in the northeast, its
composition is relatively diverse. We do recognize, however, that in terms of age and life
experiences, this type of sample can limit the applicability of research findings to the broader
community. Therefore, we would suggest replicating this study on a broader population, which
would also help clarify any significant differences by the demographics discussed. In addition,
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several indicators were correlated and cross-loaded onto other constructs, indicating shared
variance due to their similar wording and use of the same measurement scale. Therefore, some
indicator error variances were specified as correlated, and some variables with high standardized
residual covariance paths and low standardized regression weights were removed from the model.

To date, no studies have examined the varied consumer environments or cultural factors
related to consumer misbehavior. While there is no conclusive research on variations in consumer
misbehavior across cultures, studies have shown that misbehaving consumers are diverse and
challenging to categorize by demographic and socioeconomic factors (Daunt & Harris, 2012).
This provides a possible avenue for future research. Furthermore, new studies could provide
valuable insight given current debates about law and order, the use of security, and crime rates
across the US. There is anecdotal evidence that consumer misbehavior may be more prevalent in
areas where there is a high crime. It may be that the perception of “misbehavior” varies
contextually.

In addition, the positive and negative impacts of technology must be examined in relation
to consumer misbehavior and growing concerns about organized shoplifting. As explained earlier,
there is very little research on online consumer misbehavior, which is widespread among both
technologically savvy and not-so-technologically savvy consumers. Possible misuse of Al and
trolling by consumers and companies are also areas for future research to consider. Interestingly,
examining the misbehavior issue from a different angle suggests that firms facing uncertainty are
likely to follow or imitate the unethical behaviors of larger firms (Bryant et al., 2023). Another
study found that irresponsible behavior by companies can increase consumer outrage, create
negative attitudes, and spread negative comments about their products and services (Zasuwa,
2024). Indeed, Allen et al., (2020) found that good performance in corporate social responsibility
serves as a protection for consumer misbehavior and lower negative word of mouth. Therefore,
the impact of firms’ ethical/unethical behaviors and consumer reactions can undoubtedly be an
important area of future research. Consumer perception of Al use and Al detection tools are also
new research avenues to pursue.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

Consumer misbehavior is a reality and manifests itself in our marketplace in a variety of
ways. These behaviors include but are not limited to consumer-to-consumer misbehavior (Black
Friday aggression), consumer-to-firm misbehavior (negative reviews), and consumer-to-employee
misbehavior (arguing with salespeople).

Regardless of the individual motivation, characteristics, or the target of their misbehavior,
it is in the interest of all parties that deterrents are introduced that are affordable and effective.
Given the pervasive nature of consumer misbehavior, the establishment of deterrents might help
to mitigate the problem. Amelia and Ronald (2017) suggest that past consumer misbehavior
influences future intentions and that improving consumer self-esteem is important for controlling
consumer misbehavior. In fact, consumer norms/beliefs construct, or lack thereof, found in this
study, confirms this.

Studies have examined deterrents to consumer misbehavior (Cole, 1989; Dootson et al.,
2018, 2022), among others. At this point, practical implications point toward visible deterrents.
These might include signage informing consumers of possible prosecution, easily seen cameras
with signs announcing their presence, security guards, electronic merchandise tag detectors at exit
doors, and other measures that clearly demonstrate monitoring is active and in place. Nonvisible
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deterrents, such as hidden cameras or plainclothes security, do not have the same impact, although
they may be helpful for prosecution or documentation of the misbehavior.

In addition, employee training is imperative. Employees are often the target of consumer
misbehavior. This training must go beyond the usual consumer relations training typically offered.
Training should include de-escalation techniques, negotiation strategy, and information on how to
move a problem to the next level to help those perceived to be aggrieved.

Finally, all firms must monitor their social media accounts and develop a social media
strategy that explicitly addresses consumer misbehavior. Firms must consider establishing a
dedicated social media crisis team to address consumer misbehavior before it escalates into a crisis.
When a negative review or “attack’ appears online, a firm’s social media team should immediately
take the discussion offline via direct messaging or another more private channel. That strategy will
not only help to appease the aggrieved consumer but will also remove the potential for the
negative/attacking post to incite others.

As pointed out throughout this study, consumer misbehavior is real, manifests itself in
many ways, and is a problem for consumers and firms. Visible and active monitoring of consumers
and employees, along with targeted consumer education and employee training, will deter some
of the negative impact on both consumers and companies.

CORRESPONDING AUTHOR:

Fahri Karakaya, Ph.D.

Professor Emeritus, University of Massachusetts, Dartmouth
Dartmouth, MA 02747, USA

Phone: +1-508-999-8432

Email: Flkarakaya@Umassd.edu

Submitted: 22 October 2024
Revised: 12 April 2025

REFERENCES

Akbari, M., Abdolvand, M. and Ghaffari, F. (2016), Developing a Model in Antecedents of
Consumer Misbehavior on Chain Stores. Revista Brasileira De Marketing, 15(2), 146-164.
https://doi.org/10.5585/remark.v15i2.3163

Allen, A. M., Green, T., Brady, M. K., & Peloza, J. (2020). Can corporate social responsibility
deter consumer dysfunctional behavior?. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 37(7), 729-738.
https://doi.org/10.1108/jcm-11-2019-3503

Al-Rafee S & Cronan TP. (2006). Digital piracy: factors that influence attitude towards behavior.
Journal Business Ethics, 63, 237-59. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-005-1902-9

Amelia, A., & Ronald, R. (2017). Can customer misbehavior be controlled? Case study on retail
industry consumer behavior in Indonesia, Review of Integrative Business & Economics, 6
(1), 249-263.

Anderson, J.C. & Gerbing, D.W. (1988). Structural equation modeling in practice: A review and
recommended  two-step  approach. Psychological  bulletin, 103(3), 411-423.
https://doi.org/10.1037//0033-2909.103.3.411



https://doi.org/10.5585/remark.v15i2.3163
https://doi.org/10.1108/jcm-11-2019-3503
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-005-1902-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.103.3.411

Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior, Vol. 38, 2025 (2) | 224

Apoorva, A., Chaudhuri, R., Chatterjee, S., & Vrontis, D. (2022). The forms and antecedents of
customer misbehaviour: a bibliometric analysis and qualitative research from Asian
emerging country perspective. Journal of Asia Business Studies, 17(5), 927-950.
https://doi.org/10.1108/jabs-08-2022-0276

Aron, D. (2016). Digital dysfunction: Consumer grudge holding and retaliation in the digital era.
Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior, 29, 119-
130. https://jesdeb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/239

Aron, D. & Kultgen, O. (2019). The definitions of dysfunctional consumer behavior: concepts,
content, and questions. Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and
Complaining Behavior, 32,40-53. https://jcsdcb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/324

Babin, B. J., & Griffin, M. (1995). A Closer Look at the Influence of Age on Consumer Ethics.
Advances in consumer research, 22(1), 668-73.

Baron, R. M. & Fisher, J. D. (1984). The equity-control model of vandalism: refinement.
In Vandalism, behaviour and motivations, Amsterdam, NY: North-Holland.

Bartol, K. (1983). Turnover Among DP Personnel: A causal analysis. Communications of the ACM,
26, 807-811. https://doi.org/10.1145/358413.358433

Becker, G. S. (1968). Crime and punishment: An economic approach. Journal of Political
Economy, 76(2), 169-217. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-62853-7 2

Bernstein, P. (1985). Cheating—the new national pastime?. Business, 35(4), 24-33.

Bharatkumar, S. R. (2024). Digital Transformation In Business - The Impact Of Al In Enhancing
Customer Experience, Journal of Business and Management, 26, Issue 10. 53-58.
https://doi.org/10.9790/487x-2610145358

Boo, H. C., Mattila, A. S. and Tan, C. Y. (2013). Effectiveness of recovery actions on deviant
customer behavior—The moderating role of gender. International Journal of Hospitality
Management, 35, 180-192. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2013.06.005

Brain, P.F.,, & Benton, D. (1981). Multidisciplinary approaches to aggression research,
Elsevier/North-Holland Biomedical Press.

Brokaw, T. (1993). The Lost Generation [Television series episode]. In The Brokaw Report.
Livingston, NJ: Burrelle's Information Services July 28.

Brown, B.B., Bakken, J.P., Ameringer, S.W. & Mahon, S.D. (2008). A comprehensive
conceptualization of the peer influence process in adolescence. in Prinstein, M.J. and
Dodge, K.A. (Eds), Understanding Peer Influence in Children and Adolescents, Guilford
Press, New York, NY, 17-44.

Bryant, A., Griffin, J. J., & Perry, V. G. (2023). Irresponsible contagions: Propagating harmful
behavior through imitation. Business Ethics, the Environment & Responsibility, 32(1), 292-
311. https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12484

Bunker, M. P. and Bradley, M. S. (2007). Toward understanding customer powerlessness: analysis
of an internet complaint site. Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and
Complaining Behavior, 20, 54-71. https://jcsdcb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/42

Byrne, B. (2001). Structural Equation Modeling with AMOS, Lawrence Erlbaum Associates,
Mahwah, NJ.

Cameron, M. O. (1964). The Booster and the Snitch. New York, NY: Free Press.

CapitalOne Shopping Research (2025). Retail Theft (Shoplifting) Statistics, Accessed on January
8, 2025 at https://capitaloneshopping.com/research/shoplifting-statistics/



https://doi.org/10.1108/jabs-08-2022-0276
https://jcsdcb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/239
https://jcsdcb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/324
https://doi.org/10.1145/358413.358433
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-349-62853-7_2
https://doi.org/10.9790/487x-2610145358
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2013.06.005
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12484
https://jcsdcb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/42
https://capitaloneshopping.com/research/shoplifting-statistics/

Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior, Vol. 38, 2025 (2) | 225

Chan, K. & Prendergast, G. (2007). Materialism and social comparison among adolescents. Social
Behavior and Personality: an international Jjournal, 35(2).213-228.
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2007.35.2.213

Chen, J.; Yin, Yuan; & Liao, Shumeng (2014). Online Consumer Misbehavior: The Effects of
WOM  versus Observational Learning. WHICEB 2014  Proceedings, 96.
http://aisel.aisnet.org/whiceb2014/96

Cohen, A. K. (1966). Deviance and control. Prentice-Hall, Inc, Englewood Cliffs, New Jersey.

Cole, C. A. (1989). Deterrence and consumer fraud. Journal of Retailing, 65(1), 107-120.

Cox, A. D., Cox, D., Anderson, R. D. & Moschis, G. P. (1993). Research note: Social influences
on adolescent shoplifting— Theory, evidence, and implications for the retail industry.
Journal of Retailing, 69(2), 234-246. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-4359(93)90005-4

Cox, D., Cox, A. D. & Moschis, G. P. (1990). When consumer behavior goes bad: An investigation
of adolescent shoplifting. Journal of Consumer Research, 17(2), 149-159.
https://doi.org/10.1086/208545

Culiberg, B., Cater, B., Abosag, 1., & Gidakovi¢, P. (2023). Ethical judgments in the sharing
economy: When consumers misbehave, providers complain. Business Ethics, the
Environment & Responsibility, 32(2). 517-531. doi:https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12520.
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12520

Currie, G. & Delbosc, A. (2017). An empirical model for the psychology of deliberate and
unintentional fare evasion. Transport Policy, 54, 21-29.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2016.11.002

Daugherty, T. (2023). Preventing retail theft and protecting employees. Security, 60 (7), 11.

Daunt, K. L. & Harris, L. C. (2011). Customers acting badly: Evidence from the hospitality
industry. Journal of Business Research, 64(10), 1034-1042.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.10.010

Daunt, K. L. & Harris, L. C. (2012). Exploring the forms of dysfunctional customer behaviour: A
study of differences in servicescape and customer disaffection with service. Journal of
Marketing Management, 28(1-2), 129-153.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257x.2011.619149

De Lurgio I1, S. A., Young, A., & Steelman, Z. (2023). Mechanical Turk Versus Student Samples:
Comparisons and Recommendations. ALS Transactions on Replication Research, 9(1), 1-
25. https://doi.org/10.17705/1atrr.00082

Demsar, V., Brace-Govan, J., Gavin, J., & Sands, S. (2021). The social phenomenon of trolling:
Understanding the discourse and social practices of online provocation. Journal of
Marketing Management, 37(11-12), 1058-1090.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257x.2021.1900335

Dootson, P., Greer, D. A., Letheren, K. & Daunt, K. L. (2022). Reducing deviant consumer
behaviour with service robot guardians. Journal of Services Marketing, 37(3), 276-286.
https://doi.org/10.1108/jsm-11-2021-0400

Dootson, P., Johnston, K. A., Lings, 1., & Beatson, A. (2018). Tactics to deter deviant consumer
behavior: a research agenda. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 35(6), 577-587.
https://doi.org/10.1108/jcm-10-2015-1575

Durkheim E., Spaulding, J.A., Simpson, G. (1952). Suicide. New York, NY: Free Press.

Ford, J. B. (2016). Cost vs credibility: the student sample trap in business research. European
Business Review, 28(6), 652-656. https://doi.org/10.1108/ebr-08-2016-0100



https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2007.35.2.213
http://aisel.aisnet.org/whiceb2014/96
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-4359(93)90005-4
https://doi.org/10.1086/208545
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12520
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tranpol.2016.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2010.10.010
https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257x.2011.619149
https://doi.org/10.17705/1atrr.00082
https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257x.2021.1900335
https://doi.org/10.1108/jsm-11-2021-0400
https://doi.org/10.1108/jcm-10-2015-1575
https://doi.org/10.1108/ebr-08-2016-0100

Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior, Vol. 38, 2025 (2) | 226

Fornell, C. & Larcker, D. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable
variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 39- 50.
https://doi.org/10.2307/3151312

Freestone, O., & Mitchell, V. (2004). Generation Y attitudes towards e-ethics and internet-related
misbehaviours. Journal of business ethics, 54, 121-128. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-
004-1571-0

Fullerton, R.A. & Punj, G. (2004). Repercussions of Promoting an Ideology of Consumption:
Consumer Misbehavior. Journal of Business Research, 57(11), 1239-1249.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-004-1571-0

Fullerton, R.A. & Punj, G. (1997). What is consumer misbehavior? Advances in Consumer
Research, 24, 336-9.

Fullerton, R.A. & Punj, G., 1993. Choosing to misbehave: A structural model of aberrant consumer
behavior. ACR North American Advances.

Gillin, P. (1984) 'AI' Term Plagues Software Arena, Computerworld, 18 (53), 53

Gratz, J. (2010). Digital Book Distribution: The End of the First-Sale Doctrine. Landslide, 3(5),8.

Grégoire, Y. & Fisher, R. J. (2008). Customer betrayal and retaliation: when your best customers
become your worst enemies. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 36, 247-261.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-007-0054-0

Grégoire, Y., Laufer, D. & Tripp, T. M. (2010). A comprehensive model of customer direct and
indirect revenge: Understanding the effects of perceived greed and customer power.
Journal ~ of  the  Academy  of  Marketing  Science, 38, 738-758.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0186-5

Grybs-Kabocik, M. (2016). Consumer misbehavior in tourism market. CBU International
Conference Proceedings, 4, 121-125.

Gupta, P, Burton, J. L., & Costa Barros, L. (2023). Gender of the online influencer and follower:
the differential persuasive impact of homophily, attractiveness and product-match. Internet
Research, 33(2), 720-740. https://doi.org/10.1108/intr-04-2021-0229

Hagan J, Gillis A. R., & Simpson, J. (1985). The class structure of gender and delinquency:

toward a power-control theory of common delinquent behavior. American Journal of Sociology,
90(6), 1151-1178. https://doi.org/10.1086/228206

Harris, L. C. & Dumas, A. (2009). Online Consumer Misbehaviour: An application of
neutralization theory. Marketing Theory, 9(4), 379.
https://doi.ore/10.1177/1470593109346895

Healy, E. (2023). The UK high street heist: How retailers are battling a crime
wave. FT.Com, Retrieved from https://www.proquest.com/trade-journals/uk-high-street-
heist-how-retailers-are-battling/docview/2867077656/se-2

Hindelang MJ. (1974). Decisions of shoplifting victims to invoke the criminal justice process.
Social Problems, 21(4), 580-93. https://doi.org/10.1525/sp.1974.21.4.03a00100

Hirschman, E. & Holbrook, M. (1982). Hedonic consumption: emerging concepts, methods and
propositions. Journal of Marketing, 46(3), 92-101. https://doi.org/10.2307/1251707

Houston, F. S. & Gassenheimer, J. B. (1987). Marketing and exchange. Journal of Marketing,
51(4), 3-18. https://doi.org/10.2307/1251244

Hu, H. H. S., Hu, H. Y. & King, B. (2017). Impacts of misbehaving air passengers on frontline
employees: role stress and emotional labor. International Journal of Contemporary
Hospitality Management, 29(7), 1793-1813. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijchm-09-2015-0457



https://doi.org/10.2307/3151312
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-004-1571-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-004-1571-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-004-1571-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-007-0054-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0186-5
https://doi.org/10.1108/intr-04-2021-0229
https://doi.org/10.1086/228206
https://doi.org/10.1177/1470593109346895
https://www.proquest.com/trade-journals/uk-high-street-heist-how-retailers-are-battling/docview/2867077656/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/trade-journals/uk-high-street-heist-how-retailers-are-battling/docview/2867077656/se-2
https://doi.org/10.1525/sp.1974.21.4.03a00100
https://doi.org/10.2307/1251707
https://doi.org/10.2307/1251244
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijchm-09-2015-0457

Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior, Vol. 38, 2025 (2) | 227

Jacobsen, S. L. & Barnes, N. G. (2020). Social media, gen Z and consumer misbehavior: Instagram
made me do it. Journal of Marketing Development and Competitiveness, 14(3), 51-58.
https://doi.org/10.33423/jmdc.v14i3.3062

Jin, X. L., Zhou, Z., & Tian, Y. (2022). A configurational analysis of the causes of consumer
indirect misbehaviors in access-based consumption. Journal of business ethics, 175, 135-
166. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04637-8

Jones, G.E., & Kavanagh, M.J. (1996). An experimentation of the effects of individual and
situational factors on unethical behavioral intentions in the workplace. Journal of Business
Ethics, 15, 511-23. https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00381927

Kallis, M.J. & Vanier, D.J. (1985). Consumer shoplifting: Orientations and deterrents. Journal of
Criminal Justice, 13(5), 459-473. https://doi.org/10.1016/0047-2352(85)90045-5

Karakaya, F. & Barnes, N. G. (2010). Impact of online reviews of customer care experience on
brand or company selection, Journal of Consumer Marketing 27 (5), 447-457.
https://doi.org/10.1108/07363761011063349

Katz J. (1988a). Seductions of crime. New York, NY: Basic Books.

Katz, D. R. (1988b). The big store. New York, NY: Penguin.

Kraut, R. E. (1976). Deterrent and Definitional Influences on Shoplifting. Social Problems, 23(3),
358-368. https://doi.org/10.2307/799781

Korgaonkar, P. K., Gironda, J. T., Petrescu, M., Krishen, A. S. & Mangleburg, T. F. (2020).
Preventing shoplifting: Exploring online comments to propose a model. Psychology &
Marketing, 37(1), 141-153. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21290

Larsen, V. & Thota, S. (2014). The Truth and Consequences in the Global Village. Academy of
Marketing Studies Journal, 18(1), 217-234.

Lofland, J. (1969). Deviance and identity. Englewood Cliffs, N.J: Prentice-Hall.

Medina, E. (2023). Retail Group Retracts Startling Claim About ‘Organized’ Shoplifting. New York
Times, December 8. Retrieved from
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/12/08/business/organized-shoplifting-retail-crime-theft-
retraction.html

Merton, R. K. (1968). Social theory and social structure. New York, NY: Free Press.

Moore, R. H. (1984). Shoplifting in middle America: patterns and motivational correlates.
International Journal of Offender Therapy and Comparative Criminology, 28(1), 53—64.
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X8402800107

Mulcahy, R. F., Riedel, A., Keating, B. W., Beatson, A., & Campbell, M. (2023). I'd better say
something! How empathy shapes bystander psychological reactance and intervention to
online trolling of service organizations. Journal of Service Management, 34(5), 1064-

1087. https://doi.org/10.1108/josm-12-2022-0382

Nowak, D. P., Dahl, A. J., & Peltier, J. W. (2023). An updated historical review of the Journal of
Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction, and Complaining Behavior. Journal of Consumer
Satisfaction,  Dissatisfaction — and  Complaining  Behavior,  36(1),  82-96.
https://jcsdcb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/869

Pedhazur, E. (1982). Multiple Regression in Behavioral Research. New York, NY: Holt, Rinehart
& Winston.

Peterson, R. A. (2001). On the use of college students in social science research: Insights from a
second-order meta-analysis. Journal of Consumer Research, 28(3), 450-461.
https://doi.org/10.1086/323732



https://doi.org/10.33423/jmdc.v14i3.3062
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04637-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/bf00381927
https://doi.org/10.1016/0047-2352(85)90045-5
https://doi.org/10.1108/07363761011063349
https://doi.org/10.2307/799781
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21290
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/12/08/business/organized-shoplifting-retail-crime-theft-retraction.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2023/12/08/business/organized-shoplifting-retail-crime-theft-retraction.html
https://doi.org/10.1177/0306624X8402800107
https://doi.org/10.1108/josm-12-2022-0382
https://jcsdcb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/869
https://doi.org/10.1086/323732

Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior, Vol. 38, 2025 (2) | 228

Pieper, N., & Woisetschldger David M. (2024). Customer Misbehavior in Access-Based Mobility
Services: An Examination of Prevention Strategies. Journal of Business Research, 171,
114356, 1-17 https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.114356.

Potdar, B., Garry, T., Guthrie, J., & Gnoth, J. (2020). Yours truly: the role of organizational
commitment in shoplifting prevention. International Journal of Retail & Distribution
Management, 48(1), 70-91. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijrdm-04-2018-0073

Reynolds, K. L. & Harris, L. C. (2005). When service failure is not service failure: an exploration
of the forms and motives of “illegitimate” customer complaining. Journal of Services
Marketing, 19(5), 321-335. https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040510609934

Reynolds, K. L. & Harris, L. C. (2009). Dysfunctional customer behavior severity: An empirical
examination. Journal of Retailing, 85(3). 321-335.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2009.05.005

Russell, D. H. (1973). Emotional aspects of shoplifting. Psychiatric Annals, 3(5), 77-86.
https://doi.org/10.3928/0048-5713-19730501-09

Scarpi, D., Pantano, E., & Marikyan, D. (2023). Consumers' (ir)responsible shopping during
emergencies: Drivers and concerns. International Journal of Retail & Distribution
Management, 51(6), 791-806. https://doi.org/10.1108/ijrdm-08-2022-0300

Sheley, J. F. & Bailey, K. D. (1985). New directions for anti-theft policy: Reductions in stolen
goods buyers. Journal of criminal justice, 13(5), 399-415. https://doi.org/10.1016/0047-
2352(85)90041-8

Shook, C. L., Ketchen, D.J., Huit, G., and K.M. Kacmar (2004) An Assessment of the Use of
Structural Equation Modeling in Strategic Management Research, Strategic Management
Journal, 25 (4): 397-404. https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.385

Smigel, E. O. (1956). Public attitudes toward stealing as related to the size of the victim
organization. American Sociological Review, 21, 320-327.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2089287

Smyczek, S., Festa, G., Rossi, M., & Mazzoleni, A. (2020). Contextual complexity in business
relationships within the input-output model—evidence of misbehaviour in grocery stores in
Poland. British Food Journal, 122(11), 3601-3621. https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-12-2019-
0894

Smyczek, S. (2020). Consumer Values and Misbehavior in the Context of Sustainable
Consumption. Review of Business, 40(2), 75-88.

Spector, P. E. & Fox, S. (2002). An emotion-centered model of voluntary work behavior: Some
parallels between counterproductive work behavior and organizational citizenship
behavior. Human Resource Management Review, 12(2), 269-292.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-4822(02)00049-9

Spilski, A., Groeppel-Klein, A., Jungfleisch, H., & Bsdurek, A. (2017). Unethical product return-
ing as a function of consumers' experienced psychological distance. Advances in Consumer
Research, 45, 896-897.

Steelman, Z. R., Hammer, B. 1., & Limayem, M. (2014). Data collection in the digital age:
Innovative alternatives to student samples. MIS Quarterly, 38(2), 355-378.
https://doi.org/10.25300/misq/2014/38.2.02

Steiner, J. M., Hadden, S. C. & Herkomer, L. (1976). Price tag switching. In Criminology between
the rule of law and the outlaws (173-185), Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands.
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-4988-6_14



https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.114356
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijrdm-04-2018-0073
https://doi.org/10.1108/08876040510609934
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2009.05.005
https://doi.org/10.3928/0048-5713-19730501-09
https://doi.org/10.1108/ijrdm-08-2022-0300
https://doi.org/10.1016/0047-2352(85)90041-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0047-2352(85)90041-8
https://doi.org/10.1002/smj.385
https://doi.org/10.2307/2089287
https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-12-2019-0894
https://doi.org/10.1108/bfj-12-2019-0894
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1053-4822(02)00049-9
https://doi.org/10.25300/misq/2014/38.2.02
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-94-017-4988-6_14

Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior, Vol. 38, 2025 (2) | 229

Sutherland, E. H., Cressey, D. R. & Luckenbill, D. F. (1947). Principles of Criminology. Chicago,
IL: J.B. Lippincott.

Sweiss, N., Zaid, M. O., Rami Mohammad Al-Dweeri, A. M., K. A., O., A. M., & Alshurideh, M.
(2022). The moderating role of perceived company effort in mitigating customer
misconduct within online brand communities (OBC). Journal of Marketing
Communications, 28(6), 657-680. https://doi.org/10.1080/13527266.2021.1931942

Sykes, G. M. & Matza, D. (1957). Techniques of Neutralization: A Theory of
Delinquency. American Sociological Review, 22(6), 664-670.
https://doi.org/10.2307/2089195

Teng, T., Li, H.,, Wu, J., Zhou, Y., & Zhang, L. (2023). Unravelling the antecedents of
misbehaviours in the sharing economy: a motivated cognition perspective. Industrial
Management & Data Systems, 123(2), 596-615. https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-07-2022-
0432

Terry, R. M. & Steffensmeier, D. J. (1988). Conceptual and theoretical issues in the study of
deviance. Deviant behavior, 9(1), 55-76. https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.1988.9967767

Tittle, C. R. (1980). Sanctions and social deviance. New York, NY: Praeger.

Tonglet, M. (2006). Consumer misbehaviour: an exploratory study of shoplifting. Journal of
Consumer Behavior, 1(4), 336-354. https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.79

Vold, G.B., & Bernard T.J. (1986). Theoretical Criminology. New York, NY: Oxford Univ. Press.

Wall Street Journal (2023, Oct 24). The new rise of organized shoplifting; students discuss retail
theft, criminal prosecution and low-trust public spaces. Retrieved from
https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/new-rise-organized-shoplifting-students-
discuss/docview/2881009606/se-2

Wilkes, R. E. (1978). Fraudulent Behavior by Consumers: The other Side of Fraud in the
Marketplace: Consumer-Initiated Fraud against Business. Journal of Marketing, 42(4), 67-
75. https://doi.org/10.2307/1250088

Wilson, J.Q. and Herrnstein, R.J. (1985). Crime and human nature. New York, NY: Simon and
Schuster.

Wirtz, J., & Kum, D. (2004). Consumer cheating on service guarantees. Journal of the Academy
of Marketing Science, 32(2), 159-175. https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070303261416
Wright, N. D., & Larsen, V. (2023). Insights into CS/D&CB from thirty years of qualitative
research in the Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining
Behavior. Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior,

36(1), 97-126. https://jcsdcb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/676

Zasuwa, G. (2024). Is there any excuse for wrongdoing? The moderating role of perceived reasons
for bank irresponsibility in blame appraisal and WOM recommendations. Social
Responsibility Journal, 20(5), 845-860. https://doi.org/10.1108/s1j-04-2023-0245

Zhu, F., Lu, S., Groening, C., & Kang, J. (2023). The relationship between individual customer
satisfaction and loyalty: the moderating role of firm-level signals. Journal of Consumer
Satisfaction,  Dissatisfaction — and  Complaining  Behavior,  36(2), 15-40.
https://jcsdcb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/895

Zinko, R., Turcott, P., Furner, Z., Liu, Y., & Farzana, B. (2023). Compensation in NeWOM: The
Influence of Compensation on Purchase Intention when Responding to Negative Electronic
Word of Mouth. Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining
Behavior, 36(1), 64-81. https://jcsdcb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/765



https://doi.org/10.1080/13527266.2021.1931942
https://doi.org/10.2307/2089195
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-07-2022-0432
https://doi.org/10.1108/imds-07-2022-0432
https://doi.org/10.1080/01639625.1988.9967767
https://doi.org/10.1002/cb.79
https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/new-rise-organized-shoplifting-students-discuss/docview/2881009606/se-2
https://www.proquest.com/newspapers/new-rise-organized-shoplifting-students-discuss/docview/2881009606/se-2
https://doi.org/10.2307/1250088
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070303261416
https://jcsdcb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/676
https://doi.org/10.1108/srj-04-2023-0245
https://jcsdcb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/895
https://jcsdcb.com/index.php/JCSDCB/article/view/765

