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Abstract 
 

This ithesis iaims ito iinvestigate ithe iprocesses iand ifactors iwhich iaffect iinfluence iin ifamily 

idecision-making, iwith ia ifocus ion ihow iadolescents iattempt ito iinfluence iethical ifood 

idecision-making iand iconsumption ichoices iin itheir ifamilies. iThe istudy iexplores ifamily 

imicroenvironment iand ithe iimplications ithey imight ihave ifor iour iexisting iunderstanding 

iof ifamily iconsumption. iAlthough imany istudies ihave iexamined iadolescents’ ifood 

iconsumption, ifew istudies ihave iexamined ichildren’s iinfluence iin ifamily ifood idecisions 

iand inone ihas iexamined ichildren’s iinfluence iin iethical ifood idecision imaking iwithin ithe 

ifamily iunit. iThis iindicates ithat iour iunderstanding iof ifamilial idecision-making iprocess 

iand iethical ifood iconsumption iis istill iunderdeveloped. iThis ithesis icontributes ito ithis 

iunder-researched iarea iand iis iin iresponse ito icalls ifor ifurther iresearch ito iinclude isibling-

to-sibling iin iaddition ito ichild-to-parent iinfluence ias ipart iof ithe ifamily idecision-making 

iand isocialisation iprocess. iTwenty ifamilies iwere ipurposively ichosen, iand idata iwas 

icollected ithrough ia iseries iof iinterviews iand idirect iobservation. iIPA idata ianalysis iwas 

iused ito icapture istories iof iboth iadolescents iand iparents. iThe ifindings iindicate ia imove 

iaway ifrom ithe iwidely iheld iview iwhich iconsiders ifamily ilife ito ibe ia isimilar iexperience ifor 

iall, irecognising ithat iwithin ifamilies ithere iexist ipockets iof ipreferential iand idifferent 

itreatment iexperienced iby ichildren iand iused ithrough idifferent iparental icommunication 

iand iparenting istyles. iTwo ivery idistinct imicroenvironments iemerge i- iparental ilevel iand 

isibling ilevel. iFamily imicroenvironment iemerged ias ia imoderator iof iadolescent iinfluence 

istrategies idecision-making iand ithe iextent ito iwhich ithey ican iparticipate iin, iand ishape, 

idecision-making iin itheir ifamilies, ithe iparental iresistance iexperienced, iand iultimately 

ithe iextent iof ithe iadolescent’s iinfluence isuccess. iThis ithesis ihas imade isome iprogress iin 

iexploring iadolescent’s iinfluence iin iethical ifood idecision-making, ithe ifamily 

ienvironment, iand ifamily imicroenvironments, iwhich iextends iour iunderstanding iof 

ifamily ilife iand ihow iadolescents iare isocialised iwithin ifamilies. 
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Chapter ione: iIntroduction 
 

1.1 iIntroduction 

This ithesis ifocuses ion ithe iinfluence iof ifamily iethical ifood idecision-making iand ihow 

ifamily imembers, iparticularly ithe iAdolescents iprocess iof iinfluence. iThe istudy iexamines 

ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption ias ieveryday ibehaviour iwithin ithe ihousehold ito 

iunderstand ihow ifamily imembers iinfluence ieach iother iin itheir ieveryday iethical ifood 

idecision-making. iThis ichapter iprovides ia ibackground ito ithe istudy, itogether iwith ia 

irationale ifor istudying iethical ifood iconsumption iwithin ithe ifamily isetting iand ithe 

iparameters ifor ithe istudy. iThe iaim iand iobjectives iof ithis istudy iare istated. i 

 

1.2 i i i iAdolescent idecision-making iin iFamily iconsumption i 
 

Understanding ithe irole iof iadolescent’s iinfluence iin ihousehold idecision-making iis iof 

igreat iimportance iand ihas iattracted ithe iattention iof imarketers i(Epp i& iPrice, i2008; iKim, 

iLee i& iHan, i2018). iAdolescents iare ichildren i“about ithe iage iof ieleven ito ithe ilate iteen 

iyears” i(Olsen i& iRuiz, i2008, ip. i646), itherefore, iany ireferences ito ichildren iin ithis icurrent 

istudy irefer ito iadolescents irather ithan iyounger ichildren. iAdolescence iis ia iperiod iof 

iincreased iautonomy i(Wray-Lake, iCrouter i& iMcHale i2010), iindependent idecision-

making i(Albert i& iSteinberg, i2011), ia itime iof igrowing iindependence iwhen iindividuals 

iwant ito imake itheir iown idecisions iincluding iwhat iand iwhen ito ieat i(Boutelle, iLytle, 

iMurray, iBirnbaum i& iStory, i2001; iOlsen i& iRuiz, i2008) iand idevelop iresponsibility ifor 

ihealth-related ibehaviours iand iattitudes ithat iaffect itheir ifuture i(Chapmanb i& iBeagan, 

i2007; iLeary, iClegg, iSantella, iMurray, iDowns i& iOlfert, i2019). iAdolescents ihave ibetter 
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iproduct iknowledge iand icognition i(Piaget i1970; iBrizio, iGabbatore, iTirassa, iBosco, 

i2015), igain iconsumer iskills iabout iinformation iprocessing i(Roedder, i1981; iKwak, i 

iPayne, iCohen i& iHuettel, i2015) iand ishow ia ibetter iunderstanding iof ieconomic iprinciples 

i(Strauss, i1952, iSutter, iZoller i& iGlätzle-Rützler, i2019). iMoreover, iadolescents igrow itheir 

iindividuality iand istart ito imake itheir iown idecisions, isuch ias iwhat ifood ito ieat i(Boutelle iet 

ial, i2001). iThe igrowth iin iadolescents’ irole iin ifamily idecisions icalls ifor ifurther istudies ito 

ifurther ideepen iour iunderstanding iof iadolescents’ iinfluences ion ifamily idecision-making 

iin ifood iconsumption. 

 

Studies isuggest ithat iadolescents ido inot ionly iconsume ibut ialso iexert isubstantial 

iinfluence iin ihousehold idecision-making i(e.g. iLawlor i& iProthero, i2011; iKim, iLee i& iHan 

i2018). iAdolescents iconstitute ia ivery iimportant iconsumer igroup i(Liu i& iLaird, i2008; 

iBatat, i2010) ithat iinfluences ifamily ipurchases iof ivarious iproducts iin imany iways 

i(Caruana i& iVassallo, i2003). iAdolescents’ ifamily iinfluence idiffers iby ia ichild, iproduct, 

idecision istage, ifamily iand iparental icharacteristics iand icovers ia iwide irange iof iproducts 

i(Flurry, i2007; iThomson, iLaing i& iMcKee, i2007; iFlurry i& iVeeck, i2009; iGötze, iPrange i& 

iUhrovska, i2009). iMoreover, iadolescence iis ia ithoughtful iphase iof isocial, ipsychological 

iand iphysical idevelopment i(John, i1999; iJohn, i2008). iThus, irecognising ichildren ias ia 

iprimary imarket, iand iinfluencing ithe imarket, iand ia ifuture imarket i(Batat, i2010; 

iHaryanto i& iMoutinho, i2016), ichildren itoday iare idifferent ifrom ipast igenerations ias 

i‘‘they’ve igrown iup ifaster, iare imore iconnected, imore idirect iand imore iinformed. iThey 

ihave imore ipersonal ipower, imore imoney, iinfluence iand iattention ithan iany iother 

igeneration ibefore ithem’’ i(Lindstrom, i2003, ip. i1). 
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Studies iindicate ithat ithe ifamily iis icrucial iin iassisting ichildren ito ilearn ivalues iand 

ibehaviours ithat ienable ithem ito iadjust ito itheir isurrounding ienvironments i(Parke i& 

iBuriel, i1998; iUmaña-Taylor, iZeiders i& iUpdegraff, i2013). iMostly, ifamily iconsumption 

ipractices iare iinterdependent, iinvolving iother ipersons irather ithan ibeing ia isole ievent 

i(Wiswede, i2000a). iHamilton iand iCatterall i(2006, ip. i1032) iopined ithat i‘purchase 

idecisions iwithin ithe ifamily iare inot ialways ithe ioutcome iof iindividual ichoice ibut irather 

imembers iinfluence ieach iother’. iAs iconsumption idecisions ioften ioccur iin ifamilial 

icontexts iand ithe ifamily iis ian iinstitution iwhere ichildren iare isocialised iabout 

iconsumption iroles i(Singh i& iNyack, i2014), iand ifamily iConsumption-related idecision-

making iis ian iessential iconsumer ibehaviour iprocess i(Chaudhury i& iHyman, i2019). i i 

 

The ifamily idecision imaking istudies iperceive ithe ifamily ias ia icollective ienterprise i- ifamily 

ias ia iclosely iconnected icustomer inetwork i(e.g. iEpp i& iPrice, i2008; iMenon i& iPerali, 

i2011). iThe iconcept iof icollective ienterprise iis iachieved ithrough ifamily iidentity iwhich, iis 

icollectively ibuilt iamong ifamily imembers iand itherefore idifferentiates ithat ifamily ifrom 

iothers. iThe icurrent istudy isuggests ithat ifamilies imay igive idifferent iattention ito 

icollective iactivities. i iRespondents isuggested, ifor iexample, i‘We iare ian iethical ifamily iand 

iwe icycle ito ireduce ithe icarbon ifootprint’, icollective ivalues ifor iexample, i‘We iare iethical 

iconsumers’, icollective itastes ifor iexample, i‘We ilove iorganic ifruits’. iEveryday 

iconsumption, isuch ias ifood, icould idisplay ifamily idynamics ibecause iof ithe iimportance iof 

isuch idecisions i(Phoenix i& iBrannen, i2014). iFamily ifood idecision-making iis icomplex, 

igiven ithat ichildhood itraditions ihave ia istrong iinfluence ion ilater ifood ichoices i(Patojoki i& 

iTuomi-Gröhn, i2000; iDe iBacker, i2013). iThrough icommon iidentity, ifamilies imay iadopt 

icommon iconsumption iattitudes ithat isymbolise ieveryday icharacteristics iof ifamily ilife. i i 
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 i 

However, iliterature iregarding ifamily iconsumption ilacks icollective ienterprises i(Ekström, 

i2007; iEpp i& iPrice, i2008). iFamily iconsumer iliterature iis ilargely iconcerned iwith ihow 

iindividuals iinfluence iand iundertake ifamily iconsumption, inormally istressing ihow 

iindividuals ichange itheir idecision-making ipractices ito ireflect ifamily iconcerns i(Hamilton 

i& iBiehal, i2005), ihow iindividuals iinfluence iother ifamily imembers i(Martensen i& 

iGrønholdt, i2008; iMikeska, iHarison, iCarlson i& iCoryn, i2017), ihow iindividuals 

icharacterise ifamily ias iaspects iof itheir iextended iselves i(Tian i& iBelk, i2005), iand ihow 

iindividuals inegotiate ioutcomes iwithin ia ifamily isetting i(Commuri i& iGentry, i2005). 

iDiscussions iand icompromises iabout iconsumption iare ipart iof itheir idaily iliving. iWhile 

imost iacademics iagree ithat ifamily, iirrespective iof iits istructure ioffers ithe ibest icontext ifor 

iunderstanding iand ipredicting iconsumption-related ibehaviours iin ifamilies i(e.g. iEpp i& 

iPrice, i2008), imost iof ithe ibases ifor ithis ibelief iare idated, isince imost iof ithese istudies 

iwere idone iduring ithe idual-parent-family iof ithe i1970s iand i1980s i(Flurry, i2007). iFamily 

iconsumer idecision-making i(e.g. iEkström, i2007; iEpp i& iPrice, i2008; iMikeska iet ial., 

i2017) iand iethical iconsumerism i(e.g. iSmith, i1990; iShaw, iGrehan, iShiu, iHassan i& 

iThomson, i2005; iApaolaza, iHartmann, iD’Souza i& iLópez, i2018), iincluding ithe iinfluence 

iof ichildren iin ithis iarea, iare ispheres iof iconsumer ibehaviour iwhere ia iconsiderable 

iamount iof iacademic iresearch ihas ialready ibeen iundertaken. iHowever, ithe icombination 

iof ithese itwo iareas ihas ireceived ilittle iattention. i 

 

Influence iin ifamily idecision-making iis i‘‘a ichange iin ia iperson’s idispositions, ias ia iresult iof 

iinteraction ibetween iparents iand ichildren’’ i(Ekstrom, i1995, ip. i24). iInfluence istrategies 

iare iactions iintended ito iachieve icontrol iover ithe idecision ioutcome iin ithe idecision-
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making iprocess i(Grønhøj, i2002; iFlurry i& iBurns, i2005). iThe iabove idefinitions iindicate 

ithat iinfluence iis iabout imaking ia iperson(s) ichange itheir idecisions iinteraction ito iachieve 

ithe idesired ioutcome. iThrough ifamily iinteraction ichildren ican, idirectly iand iindirectly, 

iuse iseveral iinfluence itechniques ito ichange ifamily idecision ioutcomes iin itheir ifavour. 

iInfluence ican ialso ibe imore iindirectly iapplied, iwhen iparents ibeing iaware iof ithe ichild’s 

ipreferences, iacquiesced iwithout idirect iinteraction iwith ithe ichild i(Belch, iBelch i& 

iCeresino, i1985; iGrønhøj, i2002). 

 

 

1.3 iEthical ifood iand iconsumption 
 

Ethical ifood iis iperceived ias idifferent ifrom iconventional ifood, iwhere ithe iproduction 

imethods iare iconsiderably idifferent i(Lang, i2010). iEthical iconsumers iregard iit ias ia 

iseparate imarket isuch ias ifair-trade, ifree-range, iorganic ifoods, iand ithose isold iat 

ifarmers’ imarkets i(Institute iof iGrocery iDistribution iReport, i2018). iThe iInstitute iof 

iGrocery iDistribution i(2010) i(IGD) isuggested itwelve ifeatures ithat idefine ia iproduct ias 

iethical: i(1) ifairly itraded iproducts; i(2) iproducts iproduced ito ia ihigh istandard iof ianimal 

iwelfare; i(3) ifree-range iproducts; i(4) iproducts ithat ihave inot ibeen itested ion ianimals; 

i(5) iorganic iproducts; i(6) iproducts isourced ifrom ithe ilocal iarea ior iregion iof ithe icountry; 

i(7) iproducts isourced ifrom inational isuppliers ior ifarmers; i(8) iproducts ifrom isustainably 

imanaged isources i(to iensure ithey ido inot irun iout); i(9) iproducts icommitted ito ireducing 

itheir icarbon ifootprint; i(10) iproducts iwhich ihave inot ibeen itransported iby iair; i(11) 

iproducts iwith iminimum ior ireduced iamounts iof ipackaging; iand i(12) iproducts iwith 

irecycled, irecyclable, ior ibiodegradable ipackaging. iFurthermore, ithe iEthical iConsumer 

iMarkets iReport i(2018) icharacterized iethical ifoods ito icomprise iOrganic, iFairtrade, 
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iRainforest iAlliance, iFree iRange iPoultry iand iEggs, iVegetarian iProducts, iRSPCA iAssured 

i(Freedom iFoods) iand iSustainable iFish. 

 

According ito iMäkiniemi, iPirttilä-Backman i& iPieri i(2011, ip. i495), iethical ifood 

iconsumption iis i“the iconscious idecision ito imake iconsumption ichoices ifor ireasons 

ihaving ito ido iwith imoral ibeliefs.” iThe ipresence iof iconsumers iwho iare iethically 

iconcerned ihas ibeen ilong irecognised iand iconcerned iabout ia iwide irange iof iissues 

istretching ifrom ihuman irights, ithe ienvironment, ianimal iwelfare ito iother iwider isocietal 

iissues i(Shaw iet ial., i2005; iApaolazaa iet ial., i2018). iHowever, ithere iis ia imisperception 

iabout iwhat i‘ethical iconsumption’ imeans. iLewis i& iPotter i(2011) iprovide ibroad icritical 

itools ito ihelp iunderstand iethical iconsumption ipractices, ihowever, ithey iacknowledge 

ithat inotwithstanding ithe iprogress iover ithe iyears, ithe iconcept iof iethical iconsumption iis 

iyet ito ibe iclearly idefined. i 

 

The iterm i‘ethical iconsumption’ ihas ibeen iused ito idescribe ian ialternative iset iof 

iconsumption ibehaviours iand ipractices i(Carrigan, i2017; iApaolazaa iet ial., i2018). iEthical 

iconsumers iare iconcern iabout ianimal iissues, ienvironmental iissues, iarmaments, 

ioppressive iregimes, iirresponsible iselling ipractices, iethical ipractices, ihuman irights 

iduring itheir idaily iconsumption iactivities i(Smith, i1990; iApaolazaa iet ial., i2018). 

iDifferent iterminologies ihave ibeen iused ito idescribe iethical iconsumers iincluding i'socially 

iresponsible' i(Prendergast i& iTsang, i i2019), i'Fairtrade' i(Strong, i1997; iAndorfer i& iLiebe, 

i2012), i'environmentally iconcerned' i(Tucker, i1980; iKalafatis iet ial., i1999; iShiksha, iDhir 

i& iSagar, i2019), i'socially iconscious' i(Brooker, i1976; iPrendergast i& iTsang, i i2019), iand 

i'ethical iconsumers' i(Shaw i& iClarke, i1999; iUusitalo i& iOksanen, i2004; iCarrigan, i2017). 
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iEthical iconsumerism iis iwider ithan ijust i'green' iissues; iit iencompasses ian iarray iof iethical 

iissues isuch ias itravel, ifood, iclothing, ifinances, icars, ienergy isources, ihomes iand 

itransport i(Malloy, i2009; iEthical iConsumer iMarkets iReport, i2018) iwith iassociated 

iissues iabout ithe isocial iand ieconomic isustainability iand ienvironment i(Carrington iet ial., 

i2016). i 

 

Moreover, ithe iterm iethical iconsumer ihas ibeen iwidely iused iwhen idescribing isuch 

iconsumers ilately. iThese iethical iissues iare ireflected iin iconsumption iactivities isuch ias 

ipurchasing iorganic ifoods, iparticipating iin irecycling iactivities, iusing ireusable ibags, iand 

iusing ienvironmentally ifriendly iproducts iat ihome. iEthical iconsumers iuse itheir 

ipurchasing ipower ito iexpress itheir icommitment ito i‘ethical iconsumption’ i(Berry i& 

iMcEachern, i2005). iThey iexercise itheir irights iand iprivileges iin ithe imarketplace iand ithis 

iconsumer ipower inow isymbolises imodern iconsumer iculture i(Ismail i& iPanni, i2008). 

iEthical iconsumers iseek ito ichange isociety ithrough iconsumption ichoices iand ipractice 

iand ihave ibecome ian iessential ipart iof ithe iethical iconsumption idiscourse. iConsequently, 

isome iresearchers iconsider iethical iconsumption ias ia iform iof ipolitical iparticipation, isince 

iit iseeks ito ibring iabout isocial ichange i(Stolle i& iMicheletti, i2006b), ifor iexample, 

iFairtrade, ihealth iand isafety irisks, ihuman irights, ilabour iconditions, ithe iboycott iof 

iobjectionable ipractices ii.e. itax-avoidance, iarmament ior iproducts ifrom irepressive 

iregimes i(e.g. iSzmigin i& iCarrigan, i2006); iothers itoo, iconsider iit ias inon-consumption ior 

iresistance ito ithe imarketplace i(Gabriel i& iLang, i2006, iCherrier, i2009), ior iaptly icalled 

i‘‘voluntary isimplicity’’ i(Shaw i& iNewholm, i2002; iElgin, i2009; iPravet i& iHolmlund, i2017) 

iwhile iothers ithink ithat iethical iconsumption iis ia icareful iact icarried iout iby iconsumers 

iwho iare iethically iconcerned i(e.g. iSheth, iNirmal i& iShanthi, i2011; iShaw i& iRiach, i2011) 
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ibased ion ipersonal ivalues i- iincluding isocial isustainability iand/or ienvironmental iissues 

i(Cherrier, i2007, iCarrigan, i2017). iThe idefinitions idepict iconsumption ibehaviours iand 

ipractices ithat iconsider iissues ibeyond ithe iordinary iutility ior ivalues iof ithe iproduct i(e.g., 

isocial, ipolitical, ienvironmental, ihealth iconcerns, ireligious), iand itherefore iare i‘‘the 

iconscious iand ideliberate ichoices ito imake icertain idecisions idue ito ipersonal iand imoral 

ibeliefs’’ iCrane iand iMatten i(2003: i2) iirrespective iof iwhether ithose iare ipersonal, ipublic, 

ior ia imixture iof iboth. iHowever, iethical iconsumers ido iconsider iissues isuch ias 

iaffordability, ihealth, iquality, ipreference iand iconvenience i(Rana i& iPaul, i2017; iWiller i& 

iLernoud, i2017). i 

 

Nonetheless, iethical iconsumption ihas ibeen icriticised ifor ilacking icommon ifocus i(Sheth 

iet ial., i2011) iand iinconsistent iconceptualisation iof ithe iconstruct iunder iexamination 

i(Shaw i& iNewholm, i2002; iMcDonald, iOates, iYoung i& iHwang, i2006; iBray iet ial., i2010). 

iStudies igenerally ifocus ion ione isubset ior idifferent icaptions isuch ias igreen-consumption 

i(e.g. iShaw i& iShiu, i2003; iCarrington, iNeville i& iWhitwell, i2010), ianti-consumption i(Lee 

iFernandez i& iHyman, i2009; iIyer i& iMuncy, i2009; iBlack i& iCherrier, i2010), ivoluntary 

isimplicity i(McDonald iet ial. i2006; iPravet i& iHolmlund, i2017), icounter-cultural 

imovements i(Zavestoski, i2002), iand imindful iconsumption i(Sheth, iSethia i& iSrinivas 

i2010; iMilne, iOrdenes i& iKaplan, i2019). iMoreover, iconsumer iethics istudies imostly 

iconcentrate ion iethical idecision-making iand iconsumers’ iassessment iof iseveral ikinds iof 

ibehaviour ias i‘‘good’’ ior i‘‘bad,’’ iincluding iethical iguidelines idetermined iby idifferent imoral 

iphilosophies i(e.g. iVitell i& iMuncy, i2005; iRivis, iSheeran i& iArmitage, i2009). 
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Given ithe iabove idiscussions, ithis iresearcher iconcludes ithat iethical iconsumption iis ithe 

iprocess iof iselecting iand iconsuming iproducts ibased ion iethical ireasoning, iwhile iethical 

iconsumerism iis ithe imovement ifor ithe ipromotion iof iethics iconcerning ithe isystem iof 

iproduction iby ithe iconsumer. iThroughout ithis istudy, ithis iresearcher iuses ithe iterm 

iethical iconsumption iand iethical iconsumers ito idescribe ithis ialternative iset iof 

iconsumption iand iconsumers irespectively, isince ithey iremain ithe iexpressions iwhich iare 

icommonly iused iby iconsumers, iconsumer imagazines, iacademics iand ibusinesses. i 

 

1.4 iParameters iof ithe istudy 
 

The ibroad icontext iof ithis istudy iis iconsumer ibehaviour, ifocussing ion ifamily iethical ifood 

idecision-making iand ihow ifamily imembers, ispecifically iadolescents, iinfluence ieach 

iother iduring ithis iprocess. iGiven ithe iscant iavailable ifamily iconsumer iresearch, ichildren 

ioften icontinue ito ibe iexcluded ifrom ifamily istudies i(Kerrane i& iHogg, i2013). iWhere ithe 

iinput iof ichildren iis isought, iparental iperceptions iof itheir irole iand iinvolvement iin ishaping 

ifamily iconsumption iare ioften iused i(e.g. iBelch, iKrentler i& iWillis-Flurry, i2005), ior ionly ia 

ilimited inumber iof ichildren iper ifamily iare irecruited i(e.g. iGeuens, iMast i& iPelsmacker, 

i2002). iEventually, iMorrow iand iRichards i(1996, ip. i93) isuggested ithat iexisting ifamily 

iresearch iis i'not iabout ichildren' iin ias imuch ias itheir ivoices iare ioften iunheard iin ifavour iof 

iparental irepresentations. iConsequently, iresearch iis ineeded ito iexamine ifully ithe 

iinfluence iof ichildren iin ifamily idecision imaking i(Kerrane i& iHogg, i2013; iMikeska iet ial., 

i2017) iand iwhich iemploys ithe iactive iparticipation iof ichildren iin ithe iresearch iprocess. 

iGötze, iPrange i& iUhrovska i(2009) ialso icall ifor iresearch iwhich iexplores ithe iprocess iof 

iinfluence iitself, iwhich ideparts ifrom ithe idominant ifixation iwith imeasuring iinfluence iand 

idetermining iwho iholds ithe imost ipower. 
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From ia idevelopmental iperspective, isocialisation iis ia ibi-directional iand iinteractive 

iprocess iwhere iparents’ isocialisation iefforts iare ishaped iby ichildren’s ibehaviours iand 

icharacteristics i(Maccoby, i1992; iEkström, i2007; iUmaña-Taylor iet ial., i2013), iand iboth 

iparents iand ichildren iare iactive iparticipants iin ithis iprocess i(Kuczynski, i2003; iKim, iLee i& 

iHan, i2018). iUnderstanding ithese iprocesses iduring ithe idevelopmental itransition iis 

iimportant ibecause iit icaptures ithe ilife ispan iwhen iindividuals ihave ithe igreatest 

iopportunities ifor iidentity iexploration i(Arnett, i2000). iFinally, isocialisation iis ia iprocess 

ithat ioccurs ithroughout ithe ilife ispan iand ifamily iis iconsidered ito ibe ia icritical isocialisation 

iagent ithroughout idifferent istages iof idevelopment i(e.g. iUmaña-Taylor iet ial., i2013); 

ithus, iunderstanding ihow ifamily isocialisation iand iadolescent iidentity iinform ione 

ianother iduring ilate iadolescence ito iemerging iadulthood iwill iextend iprevious iwork, 

iwhich ihas ifocused ilargely ion ithe idevelopmental iperiod iof iadolescence. 

 

Existing istudies iexploring ifamily idecision imaking iand ichild iinfluence ifocus ion ifamily 

icommunication ipatterns i(e.g. iCarlson i& iGrossbart, i1988; iKim, iLee i& iHan, i2018) iand 

iparental isocialisation istyles i(Carlson, i iWalsh, i iLaczniak i& iGrossbart., i1994; iBao, iFern i& 

iSheng, i2007; iKim, iYang i& iLee, i2015) iand ithe ieffect ithat ithese imight ihave ion ithe 

iinfluence iof ichildren iwithin ifamilies. iSuch iapproaches iunderline ithe iassumption iabout 

ithe ihomogeneous inature iof ifamily ilife iwhich icolours icurrent iresearch iinto ifamily ilife iin 

iconsumer ibehaviour, iparticularly ifor ichildren. iThis isuggests ithat iall ichildren iin ia ifamily 

iare iexposed ito ithe isame isocialisation iand icommunication istyle ifrom itheir iparents ias 

itheir isibling(s) iand ithat ieach ichild iexperiences ithese isocialisation iand icommunication 

istyles iin ithe isame iway. i 
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Consequently, ithis istudy icontributes ito ian ialternative iresearch istream iexamining ifamily 

iethical ifood iconsumption ias ieveryday ibehaviour idemonstrated iby iconsumers i(e.g. 

iAdams i& iRaisborough, i2010). iThe ifamily iviewpoint iof ithis istudy iis iin iresponse ito ia 

igrowing ibody iof istudies iin ifamily iconsumer iresearch i(e.g. iEpp i& iPrice, i2008; iLawlor i& 

iProthero, i2011) ithat istresses ithe iimportance iof imoving iaway ifrom ithe iover-

individualisation iof ifamily iresearch itowards ia imore iholistic, icontextual iapproach. iEpp i& 

iPrice i(2011), ifor iexample, iconceptualise ithe ifamily ias ia iclosely iconnected icustomer 

inetwork, iemphasising ithe iinteraction ibetween ifamily imembers iand ihow isuch 

iinteraction ileads ito ithe iemergence iof icollective iconsumption ioutcome. iThey ifurther 

iargued ithat ithis iconceptualisation ineeds ito ibe iembedded iin ifuture ichild iand ifamily 

iconsumption istudies, inot ionly ito idevelop ia imore iholistic iunderstanding iof ifamily 

iconsumption ibut ialso ito ireflect icontemporary itheoretical idevelopments iin iconsumer 

iresearch iand ithe ibroader isocial isciences ibetter. iHowever, ian iimportant, ibut ian 

iunderstudied iarea iin ithe iethical iconsumption iliterature iis ihow ifamily iinteraction ileads 

ito ithe iemergence iof icollective iethical ifood iconsumption. iThis iindicates ithat iour 

iunderstanding iof ifamilial idecision-making iprocess iof iethical ifood iconsumption iis istill 

iunderdeveloped i(Kareklas, iCarlson i& iMuehling, i2014; iHasselbach i& iRoosen, i2015). 

 

1.5 iResearch iaims, iObjectives iand iquestions 

  
The ioverall iaim iof ithis iresearch iis ito iinvestigate ithe iprocesses iinvolved iin iapplying 

iinfluence iin ifamily idecision-making, iwith ia ifocus ion ihow iadolescents iattempt ito 

iinfluence iethical ifood idecision-making iand iconsumption ichoices iin itheir ifamilies, ias 

iidentified iby ithe iparticipants iin ithe istudy. iThis istudy iattempts ito iexamine ithe 
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iantecedents iand iprocesses iof ithose iinfluence iattempts iand ihow ithey iare iexercised 

iduring idecision-making ito idevelop ia iconceptual iunderstanding iof ithe idecision-making 

iprocess iof ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption, iand ito icapture ithose ifactors iaffecting itheir 

idecisions. iThis iresearch iaim iwill ibe iachieved iby ifocusing iattention ion ithe ifollowing 

iobjectives, iand iquestions iderived ifrom ithe iliterature ireview; 

 

Research iObjectives Research iQuestions isupporting 

ithe iObjectives 

1. To iexplore iextant iliterature ion 

ifamily idecision-making iand ito 

iidentify iadolescents’ iinfluence iin 

iethical ifood iconsumption iand 

idecision-making. 

RQ1. iWhat ifactors iwithin ithe ifamily 

ienvironment iaffect iadolescents’ iability ito 

iinfluence ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption 

idecisions? 

RQ2. iWhat ifactors iwithin ithe ifamily 

ienvironment iaffect ian iadolescents’ ichoice 

iof iinfluence istrategy iin ifamily iethical ifood 

iconsumption idecisions? 

RQ3. iWhat ifactors idetermine ithe ilevel iof 

isuccess ior ifailure iof iadolescents’ istrategy iin 

ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption idecisions? 

RQ4. iDo iadolescents iwork iin igroup ii.e. 

icoalition iwith iother ifamily imembers, iand iif 

iso, iwhat ifactors idetermine iadolescents’ 

iability ito iform icoalitions iwith iothers, iand 

iwhat iissues idetermine ithe isuccess ior 

ifailure iof ithose icoalitions ito iinfluence 

ifamily iethical ifood idecisions? i 

RQ5. iWhy ido ifamilies iconsume iethical 

ifoods? 

2. To iunderstand ithe ifamily 

ienvironments iand ihow ithey iaffect 

RQ1. iWhat ifactors iwithin ithe ifamily 

ienvironment iaffect iadolescents’ iability ito 
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iadolescents’ iability ito iinfluence 

ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption 

idecisions; 

iinfluence ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption 

idecisions? i 

3. To iexplore ifactors ithat iaffect ian 

iadolescents’ ichoice iof iinfluence 

istrategy iin ifamily iethical ifood 

iconsumption idecisions; 

RQ2. iWhat ifactors iwithin ithe ifamily 

ienvironment iaffect ian iadolescents’ ichoice 

iof iinfluence istrategy iin ifamily iethical ifood 

iconsumption idecisions? 

RQ3. iWhat ifactors idetermine ithe ilevel iof 

isuccess ior ifailure iof iadolescents’ istrategy iin 

ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption idecisions? 

RQ4. iDo iadolescents iwork iin igroup ii.e. 

icoalition iwith iother ifamily imembers, iand iif 

iso, iwhat ifactors idetermine iadolescents’ 

iability ito iform icoalitions iwith iothers, iand 

iwhat iissues idetermine ithe isuccess ior 

ifailure iof ithose icoalitions ito iinfluence ifamily 

iethical ifood idecisions? 

4. To iidentify ithe iethical idecisions 

iadolescents iand iparents imake iof 

itheir idaily iconsumption ichoices iand 

ito iobtain ian iunderstanding iof ithe 

irange iof ifactors iinfluencing i'ethical' 

ifood ipurchase iand iconsumption. 

 

RQ5. iWhy ido ifamilies iconsume iethical 

ifoods? 

 

 

 

Firstly, ithe istudy iconsiders ithe igaps iin ithe iethical iliterature iregarding ichildren’s 

iinfluence iin idecision imaking, iwhich ihighlights ithe ishortcomings iof ithe iextant idecision-

making imodels iin iunderstanding iadolescents iinfluence, iparticularly iin iethical ifood 

idecision-making. i iGiven ithat ifamily ipurchase idecisions iare inot ialways ithe ioutcome iof 

iindividual ichoice ibut irather imembers iinfluence ieach iother iand ithat iboth iparents iand 

ichildren ican iinfluence iduring iconsumption idecision-making. iFamily iconsumer idecision-
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making, iincluding ithe iinfluence iof ichildren iand iethical iconsumerism, iare iareas iof 

iconsumer ibehaviour iin iwhich iextensive iacademic iresearch ihas ialready ibeen idone. 

iHowever, ithe icrossover iof ithese itwo iareas iis iunder-researched. iAlthough imany istudies 

ihave iexamined iadolescents’ ifood iconsumption i(e.g. iKremers iet ial., i2003; iLarson iet ial., 

i2007) ifew istudies ihave iexamined ichildren’s iinfluence iin ifamily ifood idecisions i(Cross i& 

iGilly, i2014) iand inone ithat ithis iresearcher iknows iof ihas iexamined ichildren’s iinfluence iin 

iethical ifood idecision imaking iwithin ithe ifamily iunit. iThis istudy ibuilds ion icalls ito iadopt 

i‘family iperspective’ imoving iaway ifrom ithe iover-individualisation iof ifamily iresearch 

itowards ia imore iall-inclusive iand icontextual iapproach. iIt iseeks ito icapture iboth ichildren 

iand iadult’s ivoices ito igain iinsight iinto iinfluence iand iethical ifood idecisions iwithin ia ifamily 

isetting iand ito ifurther idevelop iacademic iknowledge iabout ichild-parent imotivation iin ithe 

icontext iof iethical idecision-making. iIt ialso iseeks ito ishift iethical iconsumption iresearch 

ifrom ian iindividualistic/dyad ito ia icontextual/familial ifocus, iand ito idevelop ian 

iunderstanding iof, iand ito iconceptualise, ithe iintra-familial iinteraction iprocesses ileading 

ito ithe ieventual iemergence iof iinfluence istrategies iand iattendant iethical ifood 

iconsumption ibehaviour iwithin ithe ifamily. 

 

Secondly, iby iexploring ithese iresearch iquestions igenerated ifrom ithe iliterature ireview, 

ithis ithesis iseeks ito igenerate iin-depth iinsights iinto ithe inature iof iadolescent’s iinfluence 

ifamily iethical ifood ipurchase idecision-making. iMore ispecifically, iit iis ihoped ithat ithe 

ifindings iwill ished ilight ion ifamily ienvironments iand ihow ithey iaffect iadolescents’ iability 

ito iinfluence iand iadolescents’ ichoice iof iinfluence istrategy iin ifamily iethical ifood 

iconsumption idecisions iand iwhy ifamilies iconsume iethical ifoods. iThe iorganic, iflexible 

iapproach iwhich ithis iresearch iadopts iwill iallow irespondents ito iidentify ithe idecision-
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making iprocess iappropriate ito itheir isituation. iInsights iwill ialso ibe igenerated iinto ithe 

inature iof iadolescents’ iinfluence ibehaviours iand itactics. iThis, iin iturn, imay iprovide 

iemergent iinsights iinto iadolescent ichoice iof iinfluence istrategy ithe ifactors iaffecting 

ithese, isuch ias iconsumer isocialisation iattitudes iof iparents. iThe idiscussion iof ihow 

idecisions iare imade iwill ireveal ithe inature iof ithe ifamily ienvironment iin iterms iof istyles 

iadopted, ifactors iinfluencing ithis idecision istyle, iand ithe irole iof iadolescents iin ithe 

idecision-making iprocess. 

 

1.6 iThesis iStructure 
 

Chapter itwo ioffers ia ireview iof ithe iextant ifamily iresearch iliterature. iThe ichapter ibegins 

iextant iliterature ifamily iresearch. iThis iliterature ireview isuggests ithat iexisting ifamily 

iresearch istudies ihave icaptured ionly ia ilimited irange iof ivoices iwithin ifamilies, iwith ithe 

ivoice iof ichildren ioften iexcluded ior iignored iin iexisting ifamily istudies. iOvercoming isuch 

iexclusion iguides ithe idirection iof ithis ithesis, iand ichildren iare ithus ipositioned ias ia icentral 

iconcern iof ithis ithesis. iStudies iare ireviewed iwhich idocument iwhat iwe icurrently iknow 

iabout ithe iinfluence iof ichildren iin ifamilies iand ihow ichildren's iinfluence iis imoderated iby 

ithe isocialisation iand icommunication istyle iadopted iby itheir iparent(s).  

i i 

Chapter i3 iprovides ian ioverview iof ithe iliterature ion iethical iconsumption. iThe itheories 

iand iframeworks ihighlight ithe icomplexity iinvolved iin iunderstanding ithe iethical 

iconsumption. iThe ichapter iprovides ia idetailed irationale ifor iusing iethical iconsumption 

ias ithe iresearch icontext iand ihighlights ithe imany idifficulties iprevious istudies ihave 

iexperienced. 
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In iChapter i4, imatters irelating ito imethodology iand imethod iare iintroduced. iThis ichapter 

idetails ithe iinterpretive iparadigm iutilised ifor ithis iempirical iresearch. iThe iresearcher 

ifirmly ilocates ihimself ias ia itool iin ithe iprocess iof iinterpretation, iwhich iunderpins ithe 

iexistential iphenomenology iviewpoint. iBracketing ithe inatural iattitude iis idiscussed, iand 

ithe iphenomenological iinterview ias ia imethod iof idata icollection iand iinterpretive 

iphenomenological ianalysis iis iintroduced. iPractical imatters iare ialso iaddressed, isuch ias 

ithe iplan ifor iselecting irespondents iand ihow ithe ifamilies iwere irecruited. i 

 

Chapter i5 iand i6 iintroduce ithe ifamily istories iof itwenty ifamilies iwho iparticipated. 

iComparisons iare imade, ihowever, iwithin ithe iscope iof ithis iresearch, iand iwithin iand 

iacross ithe itwenty ifamilies irecruited, ito igenerate iinsights iinto iethical ifamily ifood 

iconsumption idecisions ito iextend iexisting itheoretical icontributions i(Amould i& 

iThompson, i2005). i 

 

Chapter i7 idiscusses ithe iglobal ithemes iwhich iemerged ifrom ithe iindividual ifamily istories. 

iHere imicroenvironment iidentifies ithat ichildren ido inot iexperience ifamily ilife iin ia 

ihomogenous imanner iand ithat iwithin ifamilies, ipockets iof ipreferential itreatment ifor 

icertain ichildren ican ibe idetermined. iTherefore, ithis ichapter ihighlights ithe iidea ithat 

iadolescents iinhabit itheir ispecific iniche iin itheir ifamily's iunit, iwith itheir iniche imaintained 

iand ideveloped iby iboth iparents iand iother isiblings ialike. i i 

 

Chapter i8 idiscusses ithe igeneral ifindings iof ithis ithesis. i 
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In ichapter i9, ithe iconclusion ibegins iby idescribing ithe imajor icontributions iof ithis ithesis. 

iThis ichapter iconcludes iby ipresenting ithe ilimitations iof ithis ithesis iand ihighlighting 

iopportunities ifor ifuture iresearch. 
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Literature iReview 
 

The ifollowing itwo ichapters icover ithe ireview iof ithe iliterature ifor ithis ithesis. iChapter i2 

iexplores ithe iavailable iliterature ion ifamily, ifamily iinfluence, iadolescent iinfluence iand 

itheories ion isocialisation, ifamily icommunication istyles iand ithe iconceptual iframework iof 

ithis ithesis. iChapter i3 idiscusses ithe ibody iof iliterature ion iethical ipurchase iand 

iconsumption. i i i i i i 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Chapter i2: iLiterature Review 
 

 

2.1: iIntroduction 

This ichapter iseeks ito ireview ifamily iresearch, iwith ispecific iattention ifocus ion ifamily 

iresearch iwithin ithe iconsumer iresearch icontext. iThe ichapter iidentifies igaps iin ithe 

icurrent ibody iof iliterature iregarding ifamily idecision-making. iThis ichapter isuggests ithat 

imany ichanges ihave ioccurred iwithin imodern ifamilies iand ithat ithe ivoices iof ichildren 

iwithin ithe iexisting ifamily iresearch istudies ireviewed ihave inot ireceived iadequate 

iresearch iattention. iConsumer iresearch ineeds ito icatch-up iwith ifamily idecision-making, 

iand ithis ichapter istresses ithe icall ifor ifurther iresearch iwhich irecognises ithat ichildren iare 

iactive iparticipants iin ifamily idecision-making i(Lawlor i& iProthero, i2011) iand ithe ineed ito 

iextend ithe irestricted inature iof ithe iparticipants ilargely irecruited ifor ifamily istudies 

i(Umaña-Taylor iet ial., i2013). i 

 

2.1.1: iThe isignificance iof iFamily iresearch 
 

Family ias ia iconsuming iand idecision-making iunit ihas ibeen ian iimportant iresearch iarea 

iin imarketing iand iconsumer ibehaviour i(Epp i& iPrice, i2008, iGbadamosi, i2019). iThe 

ifamily irepresents ia ifundamental iphenomenon iin imarketing iand iconsumer ibehaviour 

i(e.g. iSolomon, i2011; iTomás, i2013; iRaggio i& iGámbaro, i2018). iSheth i(1974) istresses 

ithat: i 

'Family idecision imaking iis iprobably iunique iamong iresearch iareas iof ithe isocial 

isciences iin ithat iseveral idisciplines ihave icontributed ito iits idevelopment i– irural 

isociology, isocial ianthropology, isocial ipsychology, iclinical ipsychology, ihome 

ieconomics, iconsumer ipsychology, imarketing, iand ieconomics. iDiverse 
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idisciplines iare iinterested iin ifamily idecision imaking ilargely ibecause ithe ientire 

isocial istructure iin ithe iWestern iworld irests ion ithe iconsumption, imaintenance, 

iand isurvival iof ithe ifamily iunit. iIn iaddition, ifrom ibirth iuntil ideath imost 

idecisions iand iconsequent ibehaviours iof iindividuals iare ianchored ito ithe ifamily. 

iConsequently, ifamily idecision imaking ienjoys ia ilong itradition iof iresearch' 

i(Sheth, i1974, ip17). 

 

This iconfirms ithe isignificance iof ifamily iresearch. iCommuri iand iGentry i(2000, ip. i1) ialso 

iagree iwith iSheth's i(1974) iview iof ithe isignificance iof icarrying iout ifamily iresearch, ias ithe 

ifamily i'serves ias ia iconsuming, iproducing, idistributing iand isocializing iunit iand iits 

iinteraction iwith iother ielements iof isociety iis iintimate, iimmediate iand ithus itelling'. 

iFamily’s iimportance ias ia iunit iof ianalysis iin iconsumer ipurchase idecision-making iis iwell 

iestablished i(Xia iet ial., i2006; iTomás, i2013). iHowever, iwhile imost iof ithe istudies ion 

ifamily iconsumption irevolve iaround ithe iroles iof ispouses i(Ndubisi i& iKoo, i2005; iBarlés-

Arizón, iFraj-Andrés i& iMartínez-Salinas, i2013), iinterest iin ithe irole iof ichildren iis inow 

igaining imomentum iin ithe ifield iof imarketing iand iinternational ibusiness i(Kim iet ial., 

i2018). iThe imain ireasons ifor ithis igrowing iinterest ican ibe icategorized iinto ithree: ifirst, 

ithey iconstitute ia iprimary imarket ifor igoods iand iservices, ispending itheir iown imoney ito 

ifulfil itheir ineeds iand iwants; isecond, ithey iinfluence ithe ifamily idecision imaking; iand 

ithird, ithey iare ia ifuture imarket ifor iall igoods iand iservices ithat iif icultivated inow iwill 

iprovide isteady istream ifor ia inew icustomer iwhen ithey ireach iadulthood i(Berey i& iPollay, 

i1968; iMcNeal, i1999; iTomás, i2013). i 

 

Family idecision-making, iand ieventually iconsumption, iimpact iupon ithe inational 

ieconomy i(Liu iet ial., i2018; iHandriyani, i2018) iwhich ihas irenewed iresearch iinterest iin 

ithe iarea, imostly ifrom imarketers iwho iare iinterested iin iunderstanding iwho imakes iand 



 
31 

 

icontributes ito ifamily idecisions i(Chaudhury i& iHyman, i2019). iSuch ian iunderstanding iof 

ifamily idecision imaking iand iconsumption, iDavis i(1971, ip. i305) isuggests, iit iis iimportant 

ifor imarketers i'in iselecting iappropriate imedia iand iappeals' iand iin idetermining i'the ibest 

iprospects ifor isales iefforts. iHowever, imuch iknowledge iabout ifamily idecision-making 

itoday iis ioutdated i(Umaña-Taylor iet ial., i2013), ibased ion iresearch iwhich iwas iconducted 

iin iseveral idecades iago. iChaudhury i& iHyman i(2019) ihave iargued ithat ilittle iresearch 

iattention ihas ibeen igiven ito ifamily idecision imaking, iwith ithe ifamily ias ithe iunit iof 

ianalysis ioften ibeing ioverlooked iand ineglected ilately. iBecause iof ithis irelative ineglect, 

iBurns i(1993) iproposes ithat imany inuances imay ihave ibeen ioverlooked iin ichanging 

ipatterns iof idecision imaking iin ifamilies. iKirchler i(1995, ip. i394) isuggests ithat ifamilies 

iare iundergoing ia i'radical itransformation', iand ithese ichanges imay ibe iattributed ito 

iseveral ithings iincluding ichanges iin ipatterns iof idecision imaking iand iconsumption 

ichoices iin itoday’s ifamilies i(Sulaberidze, iGomelauri, iTsuladze i& iGvritishvili, i2018). 

 

The ichild imarket iis iimportant iand icoupled iwith ithe isignificant iimpact ithat ichildren ihave 

ion ifamily iconsumption iand ipurchases i(Batat, i2010; iChaudhury i& iHyman, i2019), ithe 

ineed ifor iconsumer iresearchers ito iobtain iand ilisten ito ithe iviews iof ichildren iis ialso 

iparticularly iacute. iFurthermore, ichildren ihave isignificant ispending ipower iand 

irepresent ia ifuture imarket ifor iconsumer iresearchers ito iunderstand i(Geuens iet ial., 

i2002; iLiu i& iLaird, i2008). iThe i'three ikids' imarkets' i(McNeal, i1998, ip. i37), ithe iprimary 

ipurchaser, iinfluencer iand ithat iof ia ifuture imarket, irepresent ithree iimportant ireasons 

iwhy imarketers ishould iseek iand ilisten ito ithe ivoices iof ichildren iin ifamily iconsumption 

istudies. 
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2.2. iDefining ithe iFamily 

A ifamily iis ia igroup iof ipeople iwho iare irelated ito ieach iother, isuch ias ia imother, ia ifather, 

iand itheir ichildren i(Cambridge iAdvanced iLearner's iDictionary i& iThesaurus, i2019). iKerr 

i& iBowen i(1988, ip. i27) idefined ithe ifamily ias ia i“naturally ioccurring isystem” ithat 

ideveloped ifrom ithe inatural ievolutionary iprocess iand iwhich iis iregulated iby iprinciples 

ifound iin inature. iMoreover, iMurdock i(1949) iargued ithat iall ifamilies ioriginate ifrom ia 

ibasic istructural igroup icalled ithe i“nuclear ifamily” iwhich iconsists iof ia ihusband iand iwife 

iand itheir ichildren. iMurdock i(1949, ip. i1) idescribes ithe ifamily ias ia inuclear ifamily, ii.e. i'a 

isocial igroup icharacterised iby icommon iresidence, ieconomic ico-operation, iand 

ireproduction. iMurdock’s idefinition iincludes iadults iof iboth isexes, iat ileast itwo iof iwhom 

imaintain ia isocially iapproved isexual irelationship, iand ione ior imore ichildren, iown ior 

iadopted, iof ithe isexually icohabiting iadults.' i 

 

Within ithe iextant iliterature, ithere iis ian iexchange iof ithe iterminologies iabout ia 

ihousehold, ifamily, inuclear ifamily, iconjugal ifamily iand iextended ifamily i(Lawson i& 

iGarrod, i2009). iBy icontrast, ia ihousehold iis idefined ias ia iperson iliving ialone ior ia igroup iof 

ipeople iwho ishare ithe isame iaddress iand ishare ione imeal ia iday iand/or ithe iliving 

iaccommodation i(Lawson i& iGarrod, i2007). iEqually, isome ipeople imay idescribe ithis 

iliving iarrangement ias ia ifamily. iThere ihave ialways ibeen ivariations iin ifamily istructure 

iand isocial ichanges iin ithe iUK ihave iresulted iin icontinuing idiversity. iThe isociology 

iliterature imakes ia idistinction ibetween ithe inuclear iand ithe iextended ifamily i(Buss i& 

iSchaniger, i1983). iWhile ithe inuclear ifamily iis icomprised iof itwo ispouses iand ia ismall 

inumber iof ichildren iwhich imakes iup ia ifamily iunit, ithe iextended ifamily imay iinclude 
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iindividuals isuch ias igrandparents, iaunts iand iuncles iand iother ifamily imembers. iFurther 

ibreakdowns iof ithe icategories ican ilead ito ieven imore idefinitions ias ito iwhat iconstitutes 

ithe ifamily isuch ias isingle-person ihouseholds, ihouseholds iconsisting iof iunrelated 

ipeople, ihouseholds iwith ino ichildren ior iwith inone iliving iat ihome. iThus, iresearchers iare 

ifaced iwith imultiple idefinitions iof ithe ifamily ifrom iwhich ito idraw itheir isample. iWhile 

ithese icategories imay ihelp iprovide iclues iabout iaggregate ifamily ibehaviour, ithey ido inot 

itell ius iabout iprocesses iof icommunication iand iinteraction iwithin ithe ifamilies iand ithe 

iinfluence ipatterns ioccurring. iThus, ithe inature iand iextent iof iinfluence iwithin ifamilies 

ihave ian iimpact ion ithe iconsumer isocialisation iprocess i(See isection i2.7.1). 

 

Murdock’s i(1949) inuclear ifamily iconcepts ihave ibeen icriticised, iparticularly ihis iexclusion 

iof isocieties ithat idid ifit iinto ihis iheterosexual-nuclear imodel i(e.g. iBessant i& iWatts, 

i1999). iHowever, iMurdock’s iconcepts iare istill irelevant ito ifamily itexts. iThe iintroduction 

iof ithe inuclear ifamily iis ithe icreation iof ian iideology iabout ihow ifamilies ishould ibe 

istructured ialong iwith inuclear iconventions i(Goode, i1970). iThis iideology iinvolves ithe 

inormality iand idesirability iof inuclear ifamilies iand iadopted ithe idevelopment iof ia 

ipatriarchal isystem i(Beechey, i1986). iHowever, iit ihas ibeen icriticised ithat ithe inuclear 

ifamily, ithe ipatriarchal isystem ihad icontributed itowards ithe isubordination iof iwomen, 

iand iunhappiness iand iabuse i(Oakley, i1972; iMcEwen, i2017). 

 

With iincreasing ivariability iin ifamily istructure iand itype iover itime, ithe iidea iof iachieving ia 

isingle, iworkable idefinition iappears ielusive ifor iresearchers, iservice iproviders iand 

ipolicymakers ialike. iFamilies iare iwhat iindividuals idefine ithem ito ibe i(De iVaus, i2004). iAs 
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isuch, ithe ifamily ican ibe ia ifluid iconcept ithat imay ihave imarkedly idifferent imeanings ito 

idifferent iindividuals, ieven ithose iliving iunder ithe isame iroof. iWhen iextended ifamilies iare 

iconsidered, ithe ichallenge iof ithe idefinition iis imagnified. iDe iVaus i(2004) ipointed iout 

ithat inetworks iof ifamily imembers ibeyond ithe ihousehold iare ian iimportant ipart iof 

ifamilies iand ithe iextended ifamily inetwork iis ia ikey iassumption iof imany ifamily ipolicies, 

isuch ias ithose iassociated iwith ithe iprovision iof icare iand isupport ito iother ifamily 

imembers. iIn isome icultures, ifor iexample, iAfrican iand iEast iAsian, iextended ifamilies iare 

iconsidered ithe ibasic ifamily iunit i(Robinson, i2009). iFor icertain icultures, i“immediate” 

ifamily imembers iinclude iaunts, iuncles iand imany iother irelatives iless ilikely ito ibe 

iconsidered iclose irelatives iin ithe iWestern iconcept iof ifamily i(Robinson, i2009). iSuch 

iextended ifamilies iare ialso ilikely ito iinclude inot ijust ithose irelated iby iblood ibut ialso 

i“fictive ikin”—those iwho iare igiven ithe ititle iof ia ifamily imember iand ithen itreated iin iways 

iimplied iby ithat ititle, isuch ias ia ifamily ifriend ibeing icalled i“uncle” i(e.g. iJordan-Marsh i& 

iHarden, i2005, ip. i26). 

 

The inuclear ifamily iis ia imodel iof ian iideological iconstruct iagainst iwhich iall iother iforms iof 

ifamily iarrangement iare ijudged i(Dalley, i1996). iTherefore, isupporters iof ithe inuclear 

ifamily ioften iargue ithat ithe ifamily iis iin idecline ias imany ifamilies ido inot isubscribe ito ithe 

iheterosexual iideal iany ilonger. iPopenoe i(1988, ip. i8), ia istrong iadvocate iof inuclear 

iideology, igave ifive ireasons iwhy ihe ibelieves ithe ifamily iis iin idecline; i[1] ibecause iof ithe 

ideinstitutionalisation iof ithe ifamily, ithrough imembers ibecoming imore iautonomous iand 

iless iinvolved iin ifamily ilife, i[2] ithe ifamily ifailing ito icarry iout imany iof iits itraditional isocial 

ifunctions, i[3] ithe ifamily ilosing ipower ito iother iforms iof iinstitutional igroups iin isociety, 
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i[4] ifamily igroups iare ibecoming ismaller iand imore iunstable iwith ia ishorter ilife ispan, iand 

i[5] ithrough ithe icultural iweakening iof ifamilism iby ia ipreoccupation iwith iself-fulfilment. 

 

Whereas imodern ifamilies iwere ireferred ito ias inuclear ihaving ia iuniform istructure, ipost-

modern ifamilies iare iunclear i(Simpson, i1998) iabout itheir icomposition. iThe iperceived 

idecline iof ithe inuclear ifamily ihas iseen ithe ivisibility, iand iacceptance, iof i'different' ifamily 

iforms. iSeveral iSociologists ihave iargued ithat i'the' ifamily i(as ia inatural, ia-historical iand 

iessentialist iinstitution) idoes inot iexist i(e.g. iSmart i& iNeale, i1999; iCheal, i1999). iInstead, 

isociety ishould iidentify iand iembrace ithe ifluidity iof ifamily ilife iand iaccept idifferent iforms 

iof ifamilies i-rejecting ithe iconcept iof i'the' ifamily. iStacey i(1990) ifurther icontends ithat ino 

isingular ifamily iform iexists iin ithe ipost-modem iera. iEventually, ithe inuclear ifamily iform 

iis i'quite isimply iunrealistic' i(Bemardes, i1997, ip. i3); iirrelevant ito icontemporary ifamily 

iforms. 

 

2.2.1 iContemporary iFamily istructure 

 
What iconstitutes ia ifamily iin itoday’s iworld ihas ichanged iin idifferent iways idepending ion 

iindividual icircumstances i(e.g. iLawson i& iGarrod, i2009; iSteel, iKidd i& iBrown, i2012). iThe 

idiversity iin iBritish ifamily iforms iprompted iLaslett i(1982, ip. ixii) ito iargue ithat i'there iis 

inow ino isingle iBritish ifamily.' iSuch iarguments iengender ia ibelief iwhich iaccepts ithat 

ifamilial iarrangements ido inot iconform ito inuclear iconventions iand irecognises ithat 

ifamilies ican ibe icrafted ito ifulfil iindividual irequirements. iThere iis ia iperceived 

iincompatibility iabout ihow ifamilies ishould ibe istructured iand iorganised i(following 

inuclear iconventions) iand ihow ifamilies iare istructured iand iorganised: iSevenhuijsen 
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i(1998) iclaims ithat inuclear imodels iare itoo irigid ito iaccommodate icontemporary icentury 

ifamily iforms, iand iWeeks iet ial. i(2001) ifurther iargued ithat ithe ilives iof ieveryday ipeople 

ino ilonger iconform ito iestablished ipatterns iand ithat iindividuals i'have ilittle ichoice ibut ito 

iform iour iways iof iliving' i(p. i77). iWhat iemerge iare ifamilies iof ichoice i(Weston, i1991), 

iwith iGoss i(1997) iproclaiming ithat i'everyone ihas ithe iright ito icreate ifamily iforms ithat ifit 

ihis ior iher ineeds'. 

 

Family, iwhich iwas ionce idefined iin iterms iof iblood iand imarital ities i(Murdock, i1949), 

ishould, iin ipost-modern itimes, ibe idescribed iin iterms iof ithe istrength iof irelationships iand 

imeanings iand inot inecessarily isolely iby iblood iand imarital ities i- ias iin inuclear 

iconventions i(Ekstrom, i2003). iAccording ito iStacey i(1990), iindividuals iare itangled iin ia 

iweb iof irelationships, iand ithat iit iis ithese irelationships ithat ican ibe icharacterised ias 

ifamily-like ito iindividuals idependent ion ithe istrength iof ithe irelationship. iStacey i(1990), 

ifurther iargued ithat ithe iconstruct iof i'family' iis ia ivery ipersonal iundertaking, iand 

ieventually, ian iindividual ican ishape iand iconstruct ia ifamilial iarrangement ito isuit itheir 

iown ineeds, iremoving ithe iimperative iof inuclear inotions iwhich inecessitates iblood ior 

imarital ities. 

 

Different iage igroups imay ialso iview ifamilies iin idifferent iways. iA istudy iconducted 

ishowed ithat iadolescents iviewed iaffective ifactors isuch ias ilove, icaring iand isupport ias 

ibeing imore iimportant icriteria ifor ibelonging iin ia ifamily ithan ilegal istatus ior ithe ipresence 

iof itwo iparents i(Anyan i& iPryor, i2002). iIn ia isimilar istudy iof ichildren i(Rigg i& iPryor, 

i2006), ithe imajority ihad ian iimage iof ifamily ithat idid inot imirror ia itraditional inuclear 
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ifamily iform; iaffective ifactors iwere iagain imost iimportant. iThese ifindings, ialong iwith 

ichanging iattitudes itowards imarriage iand igrowing iacceptance iof icohabitation i(Qu i& 

iWeston, i2008; iSteel, iKidd i& iBrown, i2012), imay iindicate igenerational ichanges iin 

iperceptions iof ithe iimportant icharacteristics ithat idefine ia ifamily. 

 

Values iand ibelief isystems ican ialso ilead ipeople ito iunderstand ifamily iin ia ivariety iof iways, 

iand ioften iin ia ihighly iemotionally icharged imanner. iSome iideas iaround iparticular itypes 

iof ifamily irelationships imay ipersist, ior ia isimplistic iview iof ia imore icomplex irelationship 

imay ibe iheld, ieven iafter iresearch iand iliterature ihave iindicated iotherwise. iThese iideas 

imay icontribute ito iless isatisfactory irelationships ibetween ipeople iif ithey ihold idifferent 

iviews iabout iwhat iconstitutes ia i“real” ifamily. iAnother iimportant ipoint iis inot ijust ihow iwe 

idefine ifamily, ibut iwhat iconstitutes ithe i“ideal” ior i‘proper’ ifamily. iSmart i(2005, ip. i546) 

idrew ia idistinction ibetween ithe ifamily iwe i“live iwith” iand ithe iideal ifamily ithat iwe i“live 

iby”. iAn iexample ithat ishe iused iis ithe igrandmother iwho ithinks ithat imodern-day icouples 

iwho idivorce ilack icommitment iand idedication iyet ifeels ithat ithere iare igenuine ireasons 

iwhy iher ichild ihas idivorced. iSmart ihighlighted ifamily ipolicies iin ithe iUK, iwhich iare 

icomplex iand isometimes icontradictory iand iargued ithat ithere iare ino iclearly idefined 

irules iand iobligations iregarding ifamily ilife. iAs iSmart i(2005) istates: 

 

“voicing isupport ifor ithe isupremacy iof iheterosexual imarriage, iwhile iproviding 

isupport ifor ipost-divorce ifamilies, ioffering itangible iprotection ito icohabitees 

ior iinitiating icivil ipartnership ilegislation ifor isame-sex icouples, imaybe iexactly 

ithe ikind iof icontradictions iwith iwhich ifamilies iare iwell iadjusted ito iliving” i(p. 

i554). i 
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Policies iand imarketing ipractise imust ibe iresponsive iand idynamic iin iterms iof ithe iissues 

isurrounding ihow ipeople iunderstand ifamilies. iMany igood iexamples iof ipersisting imyths 

ithat iare irelated ito ifamilies iand ithe i“ideal” iway iin iwhich ipeople iexpect ithem ito ioperate 

iexist iaround iadolescents iand itheir irelationships iwith iparents. iIn ithe iearly i1900s, 

iadolescence iwas iviewed iby iHall i(1904, ip. ixiii) ias ia itime iof i“storm iand istress” iand 

iinevitable iconflict, iand ithis ibecame ia icommon iunderstanding, ideeply iembedded iin 

iWestern iculture iabout ithis iperiod iof idevelopment. iYet iempirical istudies isince ithe i1950s 

ihave ishown ithe ilimitations iof ithe iconcept, iand imany iattempts ihave ibeen imade iby ithe 

iresearch icommunity ito ishow ithat iwhile ia iminority iof iyoung ipeople iexperience istress 

iand iturbulence, imany imore iadjust irelatively iwell i(Hamilton i& iCatterall, i2006; iSteel iet 

ial., i2012). iOne iof ithe ikey ifactors iin ipositive idevelopment iduring iadolescence ifamily 

iconnectedness iis ireflected iin ithe iliterature ion iresilience. iRelationships iare ione iof ithe 

ifundamental iunderpinnings ito iresilience, iparticularly ithose iwith iprimary icaregivers iand 

ithose icharacterised iby iwarmth iand isupport icombined iwith iappropriate icontrol ior 

idiscipline i(Luthar, i2006). 

 

2.2.2 iFamily itypes 
 

Three ifamily itypes ihave ibeen inoted ibut ieven iwithin ithese, ithere iare ivariations. iFamilies 

iare icomplex iinstitutions ialthough istudies ihave ishown idifferences iin ibehaviours iand 

ioutcomes irelative ito ifamily itype. iFor iexample, iresearchers isuggest ithat istepfamilies, iin 

icomparison ito inon-divorced inuclear ifamilies iare iless icohesive, ihave ifewer iclear 

iexpectations iand iare imore iflexible iin iresponse ito ichange i(Lawson i& iGarrod, i2009; 

iSteel, iKidd i& iBrown, i2012). iIt imay ibe ithat icomplexity iwithin ithe ifamily iis inot isimply 
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iabout ithe inumber iof ipeople iin ithe ifamily ibut ithe itypes iof irelationships i(i.e. idifficult ior 

ieasy) iand ihow ithese iare imanaged. iFurthermore, istepfamily ihouseholds ican ibe 

iconsidered i“simple” ior i“complex” i(Hetherington, i1999, ip. iv). iSimple istepfamilies iare 

ithose iin iwhich ithe ichildren iare ifrom ithe imother’s iprevious imarriage ionly. iComplex 

i“blended” ifamilies iinclude isiblings iwithin ia ifamily ihaving idifferent ibiological 

irelationships iwith iparents. iThe isituation iis icompounded iby ithe iapproach iadopted iwhen 

ithe inew istepparent ifamily iforms. iThery i(1989) iposits ithe i“substitution” imodel iand ithe 

i“durability” imodel iwhen iillustrating itypes iof iblended ifamily. iThe ifirst imodel isimply 

ireplaces ithe iroles iand iexpectations iof ithe iintact inuclear ifamily. iThat iis, ipossibly ito 

imaximise istability ifor ithe ichildren iof idivorce, ithere iis ia icomplete isplit ifrom i(typically) 

ithe ibiological ifather iand ithe istepfather iadopts ithe irole iof ithe ifather. iConversely, ithe 

idurability imodel, iwhilst iadding icomplexity ito ithe iroles iand iboundaries iwithin ithe inew 

istepfamily, iensures iboth ibiological iparents ihave ia irole iin ithe inew ifamily iset-up. iIt imay 

ibe ithat ithose iin ia iblended ifamily icould ibehave isimilarly ito ian iintact ifamily iabout 

idecision-making iif ithey ihave iadopted ithe isubstitution imodel. 

 

Remarkably, istudies ion ifamily itype iindicate ithat i“blended” ifamilies ido inot ithink iof 

ithemselves ias iunique. iIndeed, ithe igrowing iincidence iof istep-families ihas ionly irecently 

ibegun ito iattract imuch ipopular ior iacademic iinterest i(Lawson i& iGarrod, i2009; iJensen, 

iShafer, i& iLarson, i2014), iand ithis imay ibe ibecause ithere iappears ito ibe ireluctance ieven 

iamong imany istep-families ito iacknowledge ithat itheir iexperiences iare ilikely ito ibe 

idifferent ito ithose iof iother ifamily iforms. iMany iprefer ito ipresent ithemselves ias ijust 

i“ordinary” ifamilies i(Ribbens iet ial., i1996). iHowever, ias iHetherington i(1999) inotes, 
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istabilised istepfamilies imust ibe itogether ifor ifive iyears ibefore ithey ican ibe icompared iwith 

istabilised ifamilies iin ifirst imarriages iand ias isuch iblended ifamilies iwill ibe imore ilikely ito 

iexperience idifferent isocial iand ibehavioural ioutcomes iin ithe ifirst ifive iyears iof 

icohabitation. iWhereas ithere iis iscant iliterature ion isingle-parent ifamilies i(Flurry, i2007; 

iMalczyk i& iLawson, i2017), ithe imeasurement iof isingle-parent ifamilies iwill ibecome 

iprogressively iless iaccurate ibecause iof imarked ichanges iin iunmarried icohabitation iand 

ihow ithe iparent(s) ichoose ito idescribe itheir irelationships. iBesides, iextended ifamily 

iarrangements irequire imore iattention ito ithe idistinction ibetween isingle-parent ifamilies 

iand isingle-parent ihouseholds i(Nelson, i2006). iRecording ithe idetails iof isingle iparents 

iwho ialso icohabit iwill ihave isignificant iconsequences ifor ithe ianalysis iof idata igiven ithe 

iadditional iresources ithat iwill ibe ipotentially icontributed ito ia ico-habiting isingle-parent 

ifamily icompared ito ithat iof ia isingle-parent ihousehold. 

 

2.3 iInteraction iin ifamily idecision imaking 

Family ipurchase idecision-making iis ithe iprocess ithat idirectly ior iindirectly iinvolves itwo ior 

imore ifamily imembers i(Lien, iWestberg, iStavros i& iRobinson, i2018). iDecision-making, ia 

icentral iconstruct iin imodels iof iindividual iconsumer ibehaviour, iis ian iimportant ipart iof 

ifamily ilife. iHowever, idespite iits iimportance, iit ihas inot ireceived ias imuch iattention ias 

iindividual idecision-making i(Vila-López i& iKüster-Boluda, i2018). iGenerally, iresearchers 

itend ito ifocus imore ion iindividual idecision-making ibecause iof ithe ibelief ithat ithe ifamily iis 

ia ipoor idecision-making iunit. iStudies iin ifamily idecision-making ihave iused iseveral 

itheoretical imodels: iresource itheory i(Blood i& iWolfe, i1960), isocial iexchange itheory 

i(French, i1956), irole itheory i(Eagly, i1978), iand ithe iprocess-oriented imodel. iResource 
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itheory iposits ithat, iwithin ithe ifamily, ithe irelative ipower iof ieach ispouse ivaries iwith ithe 

isocio-economic iresources icontributed iby ithat ispouse. iThe isocial iexchange itheory iis 

imost ioften iused ito iassess ifamily ipower iand idecision imaking. iThis itheory iassumes ithat 

ipeople iact iin ia imanner iwhich iwill imaximize ibenefits ito ithem. iRole itheory ifocuses ion ithe 

itraditional iversus imodern igender iroles iof ithe ispouses ito iexplain ithe irelative ipower iin 

ithe ifamily. iTraditional iroles igive imore ipower ito ithe ihusband; ithe ichildren iare isecond, 

iand ithe iwife iis ilast. iModern iroles iare inot iclearly idefined iaccording ito igender iand iall 

idecisions iare inegotiable. iUnlike ithe iother iapproaches, ithe iprocess-oriented imodel idoes 

inot ifocus ionly ion idecision ioutcomes. iInstead, iit ianalyses ithe ifamily idecision-making 

iprocess iin iconjunction iwith ithe ieffect iof ichanging isex iroles. 

 

Davis iand iRigaux i(1974) inote ithat ifamily idecisions ican ibe iclassified iaccording ito iwho 

imakes ithe idecision iand ihow ithe idecision iis imade. iThe itypology iof ia ifamily idecision, 

iexcluding ichildren, iincludes ihusband idominant, iwife idominant, iautonomic i(i.e., 

isometimes ione ispouse, isometimes ithe iother), iand isyncratic i(always idecide itogether) 

idecisions. iDavis iand iRigaux i(1974) ilater iidentified isyncratic iand iautonomic ias itypes iof 

idecisions iin ifamily iconsumer ibehaviour. iSyncratic, ior ijoint idecision imaking ibetween 

ihusbands iand iwives, iwas iabout imortgage ichoices i(Mohan, i1995) iand ithe idecision ias ito 

iwhich ihouse ito ibuy i(e.g. iMunsinger iet ial., i1975), iwhilst iautonomic idecisions iare 

icharacterised iby ispouses imaking ian iequal inumber iof idecisions iindividually. iSheth iand 

iCosmas i(1975) ifound ithat ithe igreater icompetence iof ione ipartner; ipreferences ifor 

idividing iup iresponsibilities iin ihousehold imanagement; ithe iperceived igreater 

iimportance iof ithe idecision ito ione iof ithe ispouses; ibeing itoo ibusy ito idecide itogether; 

iand ipeer igroup inorms, iwere iprimarily iresponsible ifor iautonomic idecisions ibeing imade. 
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iA imajor icriticism iof ithis itypology iis ithat iit ifocuses ion ithe ioutcome iof ia idecision irather 

ithan ion ithe idecision iprocess. 

 

Generally, ifamilies itend ito iuse itwo imodels iin itheir idecision-making. iIn ithe ifirst imodel, 

ithe iconsensus imodel, ifamily imembers iagree iabout igoals iand ithen idecide iby iway iof irole 

istructure, ibudgets/rules, ior iproblem-solving istrategies. iConsensus iabout igoals ileads ito 

ifamily iproblem-solving ibehaviour iinstead iof ireliance ion ithe iindividuals ior irules. iIn ithe 

isecond imodel, ithe iaccommodation imodel, ifamily imembers idisagree iabout igoals iand 

ichoose ibetween ipersuasion iand ibargaining ito iarrive iat ia idecision. iIf ia idecision icannot 

ibe ireached, ior iif ione ifamily imember itries ito iimpose ia idecision, iconflict iis ilikely ito 

idevelop, iand ino ione iwins. 

 

In istudying ithe ifamily ias ia iunit iof ianalysis, iresearchers ihave iquestioned ithe iadequacy 

iof iusing ione ispouse ito ireport ion ithe ifamily idecision-making iprocess ibecause ihusbands 

iand iwives ido inot ialways iagree iin itheir iresponses ito iquestions irelated ito ia igiven 

idecision i(e.g. iLien, i2018). iThe igeneral ibelief iis ithat iadministering iinstruments ito ionly 

ione ispouse iignores ithe ireality ithat ifamily idecision-making iis ia ijoint ienterprise i(Epp i& 

iPrice, i2008; iLawlor i& iProthero, i2011). iDecision-making iis ia icentral iconstruct iin imodels 

iof iconsumer ibehaviour. iIt iis ialso ian iimportant ipart iof ifamily ilife. iHowever, iresearchers 

ihave inot ifocused imuch ion ithis iarea. iTwo imain ireasons imay ibe iadvanced ito iexplain ithe 

icontinued ifocus ion iindividual idecision-making. iFirst, ithe icost iof iconducting ijoint ior 

ifamily idecision-making iresearch ifar iexceeds ithe icost iassociated iwith iconducting 
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iindividual istudies. iSecond, ithe ifamily ias ia iunit iof ianalysis iis ia ipoor idecision-making 

iunit. 

 

Gary iBecker i(1964), iin ihis iseminal iwork, idevised ithe ihousehold idecision-making 

iframework iin ithe ifield iof ieconomics. iThis iframework iapplies ieconomic ianalysis ito ithe 

imarriage idecision iand iother idecisions imade iin ithe ifamily. iThe iframework iassumes ithat 

iindividuals iwithin ia ifamily ihave ishared iinterest i(also ireferred ito ias i“household iutility 

ifunction” iin ithe ieconomic iliterature) iand ipromotes ithe ifamily iinterest i(called 

i“maximizing ithe ihousehold iutility ifunction”) iis iwhat iall ifamilies iaim ifor. iTherefore, 

iwhen ifamily idecisions iare imade iall imembers iare iassumed ito iprefer idecisions ithat 

imaximize ithe ioverall ifamily iwelfare. i 

 

Becker’s iframework, ithe icommon ipreference iapproach iassumes ithat iall ifamily 

imembers ihave ia icommon ipreference iwhen ifamily idecisions iare imade, iwhich idoes inot 

iapply iso iwell ito isituations iwhere ifamily imembers ihave idifferent ior ieven iconflicting 

iinterests. iManser iand iBrown i(1980) ipresented ianother iframework, ioften icalled ithe 

ibargaining iapproach, ias ian ialternative ito iBecker’s icommon ipreference iframework. iThe 

ibargaining iapproach iargues ithat ihousehold idecisions iare ioften imade, iand ihousehold 

iresources idistributed, ithrough ian iinternal ibargaining iprocess iby iits imembers. 

iIndividual ihousehold imembers iuse itheir i“bargaining ipower”, imost inotably ithe iamount 

iof iincome ior iwealth ithey ican icontrol, ito ihave ihousehold idecisions imade/resources 

iallocated iin ia iway ithat imost iclosely imatches itheir ipersonal ipreferences. iThe irelative 

iresources ipossessed iby ieach ispouse, isuch ias iincome, ioccupational istatus, iand 
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ieducation, iprovide i“leverage” iin ithe ibargaining iand inegotiation ibetween ispouses, ithus 

iaffect imarital ipower iand ithe idecision-making ipower iin ithe ifamily. iSince ithe iearly 

i1980s, ithe ibargaining iapproach ihas iplayed ia icentral irole iin ithe ianalysis iof ifamily 

idecision-making ibehaviour i(Pollak, i2005). i 

 

Among ivarious ifactors ithat iare iconsidered ito iaffect ione’s ibargaining ipower iin ithe 

imarriage ior ihousehold idecisions, ieconomic ipower ihas ialways ibeen iidentified ias ithe ikey 

ivariable iin ithe ibargaining ipower ibalance i(Friedberg i& iWebb, i2006; iColfer, iAchdiawan, 

iRoshetko, iMulyoutami, iYuliani, iMulyana, iMoeliono, iAdnan i& iErni, i2015). iFor iexample, 

ia istudy iby iBlumstein iand iSchwartz i(1983) iindicated ithat ithe iamount iof imoney ia ispouse 

iearns iis ithe imain ifactor iin iestablishing irelative ipower iin iany ikind iof irelationship iexcept 

iamong ilesbians. iMost inotably, iFriedberg iand iWebb i(2006) iprovided idirect ievidence ifor 

ithe ieffect iof ieconomic ipower ion idecision imaking ipower iin ithe ifamily. iMost ibargaining 

ipower iresearch ilinks ihousehold ioutcomes ito ivariables ithat iare iassumed ito iinfluence 

ithe iamount iof ibargaining ipower iwithin ithe ihousehold. iFindings iof isuch istudies ishould 

ibe iregarded ias iindirect ievidence ifor ithe iassociation ibetween ithe ibargaining ipower 

idistribution iand ithese ihousehold idecisions. iIn icontrast, iFriedberg iand iWebb’s i(2006) 

istudy iwas ibased ion ihousehold isurvey idata iwhich ispecifically iasked ithe irespondents ito 

ireport iwho ihad ithe ifinal isay iwhen iit icomes ito imajor ifamily idecisions. iTheir ifindings 

ishow ithat iof iall ithe ifactors itested ithat imay iinfluence idecision-making ipower, irelative 

ihousehold iearnings i(i.e. ithe iratio iof iaverage ilifetime iearnings ibetween ihusband iand 

iwife) ihas ithe ibiggest ieffect. i 

 i 
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From ithe iabove iliterature, iit iis ievident ithat ipower iplays ian iimportant irole iin ithe 

idecision-making iprocess iin ithe ifamily iand iindividuals iwho ipossess ithe imost ipower 

itends ito iinfluence ihow ibuying idecisions iare imade. iThe inext isection ireviews iliterature 

iwhich ihas iexamined ithe irole ichildren iplay iin iinfluencing ifamily idecisions. iIt ifocuses ion 

iexploring iwhat iinfluence iis, ifollowed iby ia ireview iof ithe ivarious iinfluence istrategies 

ichildren iare isuggested ito ideploy iwhen iinfluencing ifamily idecisions. 

 

2.4 iThe iInfluence iof ichildren iin ifamily idecision imaking 

Children iare ibecoming iincreasingly iinfluential iin idecision imaking iwithin icontemporary 

ifamilies i(Lawlor i& iProthero, i2011; iVila-López i& iKüster-Boluda, i2018) iand iare iusing 

imore ipurchase iinfluence iacross ia iwider irange iof iproducts i(e.g. iGötze iet ial., i2009; iLien 

iet ial, i2018; iKim iet ial., i2018). iUnderstanding ithe ipurchase iinfluence iof ichildren iis istill ias 

iimportant ias iever. iMcNeal i(1992) iacknowledged ithree idifferent imarkets iwhere 

ichildren ibelong ito. iFirstly, ichildren ican iconstitute ia imarket iin itheir iown iright; isecondly, 

ias ian iinfluencer imarket; iand ithirdly ias ia ifuture imarket. iAs iinfluencers, ichildren 

iconstitute ia ihuge isecondary imarket iby iinfluencing ifamily ipurchases i(Kim iet ial., i2018), 

iwhich ibegins iimmediately ichildren idevelop ithe inecessary icommunication iskills ito imake 

irequests i(Palan, iGentina i& iMuratore, i2010). iHowever, ia ilarge iproportion iof ifamily 

iconsumer iresearch iin ithe ipast ifocused ion ithe iroles iof iadult ipartners iwithin ipurchase 

isituations iand ilargely iignored ithe iimpact ithat ichildren ican ihave ion ifamily ipurchase 

idecision imaking. iThe ilack iof iinclusion iof ichildren iin iresearch iis idisappointing, iespecially 

ibecause ithere iis ia isignificant ibody iof iresearch iwhich ireveals ithe iinvolvement iof 
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ichildren iin ifamily ipurchase idecisions iand itheir iinfluence ion ithe ioutcome iof idecisions 

i(e.g. iUmaña-Taylor iet ial., i2013; iCross i& iGilly, i2014). 

 

While ichildren iplay ia irole iin iinfluencing ifamily idecisions, ithis iis ilargely iignored iwithin 

iconsumer ibehaviour iresearch i(Lawlor i& iProthero, i2011; iLoth, iMacLehose, iLarson, 

iBerge i& iNeumark-Sztainer, i2016). iMost iof ithe istudies iwhich iinvolve ichildren iobtained 

idata irelating ito itheir iparents' iperceptions iof ithe iamount iof iinfluence ithe ichild iexerted 

i(e.g. iWortzel i& iBerkeley, i1981; iBelch i& iWillis, i2001), iThis iis isurprising igiven ithe icall ifor 

iresearch ito iinclude ichildren iin ifamily istudies i(Lawlor i& iProthero, i2011, iKerrane iet ial, 

i2012). iLikewise, isome ichildren iresearch ionly iuse ione ichild ieach ifamily iin ithe idata 

icollection iphase i(Holdert i& iAntonides, i1997; iGeuens iet ial., i2002), iConsequently, ia 

ismall inumber iof istudies iaccounts ifor ifamilies ithat ihave itwo ior imore ichildren i(e.g. iCotte 

i& iWood, i2004; iKim iet ial., i2018). 

 

Burns iand iGranbois i(1980) ireviewed iten iyears iof ifamily ipurchasing iliterature iand ifound 

ithree istudies iof ifamily ipurchase idecision-making iinteraction iwhich ifocussed ion iparent-

child iinteraction irather ithan ithe iusual ifocus ion ithe ihusband iand iwife i(Berey i& iPollay 

i1968; iWard i& iWackman, i1972 iand iAtkin, i1978). iFrom ithe ilate i1970s iand iduring ithe 

i1980s, ithere iwas ia imove iaway ifrom ithis idyadic iapproach iwhich iconsidered ionly 

ispousal iinteraction ito istudies iwhich iconsidered imultiple iparticipants iand ithe irole iof 

ichildren. iBy ithis itime, iFerber i(1975), iDavis i(1976), iand iGranbois i(1979) ihad iall 

idiscussed ithe ipotential iconsequence iof inot iincluding ichildren iwhen ithe iproducts ibeing 

idiscussed iwere iconsumed iby inumerous ifamily imembers. iSubsequently, iBurns iand 

iGranbois i(1980) iacknowledged ithe ibeginning iof ia ishift itowards iincluding ithe ifamily 
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isetting irather ithan imerely ithe ihusband iand iwife i(e.g. iJenkins, i1978; iMoschis i& iMoore 

i1978). i 

 

Nevertheless, ieven ithough ichildren iwere irecognised ias iinfluencers, ithey idid inot ialways 

iact ias idirect irespondents. iThe iearliest istudies iof ichild iinfluence iwere ibased ion ireports 

ifrom ionly ione ifamily imember iwhich iwas iusually ithe imother i(e.g. iMehrotra i& iTorges 

i1977; iSzybillo i& iSosanie, i1977; iRoberts iet ial., i1981; iDarley i& iLim, i1986). iAlthough 

iFiliatrault iand iRitchie i(1980) iincluded ichildren iin itheir istudy iof ifamily iinfluence 

istructure, ithe icollected ithe idata ifrom ithe iparents iand inot ifrom ithe ichildren. 

iConsequently, iFoxman iet ial. i(1989a) iquestioned iwhether iit iwas ivalid ito imeasure 

ichildren's iinfluence iin isuch ian iaggregate imanner iwhen ia ifamily ihad imore ithan ione 

ichild. iRoberts iet ial. i(1981) irecommended ithat iresearch imeasuring ichildren's iinfluence 

ishould ifocus ion ithe ichildren ias iindividuals irather ithan ia icollective ientity. 

 

The imove iaway ito iinclude ichildren ihas icontinued, iand ithere ihas ibeen ian iongoing 

iemphasis iplaced ion ithe irole iand iimpact iof ichildren ion ipurchase idecisions iand ithe 

idecision-making iprocess i(e.g. iMartin i& iBush, i2000; iLawlor i& iProthero, i2011; iKerrane 

iet ial., i2012; iKim iet ial., i2018). iAs iresearch iin ithis iarea ihas ideveloped, iit ihas ibecome 

ieven imore ievident ithat ichildren iplay ian iimportant irole iin ithe ifamily idecision-making 

iprocess i(e.g. iCaruana i& iVassallo i2003; iBertocchi, iBrunetti i& iTorricelli, i2014; iMikeska 

iet ial., i2017). iAdolescents imay ialso iplay ia ireciprocal irole i(Ekstrom iet ial., i1987; iKim iet 

ial., i2018) iand iinfluence itheir iparent's iconsumer ibehaviour iin imany iareas iof ihousehold 

idecisions i(Baranowski, i1978; iSingh i& iNyack, i2014), iand iact ias isocialisation iagents 



 
48 

 

imodifying iparental iconsumer iroles ito iincorporate ithe iexpectations iof ichildren i(Grønhøj 

i& iThøgersen, i2012; iBertocchi, iBrunetti i& iTorricelli, i2014) i i 

 

However, iinterest iin ichildren iresearch iseems ito ihave ideclined, iin irecent iyears. iIt iis 

iimportant ito icontinue iresearch iin ithis iarea ito iadd ito iour iunderstanding iof ithe 

iinvolvement iand iinfluence iof ichildren. iFor iinstance, ido ichildren iexert iinfluence iin iall 

ifamily idecisions, iincluding iethical iproducts? iAre ithere iany ifactors ithat iaffect ian 

iadolescent's iability ito iinfluence ifamily iconsumption idecisions? i iThis ithesis ihighlights 

ithe iprocess iof iparent-child iinfluence iin ifamily iethical ifood idecision-making iprocess iand 

ithe ibehaviours iand icommunication ienvironment iwithin iwhich ichild iinfluence ioccurs. 

iHowever, iat ithis ipoint, iit iis iimportant ito idiscuss iwhat iis imeant iby iinfluence ias iit iis ia 

icommon iterm ithroughout ithis ithesis. iInfluence iis ian iact iof ian iindividual ito ichange ithe 

ibehaviour iof iothers i(Cartwright, i1959). iAccording ito iColeman i(1973) iinfluence iis ithe 

iuse iof ipower ito iattain ian ioutcome, iand ithis icomprises iactivities iof ifamily imembers ithat 

icontribute ito ithe idecision-making iprocess i(Beatty i& iTalpade, i1994). iThe inext isection 

idiscusses iwhat iinfluence iand ipower iare iwithin ithe ifamily idecision-making icontext. 

 

2.4.1 iPower iand iInfluence 
 

“Power” iand i“influence” iare iregarded ias isome iof ithe iessential ifeatures iof isocial 

iinteraction iby itheorist ifrom idifferent idisciplines i(e.g. iOlson i& iCromwell, i1975; 

iBacharach i& iLawler, i1981). iHowever, ifor iinstance, ipower iis iperceived ito ibe ivague, iit iis 

idifficult ito iunderstand iand iexplain i(Bierstedt, i1950) iand iis ioften iused iinterchangeably 

iby ischolars i(Olson i& iCromwell, i1975a; iTurk, i1975; iWebster, i1998; iSchwarzwald i& 

iKoslowsky, i1999). iThe iterm i“power” iand i“influence” ihave ibeen iused iinterchangeably 
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iand ithis iis idue ito ithe ilinear iassociation ibetween ithese iconcepts. iWhile ipower irefers ito 

ithe iinfluence istrategies ithat ian iindividual iuses ito iintentionally ichange ian ioutcome 

i(Benton i& iMaloni, i2005; iLui iet ial., i2015), iinfluence, iin iturn, iis ihow ipower iis iexercised 

ithrough ithe iuse iof idifferent iinfluence istrategies i(Simpson, iOriña i& iRothman, i2015) ito 

ichange ibeliefs, iattitudes ior ibehaviour iof ianother iperson(s). iFurthermore, iOlson i& 

iCromwell i(1975) inote ithat ipower iis isynonymous ias ian iinfluence, icontrol, iauthority, 

iassertiveness, iand idominance. iIn ifamily idecision-making, ipower irelations iare 

iambiguous, iand ithe iexertion iof ipower itakes iplace iin ivery isubtle iways. iMuch iof ithe 

iambiguity iin idefining ipower istems ifrom ithe imulti-dimensional inature iof ithe iconstruct. 

iFrench iand iRaven i(1959, ip. i150) i'define ipower iin iterms iof iinfluence'. iThey ifurther 

iargued ithat i'influence iis ikinetic ipower, ijust ias ipower iis ipotential iinfluence' i(French i& 

iRaven, i1959, ip. i152). iRaven i(1992, ip. i218) ilater iadded ithat iinfluence iis i'the ichange iof 

ibelief, iattitude ior ibehaviour iof ia iperson i- ithe itarget iof iinfluence, iwhich iresults ifrom ithe 

iaction, ior ipresence, iof ianother iperson ior igroup iof ipersons i– ithe iinfluencing iagent i... 

ipower iis idefined ias ithe ipotential ifor isuch iinfluence'. 

 

Furthermore, ipower iis iperceived ias irelational ior isystem iproperty ithat istresses idyadic 

iprocesses irather ithan ipersonal itraits i(Lewin, i1951; iEmerson, i1962; iYukl, i1981). 

iAccording ito iEmerson i(1962), ithe ipower ito iinfluence ior icontrol ithe iother iexists 

iindirectly iin ithe iother’s idependence. iConsumer iresearchers ioften iuse ipower iand 

iinfluence iand ido inot ioffer isuitable ior idefinite idistinctions. iExcept ifor iMallalieu iand 

iFaure i(1998), iwho ioffered itentative idefinitions iof iboth iconcepts. iThey isaid, i'Power iis 

icentral ito iunderstanding ihow ibehaviour iis iinfluenced' i(Mallalieu i& iFaure i(1998, ip. i408). 

iMoreover, iwhile ithere ihas ibeen imuch iresearch iin ithe iareas iof ipower iand iinfluence, 
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ithere ihas ibeen ivery ilittle iagreement ion ithe idefinitions iof ithese iterms. iThe idifficulties 

istem ifrom ihow ipower icould iand ishould ibe idefined iand ivalidated iin iempirical istudies. 

iThese iconcerns iare ivital isince idifferent idefinitions iof ipower icould icreate idiffering 

itheoretical iconclusions i(Simpson iet ial., i2015). i 

 

Michael iFoucault’s iwork ion ipower iis isynonymous iwith ipower itheorisations. iAlthough 

ithis iresearcher idoes inot iintend ito ioffer ia icomprehensive iaccount iof ithe iwork iof 

iFoucault, ihis iconcepts iare irelevant ito ithe istudy iof iinfluence iin ifamilies, igiven ithe iclose 

iconnection iof iinfluence iand ipower. iFoucault, ilike iother iresearchers, idid inot ioffer ione 

istandard idefinition iof ipower: i i 

 

'When iI iexamine irelationships iof ipower, iI icreate ino itheory iof ipower. iI iexamine 

ihow irelationships iof ipower iinteract...I iam ino itheoretician iof ipower. 

The iquestion iof ipower iin iitself idoesn't iinterest ime' i(1996, ip. i360). 

 

Foucault ifurther iargues ithat i'the iimportant ithing iis inot ito iattempt isome ikind iof 

ideduction iof ipower istarting ifrom iits icentre iand iaimed iat ithe idiscovery iof ithe iextent ito 

iwhich iit ipermeates iinto ithe ibase' i(1980a, ip. i99) ibut irather ito iinvestigate ihow ipower iis 

iexercised. iFoucault i(1997) ialso iargued ithat ipower ias ia iphysical ithing idoes inot iexist, 

ibut irather ionly iexists ionce iit iis iutilised iand iput iinto iaction, iand ihe istresses ithat ihe 

ibelieves ithat iall iindividuals iare iequal iin itheir iuse iof ipower ipotential, iand ithat ipower 

ishould inot ibe iseen ias ia iphenomenon i'of ione iindividual's iconsolidated iand ihomogenous 

idomination iover iothers, ior ithat iof ione igroup ior iclass iover iothers' i(1980a, ip98). 
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Some iresearchers ihave iconceptualised ipower ias iresource-based iability ito iattain 

iproposed iobjective ieffects i(Weber, i1947; iDahl, i1957; iKeltner, iGruenfeld, i& iAnderson, 

i2003). iFrom ithis iperspective, ipower irepresents ithe ipersonal iresources ithat idefine ithe 

icapacity ito iinfluence. iWithin ithe icontext iof ifamily idecision imaking, ithis ipersonal 

iresource iof ipower ienables iindividuals ito ihave ithe icapacity ito iinfluence. iAccording ito 

iRaven, iSchwarzwald i& iKolowsky i(1998, ip. i307) ipower iis iused i'so ithat ihe ior ishe ican 

iinfluence ianother iperson ito ido iwhat ithat iperson iwould inot ihave idone iotherwise i…, 

ipower isources ior ibases idiffer ifrom iinfluence itechniques ias ithe iformer irefer ito ipotential 

iand ithe ilatter ito ithe iactual iuse iof ipower' i(Raven, iSchwarzwald i& iKolowsky, i1998, ip. 

i307). 

 

This ithesis iadopts ithe idefinition iof ipower ias ithe iaggregate idiscretion iand imeans ithat 

ione imust iinfluence iothers ito iachieve ian ioutcome i(Sturm i& iAntonakis, i2015). iAccording 

ito iBlood iand iWolfe i(1960) ipartners iwith ihigher istatus ibackground, imore iorganisational 

iexperience iand imore ieducation itend ito imake imost iof ithe idecisions. iOther istudies 

iindicate ithat ia iperson’s icontrol iover iresources, iincluding isocial iresources i(such ias 

imembership iin igroups), ihuman iresources i(e.g. ieducation), iand ieconomic iresources 

iimproves itheir iability ito iexercise ichoice i(Kabeer i1999; iSen i& iBatliwala i2000; 

iQuisumbing i& iMaluccio i2003). iMoreover, ivariables isuch ias ioccupational istatus, 

ieducation iand iincome idetermine ihow iinfluence iis idistributed. iThe ibases iof ipower, 

iforming ithe ifoundations ifor ithe ieffectiveness iof iinfluence istrategies, ihave ibeen 

iidentified iby iFrench iand iRaven i(1959) iand iwere ilater iextended iby iRaven i(1992, i1993). 

iThese iare idiscussed iin ithe ifollowing isection. 
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Olson iand iCromwell i(1975) idiscussed ithree idomains iof ifamily ipower ias ipower ibases, 

ipower iprocesses iand ipower ioutcomes. iThe ifirst idomain, ithe ibasis iof ifamily ipower, 

iconsists imainly iof ithe iresources iwhich ia ifamily imember icontributes ito ithe ihousehold. 

iThis iis ithought ito iincrease ithat imember's iability ito iexercise icontrol iwithin ithe 

irelationship. iFrench iand iRaven i(1959) ialso iidentified ipower ibases ifrom iwhich ia iperson 

ican iderive ipower. iFrench iand iRaven’s i(1959) itheory iis idiscussed iin idetail iin ithe 

isections ibelow. iThe isecond idomain, ifamily ipower iprocesses, ifocuses ion ithe iinteraction 

ibetween iand iamong ithe ifamily imembers. iIt iincludes iprocesses ioccurring iduring ifamily 

idiscussions iand iinvolves ithe idegree ito iwhich iindividuals iattempt ito iinfluence ior icontrol 

idecision ioutcomes ithrough iassertiveness. iThe ithird idomain, ifamily ipower ioutcomes, 

ifocuses ion iwho imakes ithe idecision ior iwho iwins ithe iargument. iWhile ithe idomain iof 

ifamily ipower ihas ibeen iwidely iresearched, ithe ifamily ipower iprocess ihas ibeen irelatively 

ineglected ibecause iresearchers ifind iit ieasier ito icollect idata ion idecision ioutcomes ithan 

ion idecision iprocesses i(Kerrane i& iHogg, i2013; iMikeska iet ial., i2017). iConsequently, iin 

icontemporary ifamilial isettings, ihow idoes ifamily ienvironments iaffect iadolescents’ 

ichoice iand iuse iof iinfluence iin iethical ifood idecision-making. iThis ithesis iseeks ito iexplore 

imore iin ithis iarea. 

 

 

2.4.2 iBases iof iPower iin ifamily idecision imaking 
 

French iand iRaven i(1959) iidentified isix ipower ibases. iThey iargued ithat ithese ibases iwere 

inot ian iexhaustive ilist iof iall ipotential ipower ibases i(Brill, i1992; iWilliams i& iBurns, i2000). 

iAlthough ithe ioriginal ibases ipower ibases iwere ifive, itheoretical iand iempirical istudies iof 

iorganisational ibehaviour ihave iidentified iseven ibehavioural ipower ibases. iLater iRaven 
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i(1965) iincluded ianother ipower, i“information ipower” i(Raven i& iKruglanski, i1970; iBrown 

iet ial., i1983) iand ithe iseventh ipower, i“connection” iwas iadded ias ianother ibase iof ipower 

i(Hersey iet ial., i1979; iAnsari, i1990). iThe isix ipower ibases iwhich iinclude ireward ipower, 

iexpert ipower, ilegitimate ipower, ireferent ipower, icoercive ipower iand iinformational 

ipower, iare idiscussed ibelow i(relating ito ihow isuch ipower ibases iare iutilised iby 

iparents/adolescents iin ifamilies) iis ialso ioffered. 

 

2.4.2.1 iReward ipower iis ithe iability iof ia iperson ito igrant isomething ifavourable ito 

ianother iperson ibased ion ithe idesired ioutcome. iReward ipower idepends ion ithe itarget’s 

iperception ithat ihe ior ishe iis irewarded iif ihe ior ishe iconforms ito ithe iagent’s iinfluence 

iattempt. iReward ipower iis ithought ito iincrease ithe iattraction iof ithe itarget ito ithe iagent. 

iReward ipower iis ievident iwithin idecision imaking iin ifamilies, iparticularly iconcerning ithe 

iuse iof ibargaining iand ideal-making. iFor iexample, iparents imay imake ipromises ito 

ireward ithe igood ibehaviour iof itheir ichildren iproviding ithat ithey icomply iwith itheir 

iwishes ior idecisions. iConversely, ichildren imay ireward itheir iparents iwith igood 

ibehaviour, isuch ias ihelping iwith ichores iand ishowing iof iaffection i(Flurry i& iBurns, i2005) 

ior imake ideals iand icompromise iwith itheir iparents i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997) iin iattempts ito 

iget iwhat ithey iwant, iwith icompromise ioften iviewed iin ia ifavourable ilight iby iparents. i 

 

2.4.2.2 iExpert ipower irefers ito ihow ian iindividual iis iperceived ito ihave iknowledge iin ia 

ispecific iarea iin iwhich ian iinfluence iattempt iis imade ias iwell ias ia igeneral iperception iof 

iexpertise i(French i& iRaven, i1959; iHinkin i& iSchriesheim, i1989). iExpert ipower iis ibased 

inot ion iactual icompetence, ibut iperceived icompetence i(Carli, i1999). iExpert ipower iis 

iassociated iwith iautonomic idecisions i(Davis i& iRigaux, i1974) ibeing imade, idiscussed 



 
54 

 

iearlier, iin iwhich ia ifamily imember iis ithought ito ipossess isuperior iknowledge iin ia ispecific 

iarea. iIn ifamily idecision imaking ia iparent ior ichild ihave iexpert ipower iwhen ithey iare 

iperceived ito ihave iconsiderable iinformation iin ia iproduct irange i(e.g. iSimmons iMarket 

iResearch iBureau, i1993). iThe itheory iof isocialisation ialso iadds isupport ifor iexpert ipower 

ibeing iused iwithin ifamilies. iParents iare ithought ito ibe iexperts iin iconsumption idecisions 

iand iso ipossess iexpert ipower iin idecision-making iand ioften iteach iconsumer-related 

iskills i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997). iHowever, ireverse isocialisation i(Ekstrom, i2007; iGrønhøj i& 

iThøgersen, i2012) iand ireciprocal isocialisation i(Moore, iWilkie i& iAdler, i2001) iindicate 

ithat iparents ican ialso ilearn iand ibe iguided iby itheir ichildren iwho imay ipossess isuperior 

iknowledge iin ia ispecific iarea, ifor iinstance iin ithe iuse iof iinnovative iproducts i(Cotte i& 

iWood, i2004). 

 

2.4.2.3 iLegitimate iPower irefers ito ihow ian iindividual iis iperceived ito ihave ithe iright ito 

iexert iinfluence ior iright ito iinfluence ithe ibeliefs ior ibehaviour iof ianother iperson i(Bruins, 

i1999; iFlurry i& iBurns, i2005). iLegitimate ipower iis ibased ion ia ifeeling iof i'oughtness' iand 

istems ifrom iinternalised ivalues i(French i& iRaven, i1959, ip.159). iLegitimate ipower iis 

ibased ion iposition i(Raven, i1993), iand iis iperceived ias ia iform iof ientitlement i(Carli, 

i1999). iIn ifamily idecision-making, ichildren iwith ilegitimate ipower iare ithose iperceived ito 

ihave ithe iright ito imake ior iinfluence idecisions ion ithe ibases iof itheir ispecific ipersonal 

iinterest iin ia iproduct i(Flurry i& iBurns, i2005). iParents iare inaturally ithought ito ihave ia 

ilegitimate iright ito ihave ipower iover itheir ichildren iand iinfluence itheir ibehaviour. i 

 

2.4.2.4 iReferent ipower iis ithe iperceived iability iof ihow ian iindividual iis iattracted ior 

iclosely iassociated iwith ianother iperson i(French i& iRaven, i1959). iIt imeans ian iindividual 
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ior igroup's ilikeableness iand isocial iattraction iand iis irelationship-based i(Carli, i1999). 

iFamily imembers iwho ipossess ireferent ipower iare ithought ito ibe isocially iskilled iand 

ipleasant; iskills iwhich iEagly i(1987) iassociates iwith iwomen imore ithan iwith imen. 

iReferent ipower iis iused iwhen ia iperson iwishes ito iemulate iother ipersons’ ianticipated 

ipreferences ito ifeel icloser ito ihim/her i(Flurry i& iBurns, i2005). iReferent ipower iin ifamilies 

iis ievidenced ithrough icoalitions iwhich imay iform i(Lee i& iCollins, i2000). iIndividual ifamily 

imembers imay ibe iattracted ito ia ifamily isubgroup ibased ion ithat igroup's iobjectives iand 

iattractiveness. 

 

2.4.2.5 iCoercive iPower iis ithe iperceived iability iin ithe iagent ito iadminister 

ipunishment ibecause iof inoncompliance iof ithe itarget i(French i& iRaven, i1959; iFlurry i& 

iBurns, i2005). iWhile, ithe iperceived ipunishment imay ior imay inot ieventually ioccur, 

icoercive ipower iis ithought ito idecrease ithe iattraction ibetween ithe itarget iand ithe iagent. 

iPalan iand iWilkes i(1997) isuggest ithat iparents ican iemploy ithe icoercive ipower ibase ias ia 

iresponse ito itheir ichild's iinfluence istrategies iwhich iPalan iand iWilkes i(1997) irefers ito ias 

iparental iresponse istrategies, iby ithreatening ito ipunish ithe ichild iif ihe ior ishe idoes inot 

istop itheir iinfluence istrategy. iWhile ichildren imay inot ibe iseen ito ihave icoercive ipower, 

ithey icould iengage iin itroublesome ibehaviours ii.e. ipestering, icomplaining, ior ianger 

iwhich icould ipsychologically iact ias icoercion i(Flurry i& iBurns, i2005) ior iutilise ithe icoercive 

ipower ibase ion itheir iparents iby ithreatening ito icause ia iscene ishould ithey inot iget iwhat 

ithey iwant, iwhich iis isuggested ito ibe iparticularly ieffective iin ipublic ispaces i(Moore iet ial., 

i2001). iMcHale, iUpdegraff, iTucker i& iCrouter i(2002), ifor iinstance, isuggest ithat ichildren 

ioften iuse iviolence, ior ithreats iof iviolence ito ichange ithe ibehaviour iand iopinions iof iother 

isiblings iin itheir ifavour. 
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2.4.2.6 iInformational iPower irefers ito ithe iperceived iability iof ithe iagent ito iinfluence 

ithe itarget ibased ion ithe ijudged irelevance iof ithe iinformation icontained iin ithe iagent's 

imessage i(Erchul i& iRaven, i1997). iOther iresearchers ihave iused idifferent iterms ifor 

iinformational ipower i(Raven iet ial., i1998), iincluding irational ipersuasion i(Yuki i& iTracey, 

i1992) iand ipersuasiveness i(Yuki i& iFalbe, i1991). iParents ioften iprovide ichildren iwith 

iinformation iand iare ioften ithe imain isource iof iinformation ifor ichildren, iwithin ifamily 

idecision-making iand iin ithe isocialisation iprocess. iHowever, itoday ithe iInternet ihas 

ichanged ithe inature iof ithe ifamily idecision-making iprocess. iWith iits iability ito iprovide 

ieasily iaccessible iinformation iand ipurchase ioptions, ithe iInternet ihas ipotentially ialtered 

ithe idecision-making iroles iof ifamily imembers ibased ion itheir iinterest iin iand iexpertise 

iwith ithe iInternet. iWith ieasy iinternet iaccess ion itheir iphones, itablets iand icomputers, 

ichildren ihave ibecome i“Internet iMavens” iwhom ithe ifamily imay idepend imore ifor 

iproviding iinformation ifrom ithe ivirtual imarketplace iand ihave igreater irelative iinfluence 

iin ithe ifamily idecision-making iprocess ithan itheir i“nonmaven” ifamily imembers i(Belch iet 

ial., i2005). 

 

French iand iRaven's i(1959) ibases iof ipower ihave ibeen icriticised ion iseveral ilevels; 

iPodsakoff iand iSchriesheim i(1985) iconsider itheir ifindings iforced iand iartificial idue ito 

iproblems ithey iconsider irest iwith itheir imethodology iwhich iincluded ithe iuse iof iranking 

itechniques; iKipnis iand iScmidt i(1983) isuggest ia igreater inumber iof ipower ibases imay 

iexist; iand iRaven, iSchwarzwald iand iKoslowsky i(1998) ihighlight ithat imultiple ibases ican 

ibe iused iat ia igiven itime, iwhich ithe iinitial iconceptualisation idid inot idiscuss. iHowever, 

iFrench iand iRaven's i(1959) ipower ibases iremain ihighly iinsightful iin ihelping ius 

iunderstand ipower iand ithe iassociated iinfluence istudies. 
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With ipower iand iinfluence ibeen idiscussed iand iintroduced, iattention iis inow idirected 

itowards iexploring iwhat iwe icurrently iknow iabout ihow ichildren, iinitially iexcluded ifrom 

ifamily idecision imaking istudies, iattempt ito iinfluence ifamily idecisions iin ithe inext 

isection. i 

 

2.5 iThe iinfluence istrategies iof iChildren 

Influence istrategies iare iactions iintended ito iachieve icontrol iover ithe idecision ioutcome 

iin ithe idecision-making iprocess i(Simpson iet ial., i2015). iUnderstanding ithe irole iof 

ichildren’s iinfluence iin ihousehold idecision imaking ihas ibeen iidentified ias ian iarea iof 

igreat iimportance iand ihas iattracted ithe iattention iof imarketers i(Kerrane i& iHogg, i2013; 

iMikeska iet ial., i2017). iThere iis iplenty iof ievidence ito isuggest ithat ichildren ido inot ionly 

iconsume ibut ialso iexert isubstantial iinfluence iin ihousehold idecision imaking i(e.g. iLawlor 

i& iProthero, i2011; iKim, iet ial., i2018). iThe iexisting iliterature ion ichild iinfluence istrategies 

iis ireviewed, iwith ithe imajor iinfluence istrategies iidentified iin itable i2.1, iwhich ioffers ia 

isummary iand iexamples iof ithe ivarious iinfluence istrategies ichildren iuse iin iattempts ito 

iinfluence idecision ioutcomes. 

 

Atkin i(1978) igave ian iinitial iinsight iinto ithe iinfluence istrategies ichildren iapply iin ia 

isupermarket. iAtkin i(1978), iresearching icereal ichoice, iconcluded ithat ithe iinfluence iof 

ichildren iwas ihighest iin iobtaining ithe icereal ithey iwanted iif ithey itold itheir imothers ito 

ibuy ithe iitem ifor ithem, irather ithan iif ithey imerely iasked ifor iit. iThe iyielding ito ichild 

idemands iwas iattributed ito ithe idesire iof ithe imothers ito ileave ithe isupermarket iwithout 

itheir ichildren i"causing ia iscene". iThis iseems ito icontradict iBerey iand iPollay's i(1968) 
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ifindings iwhich iconcluded ithat inot iall imothers igave iin ito itheir ichild's icereal idemands, 

iand ithat ichild-centred imothers ichose ithe iproduct ithat ithey ifelt iwas ibest ifor itheir ichild, 

iregardless iof itheir idemands. 

 

Atkin i(1978) iidentified itwo iinfluence istrategies iof ichildren; idirectly iasking ifor ithings 

iand itelling ior idemanding ifor iitems. iWhereas ithe iinfluence istrategies iof iadult ispouses 

iwithin ifamily idecision imaking ihave ibeen iextensively iresearched i(see iFalbo i& iPeplau, 

i1980) ithe iinfluence istrategies iof ichildren ihave inot ireceived ithe isame ilevel iof iresearch 

iattention i(Williams i& iBurns, i2000; iKerrane i& iHogg, i2013; iMikeska iet ial., i2017). iThere 

iis ia ilimited ibody iof iliterature iwhich iexplores ithe iinfluence istrategies iof ichildren, 

ihowever, ithis ibody iof iknowledge isolely ifocus ion ihow i“lone” ichildren iattempt ito iget 

itheir iway iin ifamily idecisions. I 

 

 i 

Cowan, iDrinkard iand iMacGavin i(1984) iasked iadolescents i(aged ibetween itwelve iand 

ieighteen iyears) ito iwrite iessays iabout ihow ithey igot itheir iway iwith itheir imother, ifather 

iand ibest ifriend. iFifteen iinfluence istrategies iwere iidentified, isubdivided iby iwhether ithe 

istrategies iused iwere idirect ior iindirect. iDirect istrategies iinclude ithe iuse iof imore iovert 

ibehaviours i(asking, ibegging iand ipleading, itelling ior iasserting, ireasoning, idemanding 

ior iarguing, istating iimportance, ibargaining iand ipersistence) iwhilst iindirect istrategies, 

itermed imanipulative iby iTedeschi i(1972), iare ibelieved ito ioccur iwhen i'the iinfluencer 

iacts ias iif ithe iperson ion ithe ireceiving iend iis inot iaware iof ithe iinfluence' i(Johnson, i1976, 

ip. i100). iBy icontrast, iindirect istrategies iare idescribed ias idevious iand iconvoluted 

iattempts ito igain icontrol i(Webster i& iReiss, i2001) iand imay iinclude ithe iuse iof inegative 
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iaffect i(e.g. icrying, ishowing ianger), ipositive iaffect i(e.g. ilooking isweet iand iinnocent), 

iverbal imanipulation i(e.g. ilying iand isweet-talking), ieliciting ireciprocity i(doing 

isomething ipositive iand ithen iasking), iusing ian iadvocate i(e.g. iasking ia isibling ito ihelp 

ipersuade iparents) iand ievasion i(e.g. iasking ithe iparent iwho iis imore ilikely ito isay iyes), 

ilaissez-faire i(e.g. idoing iwhat ihe/she iwants, iregardless) i(Cowan iet ial., i1984; iFalbo i& 

iPeplau, i1980). 

 

Cowan iand iAvants i(1988), iin itheir ifollow iup istudy, iexplicitly ifocused ion ithe imother-

child i(aged ibetween ieleven iand ififteen iyears iold) idyad. iIn ithis i1988 istudy, itwelve 

iinfluence istrategies iwere iidentified ithrough ia iseries iof iquestionnaires iadministered ito 

ithe ichild iand ihis ior iher imother. iThe itwelve iinfluence istrategies iidentified iare i‘ask, 

ibargain, ishow ipositive ifeelings, ido ias iI iplease, itell, ishow inegative i‘affect’, ipersistence, 

ibeg iand iplead, iperform igood ideeds, ireason, icry iand iget iangry’ iThree igeneral 

icategories iof iinfluence istrategies iwere ifurther iidentified ithrough ifactor ianalysis; ithose 

istrategies iwhich iwere iused iwhere ihigh iresistance ifrom ithe iparent iwas iexpected 

i(anticipating inon-compliance istrategies, ie.g. ibeg iand iplead, icry), ithose istrategies iused 

iwhere ilow iresistance iwas iexpected ifrom ithe iparent i(autonomous istrategies, ie.g. itell, 

ilaissez-faire) iand istrategies iused iin iwhich ithe irelationship ibetween ithe iparent iand ichild 

iinvolved igive iand itake i(egalitarian istrategies, ie.g. ibargain iand ireason). i 

 

Palan iand iWilkes i(1997), ithrough iin-depth iinterviews iconducted iwith ian iadolescent 

i(aged ibetween itwelve iand ififteen iyears) iand ihis ior iher imother iand ifather, iidentified 

ifour iclasses iof iinfluence istrategies iwhich iadolescents iused ito iinfluence itheir iparents. 

iThe iclasses iof iinfluence istrategies iidentified iby iPalan iand iWilkes i(1997) iinclude 
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ibargaining istrategies, ipersuasion istrategies, iemotional istrategies iand irequest 

istrategies. 

 

Whilst iPalan iand iWilkes i(1997) idid iinclude iboth iparents iin itheir istudy, itheir istudy iwas 

ipredominantly iorientated ito iintact, inuclear ifamilies i(although iit iis irecognised ithat ia 

ismall ipercentage iof iparents iinvolved iin ithis istudy iwere istepparents). iAcknowledging 

ithis ipoint, ithey istate ithat i'future iresearch imight ialso iinvestigate imore iclosely ihow 

ifamily istructure iand iparental irearing ipractices iaffect iadolescent iparticipation iin ifamily 

idecision imaking' i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997, ip. i167). iEqually, iPalan iand iWilkes i(1997, ip. 

i160) ialso ilimited ithe inumber iof ichildren iper ifamily iinvolved iin itheir ifamily idecision- 

imaking istudy, ialso iacknowledging ithat i'all ifamilies ihad iat ileast ione ichild iin iaddition ito 

ithe iparticipating iadolescent'. iThis iadditional iuntapped ichild imay ivery iwell ihave 

idifferent iexperiences iand iemploy ivery idifferent iinfluence istrategies ifrom ithe 

iadolescent iwho iparticipated iin itheir istudy. iLikewise, ithe iability iof isiblings ito iundertake 

iinfluence istrategies ias ia icollective i(Lee i& iCollins, i2000; iKerrane, iHogg i& iBettany, 

i2012) iis ineglected ias ithis istudy imerely icollected idata ifrom ione ilone ichild iper ifamily. 

 

Table i2.1: iThe ichild iinfluence istrategy istudies 

Author(s) Context iof istudy Participants i& iMethods Influence 

istrategy 

Kerrane, iHogg i& 

iBettany i(2012) 
Influence 

istrategies 
29 ifamily iinformants iChild–

parent iinteraction iin ifamily 

idecision imaking 

 

Lawlor i& iProthero 

i(2011) 
Influence 

istrategies 
52 iboys i& igirls i(7–9-year-old). 

iPurchase irequests 
Ask, ipersistence, 

ideal, ipositive 

iaffect, inegative 

iaffect 

Götze, iPrange i& 

iUhrovska i(2009) 
Influence 

istrategies 
14 iparents i(their ichildren iaged 

i10–15 iyears). iElectronic 

iproducts; ifood; iclothing; 

isports iequipment; iplaythings; 

Bargaining, iwant, 

irequest, ipersuasion 

iexpress 
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iaccessories; icosmetic 

iproducts; ibooks iand ispecial 

iinterest imagazines 

Shoham i& 

iDalakas i(2005) 
adolescents’ 

influence itactics 
Parents iof ichildren iages i10 i- 

i18 iin iIsrael ibreakfast icereals 

iand iathletic ishoes 

 

Flurry i& iBurns 

i(2005) 
Family iinfluence 987 imother-child i(13–17 

iyears) ipairs. iToy ipurchase 
Ask inicely, iBargain, 

iShow iaffection, 

iJust iask, iCon, 

iDisplay ianger, iBeg 

Belch, iKrentler, 
and iWillis-Flurry 

(2005) 

Vacation ipurchase Informational i(Virtual 

iknowledge iused ito icontribute 

itowards ifamily idecision 

imaking) 

Informational, 

iShow ianger, 
Cry ior ipout, iCon 

Marquis i(2004) Influence 

istrategies 
267 iboys iand i267 igirls i(mean 

iage i10.5±0.6 iyears’ igirls, 

i10.5±0.7 iyears’ iboys. iFood 

ipurchases 

Bargain, 

ipersuasion, 

iemotional 

Thomson i& iLaing 

i(2003) 
How ithe iInternet 

iis iused ito iinform 
decision imaking 

20 inuclear ifamilies i(all iparents 

iand ichildren, iaged i13–15 

iyears). iHow ithe iInternet iis 

iused ito iinform idecision imaking 

Informational 

i(Using ithe iInternet 

ito icollect 

iinformation ito 

istrengthen, 

ipurchase irequests), 

ibargaining 

Williams i& iBurns 

i(2002) 
Common, 

ipurchase, 

iinfluence 

100 ifamilies: imother, ifather, i& 

ione ichild i(12–15 iyears). 

iAdolescent–parent iinteraction 

iin ifamily idecision imaking 

Persuasion, 

iemotional, irequest, 

iasking, ibargaining, 

ishowing iaffection, 

ibehaving inicely, 

ipleading iand 

ibegging 

Lee i& iCollins 
(2000) 

 

Simulated idecision 
making iscenario; 

how ito ispend i$150 

iat ia ifamily 

irestaurant 

Videotaped 
observations iof 

family iinteractions 

Show ianger, icon, 

icry ior ipout, 

iexperience, 

icoalition, iEmotion 

Palan i& iWilkes 

i(1997 
Adolescent–parent 

interaction iin 

ifamily idecision 

imaking 

100 ifamilies: imother, ifather, i& 

ione ichild i(12–15 iyears). 

iAdolescent–parent iinteraction 

iin ifamily idecision imaking 

Bargaining, ianger, 

ireasoning, icry, 

igood ibehaviour, 

ipleading 

Cowan i& iAvants 

i(1988) 
Family iinfluence 50 ifamilies; idiary istudy iof 

ichildren i(3–11years). iProduct 

irequests i(food, itoys, iclothes, 

isports iequipment) 

Emotional, iask, 

ibargain, itell, 

inegative ifeelings, 

ipositive ifeelings 

Isler, iPopper i& 
Ward i(1987) 

Children's 

ipurchase 
requests 

250 ifamilies; imothers 
encouraged ito ikeep ia ifour 
week idiary ientry ifor ione 
child i(5-7 iyears) iin ithe 

family 

Laissez-faire, 

ipleading, 

ibargaining, 

ievasion, iasking 
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Cowan, iDrinkard, 

i& iMacGavin 

i(1984) 

‘How iI iget imy iway 

iwith imy imother... 

ifather...best 

ifriend’ 

198 iadolescents i(11–17 iyears) 
Individual iEssays 

Asking, iBegging 

iand ipleading, 

iTelling ior iassertion 

Atkin i(1978) Parent-child 

iinteraction iin 
supermarket 

idecision-making 

516 ifamily ishopping iunits 

i(children iaged i2–12years). 

iCereal ipurchase idecisions 

Demands, irequest 

ior iexpress idesire 

 

Source: iAdapted ifrom iKerrane, iHogg i& iBettany i(2012, ip. i812-817) 

 

Others ihave ialso icontributed ito iwhat iwe iknow iabout ichild iinfluence istrategies. iWilliams 

iand iBurns i(2000), ithrough isemi-structured iin-depth iand itelephone iinterviews iwith ia 

ichild i(aged ieight ito ieleven iyears iold) iand ihis ior iher imother, iand iquestionnaire 

idistribution ito ichildren, iidentified iseven idimensions iof idirect iinfluence istrategies; 

iasking inicely, idisplaying ianger, ibargaining, ishowing iaffection, ibegging iand ipleading, 

ijust iasking iand iconning. iExamples iof ithe iinfluence istrategies i(see itable i2.1). iWhilst 

iJohnson, iMcPhail iand iYau i(1994) iidentified i'Politics' ias ia iway iin iwhich ia ifamily imember 

ican iget ihis ior iher iway, ithe ipotential ito iform icoalitions iand iof iteamwork iis ilargely ian 

iunexplored iarea iin iexisting iconsumer iresearch istudies ifocussing ion ithe iinfluence 

istrategies iof ichildren, ialthough iLee iand iCollins i(2000) ifound iempirical ievidence ito 

isupport ithe iformation iof icoalitions iin ifamily idecision imaking iin itheir inuclear ifamily 

istudy. iThe inext isection ireviews icoalition ias ia idecision-making istrategy. 

 

2.5.1 iCoalition iStrategy 

 

Research isuggests ithat icoalition iformation iprovide ia imutual itactic ifor iresolving 

idecision-making iconflict i(Vuchinich iet ial., i1988). iCoalition iinfluence iattempt ihas ibeen 

iassociated iwith ipolitical istrategies iand iapplication iof icoercion i(Sheth, i1974; iJohnson iet 

ial., i1994) iand ionly iarises iwhen ithe ifamily idisagrees iduring ithe idecision-making 
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iprocess. iPoliticking icomprises ithe iformation iof icoalitions iand isub-groups ito isegregate 

iany imember iwith iwhom ithere iis iconflict. iLee iand iCollins i(2000, ip. i1183) idefine 

i‘coalition’ ias i“two ior imore imembers iof ithe ifamily iunit iwho icollude ito iinfluence ithe 

ioutcome iof ia iparticular idecision”. iThe icoalition istrategy iis ioften icalled i'majority irule' 

i(Pearson, i1989). iChildren imay iform ia icoalition iwith ia isibling ior ia iparent ito iinfluence ia 

ipurchase idecision i(Lee i& iCollins, i2000, i2002; iThomson, i2007; iGbadamosi, i2012). 

iCoalition istrategy iis ia imeans iby iwhich ichildren ican iboost itheir ichances iof iinfluence 

isuccess iby iforming iunions iwith iother ifamily imembers ito ibest isell ior ijustify ia ipurchase 

irequest i(Lee i& iCollins, i2000; iThomson iet ial., i2007). iChildren irecognise ithe ichance ito 

iform ia icoalition iwith iother ifamily imembers ito iinfluence ia ihigh iinvolvement ipurchase 

idecision. iThis ican iinclude iplanned iand iunplanned icoalitions ibetween isiblings, ior 

ibetween ichildren iand iparents idirected iat iinfluencing ia idecision ioutcome. iChild iinitiated 

icoalitions ioften itargeted ione iparent iwhom ithey isee ias ibeing ieasier ito ipersuade ior imore 

isupportive ibut, iwith ihighly iinvolved ipurchases, ithese iare ioften ilonger-term icoalitions 

iestablished iover ia ilong itime i(Thompson iet ial., i2007). iVuchinich iet ial.’s i(1988) istudy 

isuggest ithat imore ithan i50 iper icent iof ifamily idecisions iare iresolved ithrough ithe 

iformation iof icoalitions. iHowever, iother istudies iassert ithat ithe iuse iof icoalition istrategy 

iin idecision imaking iis irare i(Sheth i& iCosmos, i1975; iBelch iet ial., i1980). iStudies ion 

icoalition ibehaviour ihave ihad iconflicting iconclusions. i 

 

Given ithe ichanging irole iof ithe ichild i(attributable ito iindividualisation iand ithe ichanging 

iof ifamily ilifestyles), iit iwould ibe ihighly iinsightful ito isee iif isiblings ido iwork itogether ito iget 

itheir iway i- iespecially iso iat itimes iof igreat ichange, isuch ias igrowth iin iethical ilifestyle. 
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iIndeed, iit iwould ibe iequally iinsightful ito iexplore ithe iinfluence istrategies iof isibling 

igroups iacross ia irange iof iproducts isuch ias iethical ifoods, ifirmly ifocussing ion ibetter 

iunderstanding ithe iprocess iof iinfluence iitself i- ifollowing iWilliams iand iBurns i(2000); 

iKerrane iet ial., i(2012) iand iKim iet ial’s., i(2015) icall ifor ifurther iresearch ito iexplore ithe 

iinfluence istrategies iof iadolescents, iand ialso iaddressing iPalan iand iWilkes' i(1997) icall 

ifor iresearch ithat iexplores ithe iinfluence istrategies iof iadolescents iacross ia irange iof 

ifamily istructures. iLack iof iresearch iabout icoalitions iraises imany iunanswered iquestions. 

iFor iexample, ido iadolescents iwork iin igroup ii.e. icoalition iwith iother ifamily imembers, 

iand iif iso, iwhat ifactors idetermine iadolescent's iability ito iform icoalitions iwith iothers, iand 

iwhat iissues idetermine ithe isuccess ior ifailure iof ithose icoalitions ito iinfluence ifamily 

iethical ifood idecisions? iThis ithesis iseeks ito iexplore ithese iquestions ifurther. 

 

2.5.2 iProduct irelated iinfluence 
 

Much iof ithe iresearch ion ichild ipurchase iinfluence ihas ihighlighted ia istrong ilink ibetween 

ilevels iof iinfluence iand ithe ispecific iproduct ipurchase idecision. iGeuens iet ial. i(2002) 

isuggested ithat iproduct itype iwas ione iof ithe imost iimportant ifactors iaffecting ithe iextent 

iof ichild ipurchase iinfluence. iNumerous iresearchers ihave ifound ievidence ito isuggest ithat 

ithe iinfluence iof ichildren ion ifamily idecision imaking ivaries idepending ion ithe itype iof 

iproduct iinvolved i(e.g. iIsler iet ial., i1987; iGötze iet ial., i2009; iChaudhary i& iGupta, i2012). 

iResearch, iin igeneral, ihas inoted ia idegree iof ivariation iboth ibetween iand iwithin ifamilies 

iconcerning iinfluence ilevels ifor ivarious iproducts i(Hall iet ial., i1995; iKim iet ial., i2018). 

iResearch ihas ioften iconcluded ithat ichildren iare imore ilikely ito iinfluence ithe ipurchase 

idecisions ithat idirectly iaffect ithem i(e.g. iFoxman iet ial. i1989a; iHall iet ial., i1995; iGötze iet 
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ial., i2009). iThese ipurchases iare ieither ipurchases ifor ithe ichild ior ifamily ipurchases iin 

iwhich ithe ichild iis iinvolved iin ithe iconsumption iof ithe ifinal iproduct iand iis itherefore 

iincluded iwithin ithe idecision iprocess. iOverall, ichildren itend ito ihave imore iinfluence iover 

iless iexpensive iproducts iand ithose ifor itheir iuse i(e.g. iFoxman iet ial., i1989a). iTherefore, 

ias imay ibe ipredicted, ichildren ihave ibeen ifound ito ihave iconsiderable iinfluence iover 

iproducts iwhere ithey iare ithe iprimary iconsumer isuch ias isnacks i(Ahuja i& iStinson i1993), 

itoys i(Frideres i1973; iMangleburg i1990), ichildren's iwear i(Foxman i& iTansuhaj, i1988), 

icereal i(Atkin, i1978; iBelch iet ial., i1985) iand ieating iout i(Labrecque i& iRicard i2001; iLee i& 

iBeatty, i2002). i 

 

Similarly, iHall iet ial. i(1995) ifound ithat ichildren ihad iconsiderable iinfluence iover ilow 

iinvolvement, ieveryday ipurchases isuch ias ibreakfast icereal, itake-away ifood, ivideo 

igames, iand ibrand iof iclothes. iThis iinfluence ibehaviour iis iperhaps ipredictable 

iconsidering ithe iproducts iresearched iseem ivery ichild iorientated iand iare irelatively ismall 

iitems irather ithan ifamily iproducts isuch ias icars iand itelevisions iwhich irequire ia imuch 

ilarger iamount iof ispending iand irisk. iThis iwill ibe idiscussed iin ithe inext isection. 

 

Rather ithan imerely iinfluencing ipurchase idecisions ifor iproducts ithat ithey idirectly iuse ior 

iconsume, ias iwas imentioned iabove, ichildren ihave ibeen ifound ito iinfluence ia imuch iwider 

irange iof iproduct idecisions ifor iitems ithat iare iused iby ithe iwhole ifamily i(e.g. iFoxman iet 

ial., i1989a; i1989b). iStudies ihave ishown ithat ichildren ican iinfluence ia iwide irange iof 

ilarge iproduct idecisions iincluding icars, iholidays iand itelevisions i(Götze iet ial., i2009; 

iChaudhary i& iGupta, i2012; iKim iet ial., i2015). iSome iof ithe ihighest ilevels iof iinfluence 

ihave ibeen ifound iin ichild-oriented ifamily ipurchases isuch ias iholidays iand ileisure 
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iactivities i(e.g. iMangleburg, i1990; iHall iet ial., i1995; iAshraf i& iKhan, i2016) ialthough iit iis 

iacknowledged ithat ioften ithis iinfluence ilevel iis iless ithan ifor iindividual ipurchases ifor ithe 

ichild. iInfluence ilevels iare ilower ifor ifamily ipurchases ithat iare iclassed ias iadult-oriented 

isuch ias icars, ifurniture iand iTV's i(e.g. iMangleburg, i1990). iChildren imay inot ibe 

iinterested iin ithese ipurchases iand iparents iseeing ithe ipurchase ias irisky imay iprefer ito 

idecide iwithout iallowing ithe ichild ito imake ian iinput. iHowever, iFoxman iand iTansuhaj, 

i(1988) ifound ithat iboth imothers iand iadolescents iagreed ithat ithe iadolescents ihad isome 

iinfluence ion iproducts iperceived ias ihigh-risk, ifamily ipurchases i(e.g. iliving iroom 

ifurniture). iTheir iresearch ihas iadded ito ithe ibody iof ievidence isupporting ithe inotion ithat 

iadolescents imake ian iactive icontribution ito ifamily ipurchase idecisions ieven ifor 

iexpensive ipurchases ithat iare inot ifor itheir iuse. i 

 

Finally, ian iimportant ipoint ito iconsider iwhen idiscussing iinfluence ion ilarger ifamily 

ipurchases iis imuch iof ithe iresearch ihas ifocused ion ionly idirect iinfluence ibehaviour iand 

ihas inot iacknowledged ithe ipotential ifor iindirect iinfluence. iTherefore, iit imay ibe itrue ito 

isay ithat ialthough ilevels iof idirect iinfluence iare isometimes ilow ifor ifamily ipurchases, ithis 

imay ibe icompensated iby iincreased ilevels iof iindirect iinfluence. iHowever, iit iis 

iquestionable iwhether iresearch iis icapturing ithis itype iof iinfluence iand itherefore imay ibe 

iunderestimating iinfluence ilevels. 

 

The iprevious idiscussion ihas iexplored ithe itypes iof ipurchase idecisions ithat ichildren 

iinfluence. iA ikey ifactor isuggested iby iresearchers ifor ithe ivariation iin ichild iinfluence 

iacross ipurchase idecisions iis iinterest iin ithe idecision. iRoberts iet ial., i(1981) ifound ithat 

ichildren ihad ihigher iinfluence iover ifamily ipurchases ithat ihad ihigh iusage irates ifor ithe 
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ifamily. iEkstrom iet ial., i(1987) ifelt ithat ia ireasonable iexplanation ifor ithis iwas ithat 

ichildren iwere imore ilikely ito itry ito iinfluence iproduct idecisions ithey isaw ias iimportant. iIt 

iis isuggested ithat ithe imore iinterested ia iperson iis iin ithe iproduct idecision, ithe imore ilikely 

ithey iare ito ibecome iinvolved iin ithe idecision-making iprocess iand itherefore iinfluence ithe 

ioutcome i(e.g. iFoxman iet ial., i1989b; iLevy i& iLee, i2004). i 

 

In itheir iresults, iFoxman iet ial. i(1989b) isupported ithese isuggestions iand ifound ithat 

iknowledge iand iimportance iaffected iadolescent's iinfluence. iSimilarly, iBeatty iand 

iTalpade i(1994) ifound ithat iproduct iimportance iand iusage iprovided ithe imost iconsistent 

iexplanation ifor ithe iinfluence ithat iteenagers ibelieved ithey ihad ion ifamily idecision 

imaking. iThe imore iinterested ian iindividual iis iin ia ipurchase idecision, ithe imore ilikely ithey 

iare ito iinvest itime iand ieffort iin iinfluencing ithe ipurchase idecision. iThey imay icollect 

ipurchase iinformation ior imay irely ion itheir iknowledge ito ithe iextent ithat ithey iare ian 

iexpert. iThere iare ialso ilinks imade ito irelative iinvestment itheory iwith ithe isuggestion ithat 

ian iindividual's iinvolvement iin ia idecision i(and itherefore iperhaps iinfluence) iis 

idetermined iin ipart iby ihow imuch ithat ipurchase idecision iaffects ithem i(Beatty i& 

iTalpade, i1994). iThe iInvolvement itheory isuggests ithat ithe iindividual iwho iis imore 

ihighly iinvolved iwith ithe iproduct i(in iterms iof iinterest, iknowledge, iuse) iwill ihave imore 

idecision i-making ipower ifor ithat iproduct i(Qualls, i1987). i 

 

The iinfluence istrategies iadopted iby ichildren iare ialso isuggested ito ivary iby iproduct 

icategory i(Hall iet ial., i1995). iChildren imay ibe imore iwilling ito iadopt ielaborate iinfluence 

istrategies iif ithey iperceive ithe ipurchase ias iimportant. iFoxman iand iTansuhaj i(1988) 

iexplored ithe ilink ibetween ithe iperceived iimportance iof ithe ipurchase iand iinfluence, ibut 
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ino iconcrete iconclusions iwere ireached. iThey ihighlighted ithe ilack iof iresearch 

iinvestigating ithe ilink ibetween iproduct iimportance iperceptions iand ichildren's iperceived 

ipurchase iinfluence isuggesting ithere iis ia ineed ito iexplore ithe iimportance iof ithis ifactor 

ion iinfluence ilevels ifurther ias iresearch ito idate iseems ito isuggest ithere iis ia ipositive 

irelationship. 

 

 

2.5.2 iSummary 
 

A idiversity iof istrategies ihas ibeen iidentified. iKerrane, iHogg i& iBettany i(2012) iattempted 

ito iclassify ithese idifferent ichild iinfluence ias irequest i(e.g. idirect iask, idemanding, 

iinformed irequests), ipersuasion i(e.g. iopinionating, icoalition iformation, 

inagging/persistence iand ipestering), ilaissez-faire istrategies i(e.g. itaking iindependent 

iaction), ibargaining i(e.g. ideal-making, ieliciting ireciprocity), iand iemotional i(e.g. 

idisplays iof ipositive iand inegative iaffect). iThis isection ihas ireviewed ithe iliterature ion 

idirect iand iindirect iinfluence istrategies iof ichildren. iWhereas idirect istrategies iinvolve ithe 

iuse iof imore iovert ibehaviours i(e.g. iasking, ibegging, iand ipleading), iindirect istrategies 

iare ibelieved ito ioccur iwhen i‘the iinfluencer iacts ias iif ithe iperson ion ithe ireceiving iend iis 

inot iaware iof ithe iinfluence’ i(Johnson, i1976, ip. i100). iWilliams iand iBurns i(2000) icall ifor 

ifurther iresearch iwhich iinvestigates ithe iinfluence istrategies iof ichildren. iWhilst ithe 

iinfluence istrategies iof iadult ispouses iwithin ifamilies iare iwidely idocumented, ithe 

iinfluence iof ichildren iwithin ifamilies ihas ibeen iunder-researched. i 
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The inext isection ifurther ielaborates ion ithe iinfluence istrategies iof ichildren, ireviewing 

iliterature iwhich isuggests ithat itheir ipotential ito iinfluence ifamily idecision imaking, iand 

ithe iextent iof itheir iparticipation iin ithe iprocess, iis iaffected iby iseveral iantecedent ifactors. 

 

 

2.6 iFactors iaffecting iChild iInfluence 

Research ihas ishown ithat iapart ifrom iproduct itype i(discussed iabove) ithere iare iother 

ifactors iwhich ican iimpact ion iinfluence ilevels. iTable i2.2 ibelow isummarises isome ikey 

iareas iidentified iby iresearchers ias ihaving ian iimpact ion ichild iinfluence iand iprovides 

isummary iexamples iof ifindings. iThese ifactors iwill inot ibe idiscussed iat ilength ifor ithree 

ireasons; ifirstly, iresearch iinto imany iof ithese ifactors iis ilimited iand isometimes 

iinconclusive iand itherefore idoes inot iwarrant iextended idiscussion; isecondly, imuch iof 

ithe iresearch ion ithe iimpact iof ithese ifactors ihas ibeen iconducted iconcerning ihusbands 

iand iwives iand ihas inot iconsidered ithe iimpact ion i- ichild iinfluence ito ia igreat iextent i(e.g. 

isex irole-orientation iof iparents); ithirdly, ithese ifactors iwere inot ia ikey ifocus ifor ithis 

ithesis ias irather ithan imeasuring iinfluence ilevels, ithis iresearch iaimed ito igenerate idepth 

iinsight iinto ithe ifamily iethical ifood idecision-making iprocess iand iadolescent iinfluence 

ibehaviours. iThe itable ibelow iindicates ithat ichildren's ipurchase iinfluence ivaries 

iaccording ito iseveral ifactors, ibut ithere iis ilittle iexplanation ias ito iwhy ithis iis ithe icase. 

iConsequently, iMangleburg i(1990) iraised ithe ineed ifor isound itheorising iwithin ithe ifield. 

 

An iimportant ipoint ito inote iis ithe iinteractive inature iof ithe ifactors iaffecting iinfluence. 

iThere iis inot ione isingle ifactor iworking iin iisolation, irather ithere iis ian iinterplay ibetween 
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inumerous ifactors, imaking iit ivery idifficult ifor iresearchers ito ireach iconcrete iconclusions 

iabout ithe ispecific iinput iof ia isingle ifactor i(Ekstrom iet ial. i1987). 

 

Table i2.2: iFactors iaffecting ichild iinfluence 

Factors iaffecting iinfluence Example iof iauthors Summary iof ifactors 

Age iof ithe ichild Ward i& iWackman i(1972) 

 

 

 

 

 

Sherry iet ial. i(1999) 
Dunne i(1999) 

Rust i(1993) 

Influence iattempts iseemed 

ito idecrease iwith iage. iThe 

iolder ichild, imother imore 

ilikely ito irespond ipositively 

ito ia irequest 

 

Older ichildren ifound ito 

ihave imore iinfluence ithan 

iyounger ichildren 

Gender iof ichild Atkin i(1978) 

 

 

 

Moschis i& iMitchell i(1986) 

Higher isuccess irate ifor 

ipurchase irequests iamong 

ifemale ichildren ithan imale. 

 

Female iadolescents iwere 

imore ilikely ithan imale 

iadolescents ito irequest 

iproducts, imake iproduct-

related idecisions iand 

ipurchase ithe iproducts. 

 

Social iClass Mehrotra i& iTorges i(1977) 

 

 

 

Jenkins i(1979) 

 

Increasing ichild iinfluence 

ithe ihigher ithe isocial iclass 

iof iparents. 

 

Higher ilevels iof ichild 

iinfluence iin ifamilies 

with ihigher isocio-economic 

istatus. 

Family istructure/size Mangleburg iet ial. i(1999) 
Hahlo i(1999) 

Geuens iet ial. i(2003). 
 

 

Darley iand iLim i(1986) 

Ahuja i(1993) 

 

 

Mehrotra i& iTorges i(1977) i 

Dunne i(1999) i 

Highest ilevels iof iperceived 

adolescent iinfluence iin 

isingle-parent ifamilies, 

ilowest iin istep-families 

 

Adolescent iinfluence 

iincreased iin isize ifor isome 

iproducts iin isingle-parent 

ifamilies. 

 

Child iinfluence iincreased ias 

ifamily isize iincreased 

Parents iemployment istatus Beatty i& iTalpade i(1994) Dual iincome istatus iallowed 

iteenagers iemployment 

istatus igreater iinfluence ifor 
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isome idurable ifamily 

ipurchases 

Parental isex-role iorientation i(SRO) Scanzoni i& iSzinovacz i(1980) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Roberts iet ial. i(1981) 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Lee i& iBeatty i(2002) 

Parents iwith ia imodern iSRO 

iwill iencourage iadolescent 

iparticipation idecision 

imaking iand itherefore ithey 

iwill ihave imore iinfluence. 

 

Children ihad iless iinfluence 

iover ipurchase idecisions 

iwhen ithe imother iwas 

iconsidered itraditional ior 

iconservative iin iher irole. 

 

Adolescents iof imodern 

imothers iare imore 

iinfluential iif itheir imothers 

ido inot iwork ioutside ithe 

ihome; iif ithey iwork ioutside 

ithe ihome, ithe iimpact iof 

SRO iis iless 

Child iresources i(income 

icontribution, iemployment istatus, 
education, igrades, iparental ilove 

iand iaffection) 

Moschis i& iMitchell i(1986) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Foxman iet ial. i(1989a) 
 

 

 

 

 

Foxman iet ial. i(1989b) 
 

Adolescents iwith imore 

imoney ihave imore 

purchasing iindependence 

iand iare iless ilikely ito 

irequest iand idiscuss 

iproducts ifor iindividual ior 

ifamily iuse. 

 

Earnings iand iemployment 

ipositively iaffect iteen's 

iperceived iinfluence 

 
 i 
 

Grades iwere iparticularly 

isignificant iin iexplaining 

iincreased iinfluence iby 

ichildren. 

 

Situational icharacteristics i(e.g. 

iperceived irisk iand itime ipressure); 

irelated ito iproduct icharacteristics 

Davis i& iRigaux i(1974) i 

Qualls i(1982) 

 

 

 

 

Sheth i(1974) 

 

 

 

Lee i(1992) 

 

 

For ia ihigh-risk ipurchase 

i(e.g. iexpensive ipurchase) 

ijoint idecision imaking iit 

ilikely. 

 

When ithere iis ipressure ito 

imake ia iquick idecision, ia 

ijoint idecision iis iless ilikely. 

 

A ilow irisk imay ibe imade iby 

iindividual imembers. 
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For iexample, iLevy iand iLee i(2004) isuggested ithat ifamily, iindividual iand isituational 

icharacteristics iwork itogether ito idetermine iwho iwill ihave ia idirect iand iindirect iinfluence. 

iSimilarly, iFoxman iet ial. i(1989b) ifound ithat ithe iextent ito iwhich iadolescents iinfluenced 

ipurchase idecisions iwas iaffected iby ithe ifamily icommunication ienvironment, ithe 

iadolescent's ipersonal iresources iand iperceived iproduct iknowledge iand iimportance. iA 

ikey iarea iinto iwhich iseveral ifactors ifall iis ifamily icharacteristics; ithis iincludes ifactors 

isuch ias isocial iclass; iparental iemployment istatus; ifamily istructure iand isex-role 

iorientation. iFindings iwithin ithis iarea ihave ibeen imixed iand ilargely iinconclusive. iFor 

iexample, istudies iindicate ithat ichildren ihave imore iinfluence iin ihigher isocioeconomic 

istatus ifamilies i(Jenkins, i1979; iMoschis i& iMitchell, i1986) ihowever iAtkins i(1978), 

iJenkins i(1979) iand iCross i& iGilly i(2014) idid inot ifind iany isignificant irelationship. i 

 

Some iresearchers ihave imade iclaims ithat ichild iinfluence iincreased ias ifamily isize 

iincreased i(Kerrane i& iHogg, i2013), ithis ifinding ihas ibeen idisputed iby iothers i(e.g. iWard 

iet ial. i1977). iWith iparental iemployment istatus, iBeatty iand iTaplade i(1994) ifound ithat 

iadolescents iin idual-income ifamilies iwere iallowed imore iinfluence. iHowever, iwhen iLee 

iand iBeatty i(2002) iexplored ithe iinteraction ieffects iof iSRO i(Qualls, i1987) iand 

ioccupational istatus iof iwives, ithe iresult iwas iless iclear icut. iThe iresults iindicated ithat 

iadolescents iof imodem imothers iwere imore iinfluential iif itheir imothers idid inot iwork 

ioutside ithe ihome ithan iif ithey idid. 

 

In iaddition ito ithe ifamily icharacteristics ithat iimpact ion iinfluence, ithe itable ialso 

ihighlights isituational iand iindividual icharacteristics iof ithe ichild i(e. ig. iresources, iage iand 
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igender) ithat ican iaffect iinfluence ilevels. iConcerning iresources, ithe iresource itheory 

i(Blood i& iWolfe, i1960) isuggests ithat iby icomparing ithe iresources iof iparents iand 

ichildren, iwho iplays ithe idominant irole iwithin ia ifamily ipurchase idecision ican ibe 

idetermined. iHowever, ithis iseems ito ibe idependent ion ithe itype iof iresource ias ialthough 

isome ihave ifound ithat iresources isuch i'as igrades ican ipositively iaffect iinfluence i(Foxman 

iet ial. i1989a), iothers ihave ifound ithat iresources isuch ias iincome ican idecrease iinfluence 

iamong iadolescent ichildren ias ithis imakes ithem imore iindependent i(e.g. iMoschis i& 

iMitchell, i1986). i 

 

Conceivably, imost istudies ihave ifound ithat iolder ichildren ihave iconsiderably imore 

iinfluence ithan iyounger ichildren. iThis ican ibe iexplained iby ithe ifact ithat iolder ichildren 

i(adolescents) ihave imore iexperience iwith iproducts iand ihave iacquired, ia igreater ilevel iof 

iconsumer iskill i(Mangleburg, i1990; iUmaña-Taylor iet ial., i2013), iand imay iuse idifferent 

iinfluence istrategies ito ichange idecision ioutcomes ithan iyounger ichildren i(Foxman, 

iTansuhaj i& iEkstrom i1989a; iMikeska iet ial., i2017; iKim, iLee i& iHan, i2018). iWhile iyounger 

ichildren itend ito isimply iask ifor iproducts, iadolescents i(e.g., i11 iyears iand iabove) iare 

ifound ito iinteract imore iwith iparents iand iuse ia iwider ivariety iof iinfluence istrategies ithan 

iyounger ichildren i(e.g., i3-11 iyears) ido i(Atkin, i1978; iIsler, iPopper i& iWard i1987; iFlurry 

i& iVeeck, i2009). iThis ihas ibeen ithe icase iin iall idecision istages ifor idurables, inon-

durables, iand ioutside ientertainments i(Götze, iPrange i& iUhrovska, i2009). i 

 

Within ithe imarketing iliterature, ithere iis ivery ilittle iresearch ireported ion ithe iimpact iof 

igender ion ichild ipurchase iinfluence. iPerhaps idue ito itheir iearly ilearning iof isex iroles, 
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iMoschis iand iMitchell i(1986) ifound ithat ifemale iadolescents iwere imore ilikely ithan ia 

imale iadolescent ito irequest iproducts, imake iproduct-related idecisions iand ipurchase ithe 

iproducts. iAtkin i(1978) ialso ifound ia ihigher isuccess irate ifor ipurchase irequests iamong 

ifemale ichildren ithan imale. iIn iaddition ito ithe ifactors irelated ito ithe ifamily iand ithe 

ipurchase isituation, isome iresearchers ihave iexplored ithe iimpact iof iculture ion iinfluence 

ibehaviour, ialthough imuch iof ithis ihas ibeen ifocussed ion ispouses iand idid inot iinclude 

ichildren i(e.g. iHempel, i1974; iGreen iet ial. i1983). iThese istudies ireported iconflicting 

iresults ion ithe iimpact iof iculture. iHowever, ithere iare isome isigns ithat iculture idoes 

iimpact ion iinfluence istructures i(Rose, iDalakas i& iKropp, i2003) iand itherefore ithere iis ia 

ineed ifor ifurther icross-cultural iresearch. 

 

Additional ifamily icharacteristics inot imentioned iin ithe itable iwhich ihave ibeen ifound ito 

iimpact ion ichild ipurchase iinfluence iare iparental icommunication istyle iand iconsumer 

isocialisation iattitudes. iTo iunderstand ithe iimpact iof ithese ifactors, iit iis ifirst iimportant ito 

iintroduce ithese iconcepts ito ithe ireader. iThe ifollowing isection iwill iintroduce ithe iconcept 

iof iconsumer isocialisation iand iwill iexplore ithe idynamics iof iparent-child icommunication 

ialso iaddress ihow ipower irelational itheory iwould irelate ito ithe iparent-child iinteraction. 

iThe idiscussion iwill iseek ito ihighlight ihow ithese ifactors iimpact ion ichild ipurchase 

iinfluence. 

 

2.6.1 iParental isocialisation i 
 

The iconsumer isocialisation itheory iargues ithat ithe ijourney ithrough ichildhood iis ia 

ilearning icurve iduring iwhich ichildren iacquire iconsumer-related iknowledge, iskills, iand 

ibehaviours i(John, i2008; iKim iet ial., i2015). iChildren iacquire isuch iskills ifrom iinteracting 
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iwith iparents, ipeers, iand ithe imedia i(Moschis i& iChurchill, i1978; iThomson i& iLaing, 

i2003). iThe itheory iof iconsumer isocialisation ioriginates ifrom ithe iwider iresearch iin 

isocialisation, iwhich iZigler iand iChild i(1969) ireferred ito ias ithe imethod iby iwhich 

iindividuals, ithrough iinteraction ior itransaction iwith iothers, idevelop itheir iprecise iforms 

iof isocially irelevant iexperiences iand ibehaviours. iThe ipurpose iof isocialisation iis ito ilive iin 

ia isociety iwhere ithere iis ia ineed ifor iconforming ito isocietal inorms ior iexpectations. 

iMoschis i(1987, ip. i23) iwrites: i‘‘from ia isocial iperspective, ian iindividual ican ibe isaid ito ibe 

isocialized iwhen ihe ior ishe ihas ilearned ito ithink iand ifeel iaccording ito isociety’s 

iexpectations.’’ iTo ilive iin isociety icomprises ibecoming ia imember iof ithat isociety. 

iAccording ito iBrim i(1966, ip. i3), i‘‘socialisation irefers ito ithe iprocess iby iwhich ipersons 

iacquire ithe iknowledge, iskills iand idispositions ithat imake ithem iable imembers iof itheir 

isociety.’’ iThis idefinition istrongly iinfluenced iWard’s i(1974) idefinition iof isocialisation. 

iMoreover, iGecas i(1981, ip. i166) ihighlights ithe imembership ielement iand iargued ithat: 

i‘‘…identification iwith ithe isocialiser ior ithe isocialising igroup imakes ione imore ireceptive ito 

itheir iinfluence iand imotivated ito ibe isocialized iin iaccordance iwith itheir istandards.’’ iIt ihas 

ibeen isuggested ithat ian iindividual iis inot iborn ias ia imember iof isociety: i‘‘he iis iborn iwith ia 

ipredisposition itowards isociality, iand ihe ibecomes ia imember iof isociety’’ i(Berger i& 

iLuckmann, i1967, ip. i149). iFrom ia imarketing iperspective, ito ilive iin isociety iinvolves 

ifunctioning iin ithe imarketplace i(e.g., iWard, i1974). i 

 

The iobject iof iconsumer isocialisation istudies ihas ibeen iabout ihow iindividuals ilearn ito ibe 

ieffective iconsumers. iWard i(1974, ip. i2) iadopted ithe iconcept iof isocialisation ito 

imarketing icontext iby idefining ithe iconsumer isocialisation ias i"the iprocess iby iwhich 

iyoung ipeople iacquire iskills, iknowledge, iand iattitudes irelevant ito itheir ifunctioning ias 
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iconsumers iin ithe imarketplace." iLater istudies iexamine ithe iantecedents, iprocess, iand 

ioutcomes iof iconsumer isocialisation i(Moschis i& iChurchill, i1978; iMoschis i& iMoore, 

i1979; iMoschis i1985, i1987). iWhile iconsumer isocialisation idefinition icomprises iyoung 

ipeople, iWard ifurther ielaborates, iin ithe isame iarticle, ithat isocialisation iis ia ilife-long 

iprocess iand ithis iprocess ihas iinspired ithe iconcept iof ireverse isocialisation i(Ekström, 

i2007; iGrønhøj i& iThøgersen, i2012) iwhere iparents ialso ilearn iabout iconsumption 

ibehaviour ifrom itheir ichildren. i 

 

Consequently, iconsumer isocialisation itheory i(see ifig. i2.1) ihas igained iextensive 

iapplication iin ithe istudy iof ihow ichildren idevelop ias iconsumers. iIt iemphasises ithat 

ichildren iacquire iconsumption-related iskills, iknowledge, iand iattitudes ithrough 

iinteractivity iwith ivarious isocialisation iagents i– ifamily, ifriends, isocial iand imass/social 

imedia. i iIt ihas ibeen isuggested ithat ichildren’s ilearning imay itake iplace ithrough ithe 

ifollowing ithree iprocesses: isocial iinteraction, ireinforcement iand imodelling i(McLeod i& 

iChaffee, i1972; iMoschis i& iChurchill, i1978; iMoschis i& iMoore, i1979; iMcNeal, i1987). 

 

 

2.6.1.1 iSocial iInteraction i i 
 

The ireinforcement iand imodelling iprocesses ifocus ion ihow isocialisation iagents isuch ias 

iparents itransform ichildren’s idevelopment ithrough itheir ibehaviour ias isetting ithe ipace, 

ireinforcers iand irole imodels. iNevertheless, ichildren iare iessentially iactive icontributors iin 

ithe ientire isocialisation iprocess iand inot ijust ipassive irecipients. iThey imight iinfluence 

isocialisation iagents iat ithe isame itime ias ithey iare iinfluenced iby ithe isocialisation iagents 

i(e.g. iMaccoby i& iMartin, i1983; iCaruana i& iVassallo, i2003; iWang iet ial., i2007; iLawlor i& 
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iProthero, i2011). iThis iphenomenon iof i‘reciprocal isocialisation’ i(Moore iet ial., i2003; iKim 

iet ial., i2018) ior ireciprocal iinfluence ibetween isocialisation iagents iand i‘socialisees’ 

ibecomes ithe ifocus iof ithe ilearning iprocess iof isocial iinteraction. iThroughout ithe isocial 

iinteraction iprocess, ichildren ireact ito isocial irelationship iand inot ijust isimply iact. 

iOccasionally, iparents imay iexplain, ifor iexample iwhy ichildren ishould ieat ihealthy ifood 

iand ichildren imay ianalyse ithe ireasoning iand iaccept ithe iexplanation. iThe imutual 

iresponse iprocess iencourages ishared ireinforcement iand ipunishment i(Raush, i1965). 

iTherefore, ithe ifrequency iand iquality iof icommunication ibetween iparents iand ichildren 

icould ihave ia igreat ideal iof ieffect ion ihow ichildren idevelop, ias iwell ias iparents' 

iadjustment itoward ichildren i(Hsieh, iChiu i& iLin, i2006; iKim, iLee i& iTomiuk, i2009). iOut iof 

ithis icommunication, ichildren imay ilearn ithe ipractice iof iconsuming iethical ifoods. 

iHowever, iparents imay ialso ipay iattention ito itheir ichildren, iappraise itheir ireasoning iand 

imay igo iahead iand ichange itheir imind ion ithe irestrictions. iThe ichange iof imind iindicates 

ithe iinfluence iof ichildren ion iparents ithrough ithe iinteraction. iSocial iinteraction icould ibe 

ia imixture iof imodelling iand ireinforcement i(Moschis i& iChurchill, i1978). iThis iinteraction 

imay ibe iinspired iby ichildren’s iearlier iactions iand ithe iconsequences iof iparents' 

ibehaviours iwhich, ithose iactions iengender i(Viswanathan, iChilders, i& iMoore, i2000). i i 
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Figure i2.1: iA iconceptual iframework iof iconsumer isocialisation 

 

 

 i(Moschis iand iChurchill i1978, ip. i600) 

 

These iinteractions ibetween ichildren iand iparents i(socialisation iagent) icontinually 

ichange ichildren’s ibehaviour iand idevelop itheir iself-concept i(e.g. iCarlson i& iGrossbart, 

i1988; iBao iet ial., i2007). iFor iinstance, iregular iparent-child icommunication ienhances 

iparents’ iinfluence ion ichildren’s iconsumption ibehaviours i(Moschis, i1985; i1989; 

iFletcher, iWalls, iCook, iMadison i& iBridges, i2008). iExaminations iof ichildren iinteraction 

iwere idone iwith icereal ichoices. iThe istudy ifound ithat iboth ithe ichild’s iassertiveness iand 

ithe imother’s ichild-centeredness iwere icentral ito ia imother’s isusceptibility ito iher ichild’s 

irequests i(Berey i& iPollay, i1968). iFurthermore, iAtkin i(1978), iin ihis istudy iinvestigated 

ihow iparents iand ichildren iinteract iin ithe ilead iup ito isupermarket idecision-making. iAtkin 

ifound ithat iwhenever ichildren iasked itheir iparents ito ipurchase ia icertain icereal, iparents 

igave iin ito isixty iper icent iof ithose irequests. iIn iother iwords, ichildren iare imore isuccessful 
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iif ithey itell itheir iparents ito ibuy ithem icereal ior iif ithey idemand itheir ichoice, irather ithan iif 

ithey isimply iask itheir imother ifor iit ior irequest ithe iitem. iHowever, iwhen ichildren 

iemployed ia imore iforceful imethod iwhen idemanding icereal, iparents igave iin ito isixty-six 

iper icent iof ithese idemands. iParents' iyielding ito ithe idemands iof itheir ichildren iis 

iextremely iaffected iby ithe iway ichildren icommunicate itheir ineeds. iSocial iinteraction 

ioccurs iin ia imutual irelationship. iThis ifinding iseems ito icontradict iBerey iand iPollay's 

i(1968) istudy iwhich iconcluded ithat inot iall imothers, iagain iin iterms iof icereal ichoices, 

iyielded ito itheir ichild's idemands iand ithat ichild-centred imothers ichose ithe iproduct ithat 

ithey ifelt iwas ibest ifor itheir ichild, iregardless iof itheir idemands. iThe iactions iand ireactions 

ibecome iimportant iwhen ithey iare iunderstood iby ipersons iin ithe irelationship i(Youniss, 

i1980). 

 

 i i 

2.6.1.2 iModelling 
 

Modelling iinvolves ichildren’s iobservation iand iimitation iof isocial iagent’s i(i.e. iparents ior 

isiblings) ibehaviour. iChildren icould igain inew ibehaviours, ibecome iaware iof ithe 

iconsequences iof idifferent ibehaviours, iand ilearn inew iways ito icombine iseveral ifactors iin 

itheir iexisting icollection iof ibehaviours iwhen iobserving iothers’ ibehaviour i(Maccoby i& 

iMartin, i1983; iYee, iLwin i& iHo, i2017). iChildren imay iobserve iparents ior isiblings iget 

irewards ifor iacting ia icertain ibehaviour, iand iby iacting isimilar ibehaviours iin ithe ifuture, 

ichildren ithemselves imay ibe irewarded i(Bandura, i1977; iFarrow, iBelcher, iCoulthard, 

iThomas, iLumsden, iHakobyan i& iHaycraft, i2019). iConsequently, ichildren ithrough ithe 

iprocess iof iimitation iacquire isome iof isocial iagents’ i(e.g. iparents ior isiblings) ibehaviours. 

iThis iconfirms ithe ifindings iof ivarious istudies iarguing ithat ichildren itend ito ihave isimilar 
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ipreferred istore itypes iand ibrand ichoice ito itheir iparents i(Childers i& iRao, i1992; iHeckler, 

iChilders i& iArunachalam, i1989; iEbster, iWagner i& iNeumueller, i2009). 

 

Children iare imost ilikely ito iimitate isocialisation iagents iwho iare iperceived ito ibe 

iinfluential, irespected, icaretaker, iand ihave isuperior iknowledge iand iskill ithan ithey ido 

i(Johnston i& iChen, i2010). iParents iprovide iconstant ipresence iwith itheir ichildren isince 

itheir iinfancy; ioffering iessential iphysical iand imental ineeds ito itheir ichildren, itherefore 

ithey iare iperceived ito ibe iinfluential; icare-providers iand ioffer iemotional isupport; 

iknowledgeable iand iskilful iin icarrying iout iseveral iresponsibilities iincluding iconsumption 

iof iwhich ichildren ineed ito ilearn. iTherefore, iparents ibecome ione iof ithe imost iimportant 

isocialisation iagents ifrom iwhom ichildren iare ilikely ito ilearn ihow ito iconsume iethically iand 

iget iinvolved iin ithe idaily iethical ifood idecision-making iprocess. iIt icould ialso imean ithat 

ichildren imay ilearn ihow ito iconsume iethically ioutside ithe ifamily ihome iand ithen 

iinfluence iother ifamily imembers ito iconsume iethically. 

 

Modelling ior iimitation iis ilikely ito itake iplace ieither iin icircumstances iwhere ithey iare 

itaught ito iimitate ior iin iother icircumstances ithe iparent’s iactions ishow ithem ihow ito iuse 

inew imaterial ior iconsume iin inew iconditions i(Maccoby i& iMartin, i1983; iAmato i& iFowler, 

i2002; iFarrow iet ial., i2019). iSince iparents iplay ia ipivotal irole iin ithe isocialisation iprocess 

iand iprovide idirections iabout ithe ivarious ielements iof ia ichildren's ilife, ichildren's 

imodelling imay ichange iif idifferent iparents igive idifferent idirections. iIt ihas ibeen ifound 

ithat iparents iwith idifferent iparental istyles i(i.e. iNeglecting iparents ivs. iAuthoritarian 

iparents) idiffer iin ihow ithey idirect iconsumption ibehaviours, iclarifying iadvertising 

icampaigns iand ilimiting itheir iexposure ito ithe imedia iin igeneral i(Carlson i& iGrossbart, 
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i1988; iKim, iYang i& iLee, i2015). iTherefore, ichildren’s imodelling ior iimitating iafter iparents 

imay ichange idue ito idifferent iparental istyles. iMore iso, ithe idifference icould ibe imore 

iapparent iwith, ifor iinstance, iauthoritative iparents iwho iprovide imore iinstructions iand 

ireasons. i 

 

2.6.1.3 iReinforcement i 
 

Reinforcement iis ithe ilearning iprocess iwhere iboth ireward i(positive ireinforcement iof 

idesired iattitudes, iknowledge iand iskills) iand ipunishment i(negative ireinforcement iof 

iundesired iattitudes, iknowledge iand iskills) iare iused iwhenever iappropriate iby ithe 

isocialisation iagents ito iengender idesired ibehaviour i(Moschis i& iChurchill, i1978; iBao iet 

ial., i2007; iHaakens i& i iPettersen, i2017). iWhenever ichildren iare irewarded ifor iconsuming 

iethical ifoods, ithey icould icontinue ito ido iso ito iexpect ia ifurther ireward. iConversely, iwhen 

ichildren iare ipunished ifor inot ibuying ior iconsuming iethical i(healthy) ifoods, ithey icould 

istart iconsuming ithem ito iprevent iany isuch ipunishment iin ithe ifuture. iThis ilearning 

iprocess iis icrucial iin ideveloping ichildren’s ibehaviour iand iattitude i(Mischel i& iMischel, 

i1976; iKim, iYang i& iLee, i2015). iChildren’s iselection iof ipurchase iinfluence iin ifamily 

iconsumption idecisions iis ientrenched iin ia iseries iof idecision iepisodes iover itime, iand 

ichildren iare iunderstood ito irecall idecision ihistory iand isuccesses iwhen ichoosing isuitable 

iinfluence istrategies i(Flurry i& iBurns, i2005). iEventually, ithey istick iwith ian iinfluence 

istrategy iif iit iproves ieffective iin ipersuading iparents ito ibuy ithe iproducts ithey iwanted 

i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997; iGötze iet ial., i2009). iOn ithe icontrary, iif ia icertain iinfluence 

istrategy iproves iineffective, ichildren imay inot iattempt ito iuse iit iagain. iWhen ithis ilearning 

iprocess ileads ito ithe idiscovery iof istrategies ithat iwork, ichildren’s iconfidence iincreases 
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iwith itheir iself-perceived irelative iinfluence i(Bao iet ial., i2007), iand ichildren iare ifound ito 

irepeat irewarding ibehaviours iuntil ithey iare ino ilonger isuccessful i(Flurry i& iBurns, i2005). 

 

Parents imay iuse iboth ireward iand ipunishment ito itrain ichildren ito iachieve itheir 

isocialisation iobjectives. iParents iwith idifferent iparental istyles isuch ias i- iIndulgent 

iparents ivs. iAuthoritative iparents i- ihave ibeen iidentified ito idisplay idifferent iexpectations 

iabout ichildren’s idevelopment iof iconsumption iskills, iknowledge, iand ivalues i(Rose, 

i1999). iConsequently, ichildren's irepeat ibehaviour imay ibe irewarded ior ipunished 

idepending ion ithe iparental istyle. iConsequently, ichildren imay ifind iit idifficult ior idither ito 

iinfluence iAuthoritarian iparents. iIndulgent iparents, ion ithe icontrary, iare iusually itolerant 

itoward ichildren's iinfluence iattempts iand imore iwilling ito isatisfy ichildren's irequest iand 

itheir iunderlying ireasons. iChildren imay iperceive isuch itolerance iof itheir irequest ias ia 

ireward iand itherefore irepeat isuch iinfluence iattempts imore ioften ito iget itheir ioutcome 

i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997; iGötze iet ial., i2009). iConsequently, ichildren iwhose iparents iuse 

iIndulgent istyle iof iparenting iare ilikely ito iexert imore iinfluence iin ifamily ifood 

iconsumption idecision-making ithan ithose ichildren iwhose iparents iuse iAuthoritarian 

istyle. iTherefore, iit iis iprobable ithat idifferent iparental istyles iwill iengender idifferent 

ilevels iof iconsumption iknowledge iand iskills, iand iadditionally ipromote ithe idifferent 

iscope iof iinfluence ichildren imay ibring ito ifamily iconsumption idecisions i(Fletcher iet ial., 

i2008). iMoschis i& iChurchill’s i(1978) isocialisation iframework iproposed ithree ikey 

ielements iin ithe imodel ias iantecedents, isocialisation iprocesses, iand ioutcomes iand ithey 

iare idiscussed ibelow. 
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2.6.1.4 iAntecedents 
 i 
These icomprise isocial istructural ivariables iand ilife icycle iposition ior iage. iSocial istructural 

ivariables iconsist iof ielements isuch ias ifamily istructure, ifamily isize iand isocial iclass 

i(Moschis i& iChurchill, i1978). iThese ielements iprovide ithe ibasic isocial isetting iwhere 

ilearning ioccurs iboth idirectly iand iindirectly ithrough itheir iimpact ion ithe isocialisation 

iprocess i(Ward, i1974; iKim, iYang i& iLee, i2015). iLife icycle iposition ior iage ido ireveal 

ichildren’s ilifetime ispan iwithin iwhich ithey ilearn. iJust ilike isocial istructural ivariables, ilife 

icycle iposition ior iage icould iinfluence ichildren’s iattainment iof iconsumer ilearning 

iproperties idirectly ior iindirectly. 

 

In imany iresearch, iantecedent ivariables iare iacknowledged ias iincidental ifactors ithat 

iaffect ioutcomes iof isocialisation ibut iare ibeyond ithe iprimary iresearch iinterest 

i(Mangleburg, i1992; iGötze iet ial., i2009). iHowever, isome istudies iexplicitly iexamined ithe 

ieffect iof iantecedent ivariables ion iconsumer isocialisation. iMoschis iand iMitchell i(1986) 

ifound ithat ichildren's iinfluence iin ifamily iconsumption idecisions i(i.e., imentioning ithe 

ineed ifor iproducts, idiscussing ithe ipurchase, imaking ia ipurchasing idecision, iand ibuying 

iproducts) iis iaffected iby ichildren's iage, imoney iearned ioutside ithe ihome, igender, iand 

isocioeconomic istatus. iBoth iBrown iand iMann i(1990) iand iAhuja i(1993) ifound ithat ifamily 

istructure ihas ia idirect iimpact ion ichildren's iinfluence iin ifamily idecision imaking, iwith 

iadolescents iin ione-parent ifamilies iparticipate iin imore ifamily idecisions ithan ithose iin 

idual-parent ifamilies. 

 

In itheir istudy, iMoschis iand iMitchell i(1986) iestablished ithat ithe iamount iand iextent iof 

ichildren's iinfluence iin ifamily iconsumption idecisions i(e.g. ideclaring ithe ineed ifor 
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iproducts, idiscussing iwhat ito ipurchase, imaking ia ipurchasing idecision, iand iessentially 

ibuying iproducts) iis iaffected iby itheir iage, imoney iearned ioutside ithe ihome, igender, iand 

isocioeconomic istatus. iOther icharacteristics iof ithe ichild, iincluding ivariables isuch ias 

igender i(Wang iet ial., i2007), iand ibirth iposition i(Flurry, i2007), iare ialso isuggested ito 

iaffect ithe iamount iand iextent iof ichild iinfluence. iOther istudies ihave ifound ithat ifamily 

istructure ihas ia idirect iimpact ion ichildren's iinfluence iin ifamily idecision-making iwith 

iadolescents iin ione-parent ifamilies iparticipate iin imore ifamily idecisions ithan ithose iin 

idual-parent ifamilies i(Brown i& iMann, i1990; iAhuja i& iStinson, i1993). iMoreover, ifamily 

itype i(Flurry, i2007) iand ifamily isize i(Caruana i& iVassallo, i2003) ihave ialso ibeen ifound ito 

iaffect ichildren’s iinfluence. iBurns iand iGillett i(1987) ialso iinvestigated ithe idirect ieffect iof 

iantecedent ivariables isuch ias ichild's iage, isex, inumber iof isiblings, iweekly iallowance, 

iand, ion ihow ichildren iparticipate iin ifamily ipurchase idecision-making iand iwhether ithere 

iis ian iindirect ieffect iof ithese iantecedent ivariables ion ichildren's ipurchase iparticipation 

ithrough itheir iimpact ion isocialisation iprocesses i(e.g. ifamily icommunication 

ienvironment). iThey ifound ia isignificant iimpact ifrom iseveral isiblings iwhen iit icomes ito 

idirect ieffect. iFamilies iwith ia ismaller inumber iof ichildren iwere ilikely ito iadopt ia iconcept-

oriented ifamily icommunication ienvironment. iMore iresearch iis irequired ito icompletely 

iexplore ihow iantecedent ivariables iaffect ioutcomes iindirectly ithrough isocialisation 

iprocesses. i 

 

2.6.1.5 iSocialisation iProcesses 
 

These iprocesses iare isocial idevelopments iby iwhich ichildren iattain i‘skills, iknowledge, 

iand iattitudes’ i(Ward, i1974). iThey iinclude iboth ithe isocialisation iagents iand ithe ilearning 

iregimes ibeing iused i(Moschis i& iChurchill, i1978; iMcKinney i& iRenk, i2008; iKim iet ial., 
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i2015). iSocialisation iagents iare ibases ithrough iwhich iinfluence ielements isuch ias 

ibehaviours, iattitudes, imotivations iand inorms iare iconveyed ito ithe ilearner. iSocialisation 

iagents imight ibe ian iindividual ior iorganisation idirectly iinvolved iin isocialising ithe ilearner, 

icontact iwith ithe ilearner, iand icontrol iof irewards iand ipunishments itoward ithe ilearner 

i(Kim iet ial., i2015). iFour icommonly istudied iconsumer isocialisation iagents iare iparents, 

imass imedia, ischool, iand ipeers. iAmong ithe ifour iagents, iparents iare ithe imost iavailable 

ifrom iinfancy ithrough iadolescence, isupporting ichildren's iphysical iand ipsychological 

idevelopment. iIn itheir istudies, iMoore-Shay i& iLutz, i(1988) iproposed ithe ichild 

isocialisation i‘transmission’ imodel iwhich isuggests ithat iparents iare ithe iprime iconsumer 

isocialisation iforce ifor ichildren i- ii.e. ia ichild idevelops ias ia iconsumer iwithin ithe 

ibehaviour, irules iand irestrictions iof itheir iparents. iNevertheless, ithere ihave ibeen icalls 

ifor ifurther iresearch ito iinclude isibling-to-sibling iin iaddition ito iparent-to-child iinfluence 

ias ipart iof ithe isocialisation iprocess i(Cotte i& iWood, i2004, iKerrane, iHogg i& iBettany, 

i2012; iKim, iLee iand iHan, i2018). iMoreover, iin imany icases, ithe iknowledge ichildren igain 

ithrough itheir iparents' iinfluence iwhat ithey ilearn ifrom iother isocial iagents i(i.e. iSocial 

imedia, imass imedia, ischool, iand ipeers). iBecause iof ithe iexceptional irole iof iparents iin 

ichildren's idevelopment, iand ithe iintra-familial iorientation iof ithis istudy, ithis iresearch iis 

iinterested iin ithe isocialisation iprocess iwhich ioccurs ibetween iparents iand ichildren i(i.e., 

ifamily isocialisation), ileaving ithe iother isocialisation iagents iand itheir iinteraction iwith 

ichildren ifor ifuture iresearch. 

 

A ichild’s ilearning iprocess ifrom isocialisation iagents icould icomprise imodelling, 

ireinforcement, iand isocial iinteraction. iNonetheless, ithese ithree iforms iof ilearning 

iregularly ioccur iunconsciously. iChildren’s ilearning iprocess icould ioccur iconcurrently iin 
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ione isingle ioccasion ior ithey icould ioccur iinterchangeably iand iindependently ion idifferent 

ioccasions. iConsequently, iit imay ibe idifficult ito irecognise iand imonitor ithe iprecise 

ilearning iprocess ioccurring ibetween ichildren iand itheir isocial iagents i(i.e. iparents). 

iTherefore, isocialisation istudies ioften iencompass ithe icontent, istructure iand ifrequency 

iof ichild-agent irelationship iinstead iof ithe iprecise iform iof ilearning i(e.g. iMoschis i& 

iMoore, i1979; iMoschis, i1985; iBao iet ial., i2007; iKim iet ial., i2015). iStudies iusually ifocus 

ion ithe iquality iand iquantity iof irelationship ithat iexists ibetween iparents iand ichildren 

iinstead iof ifinding ithe iprecise imode iof ilearning, iwhen iit icomes ito ifamily isocialisation. 

iParental istyle iand ifamily icommunication ienvironment iare ithe itwo-family isocialisation 

iprocesses ithat ihave ireceived ia ilot iof iacademic iattention iregarding ichildren's iinfluence 

iand iassociated ilearning imechanisms. 

 

2.6.2 iParental istyle iand ichild iinfluence i 
 

The ifamily icommunication ienvironment icomprises iboth ithe idegree iof iagent-learner 

irelationship i(e.g., ifrequency iof iparent-child icommunication) iand ithe iquality iof iagent-

learner irelationship i- ie.g., iconcept-orientation ivs. isocio-orientation i(McLeod i& iChaffee, 

i1972; iMoschis, i1985). iParental istyle, iwhile inot iprecisely irelated ito iMoschis iand 

iChurchill's i(1978) iframework, ihas ibeen iused iextensively iin iconsumer isocialisation 

iresearch, ithis imay ibe ibecause iof iits iclose irelation ito ithe ilearning iprocess i(Manchanda 

i& iMoore-Shay, i1996; iRose, i1999). 

 

The ifamily icommunication ienvironment icreates ithe ibackdrop ifor iparent-child 

icommunication iregarding iconsumption iand iconsumer ilearning i(Bao iet ial., i2007). iThe 
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ifamily icommunication ienvironment iincludes itwo iunrelated iextents iof icommunication 

istructure i(McLeod i& iChaffee, i1972). iDifferent iparents iuse idifferent ichildren iparenting 

istyles ialong itwo idimensions iof idemandingness iand iresponsiveness, iwhich iare ishown iin 

ithe iinteraction ibetween iparents iand ichildren i(Carlo, iMcGinley, iHayes, iBatenhorst i& 

iWilkinson, i2007). 

 

Family iCommunication iEnvironment isets ithe icontext ifor iparent-child icommunication 

iabout iconsumption iand iconsumer ilearning i(Moschis, i1985). iIt iis icomposed iof itwo 

iuncorrelated idimensions iof icommunication istructure i(McLeod i& iChaffee, i1972). iThe 

ifirst ione, isocio-orientation, irefers ito ithe itype iof icommunication ithat iproduces isocial 

ideference iand ifosters iharmonious iand ipleasant isocial irelationship iat ihome. iThe isecond 

ione, iconcept-orientation, ireflects ithe itype iof icommunication ithat iencourages ichildren 

ito idevelop itheir iviews iabout ievents iand iissues iin ithe iworld. iTogether, ithe itwo 

idimensions iof icommunication istructure ifurther iyield ifour ipatterns iof ifamily 

icommunication ienvironment: ilaissez-faire, iprotective, ipluralistic, iand iconsensual. 

iLaissez-faire ifamilies iare ilow ion iboth isocio-oriented iand iconcept-oriented 

icommunications i(See itable i2.3). iIn ithese ifamilies, ithere iis ilittle icommunication 

ibetween iparents iand ichildren. iProtective ifamilies iare ihigh ion isocio-oriented ibut ilow ion 

iconcept-oriented icommunication. iThese ifamilies istress iobedience iand isocial iharmony 

iand iare inot iconcerned iwith iconceptual imatters. iPluralistic ifamilies iare ilow ion isocio-

oriented ibut ihigh ion iconcept-oriented icommunication. iIn ithese ifamilies, ithe iemphasis 

iis iplaced ion ithe imutuality iof irespect iand iinterest. iChildren iare iencouraged ito iexplore 

inew iideas iand ito iexpress ithem iopenly iwithout ifear iof ireprisal. iFinally, iconsensual 

ifamilies iare ihigh ion iboth isocio-oriented iand iconcept-oriented icommunications. 
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iChildren iin iconsensual ifamilies iare iencouraged ito iexplore ithe iworld iabout ithem iyet 

ishould inot idisrupt ithe ifamily's iestablished iinternal isocial iharmony i(Moschis, iPrahasto i& 

iMitchell, i1986). iUsing ithe itwo idimensions ideveloped iby iMcLeod iand iChaffee i(1972), 

iresearchers iin iconsumer isocialisation ifound ithat isocio-oriented icommunication 

ienvironment ilimits ichildren's iinfluence iin ifamily iconsumption idecisions ibecause isuch 

ifamilies iemphasize iharmony iand ichildren iin ithese ifamilies iare iexpected ito igo ialong 

iwith iparent's idecisions. iConversely, iconcept-oriented icommunication ienvironment 

ienhances ichildren's iinfluence ibecause iparents iin ithese ifamilies iencourage ichildren ito 

idevelop iconcept-related ithoughts iand ichildren iare igranted imore idecision 

iindependence i(Bao iet ial., i2007; iFletcher iet ial., i2008). 

 

Table i2.3: iFamily iCommunication iPattern 

 Low isocio-orientation High isocio-orientation 

Low iconcept iorientation Laissez iFaire Protective 

High iconcept iOrientation Pluralistic Consensual 

 i(Source: iMcLeod iand iChaffee i1972, ip. i85) 

 

Two istudies ifurther iapplied ithe ifour icommunication ipatterns ito iexamine ithe ieffect iof 

ifamily icommunication ion ichildren's idevelopment iof iconsumer ibehaviour i(Moschis, 

iPrahasto i& iMitchell, i1986; iCarlson, iGrossbart i& iWalsh, i1990). iSince iparents iin idifferent 

icommunication ienvironment ideviate ifrom ieach iother iin isocio-oriented iand/or iconcept-

oriented icommunications, ithey iare iexpected ito ivary iin isocializing itheir ichildren ias ia 

iconsumer. iAs ia iresult, ichildren iin idifferent icommunication ienvironments iwould iexhibit 
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idissimilar iconsumption-related ibehaviours. iThis icontention iis igenerally isupported iby 

iempirical iresults. iCarlson, iGrossbart i& iWalsh, i(1990) ishowed ithat imothers iin ipluralistic 

iand iconsensual ifamilies iwould i(1) igive ichildren imore iconsumption iindependence, i(2) 

igive iin imore ito ichildren's iconsumption irequests, iand i(3) ipay iattention imore ito 

ichildren's iviews ithan imothers iin ilaissez-faire iand iprotective ifamilies. iMoschis, iPrahasto 

iand iMitchell i(1986) isuggested ithat iadolescents iin ipluralistic ifamilies idevelop i(1) imore 

inegative iattitudes itoward ithe imarketplace, i(2) imore ibrand ipreferences, i(3) igreater 

ishopping iindependence, i(4) ia ihigher idegree iof iegalitarian isex-role iperception, iand i(5) 

ia ihigher idegree iof isyncretic ifamily-role istructure ithan itheir icounterparts iin iother 

ifamilies. 

 

These istudies iimplied ithat iin idifferent ifamily icommunication ienvironments, ichildren 

ifrom idissimilar iconsumption iknowledge iand iconcepts ibecause iof iparents' ivariant 

icommunication iorientation. iChildren's iconsumption irequests iare ieither iencouraged ior 

idiscouraged. iAs ia iresult, ichildren iin idifferent ifamily icommunication ienvironments 

iexhibit ia idifferent ilevel iof iinvolvement iand iinfluence iin ifamily iconsumption idecisions. iIt 

iappears ithe ifamily icommunication ienvironment, ias ia ifamily isocialisation iprocess, 

iprovides isome ivalid iexplanation iof ichildren's iinfluence iin ifamily iethical ifood 

iconsumption idecisions. 

 

Parental istyle, iwhich iwas inot ipart iof iMoschis iand iChurchill's i(1978) iframework, ihas 

ibeen iused iin iseveral istudies ion iconsumer isocialisation iprocess, ithis imay ibe idue ito iits 

iclose ilink iwith ithe ilearning iprocess i(e.g. iManchanda i& iMoore-Shay, i1996; iRose, i1999). 

iParental iStyle iis ia i"constellation iof iattitudes itoward ithe ichild ithat iare icommunicated ito 
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ithe ichild iand ithat, itaken itogether, icreate ian iemotional iclimate iin iwhich ithe iparent's 

ibehaviours iare iexpressed" i(Darling i& iSteinberg, i1993, ip. i488). iParental istyle iprovides 

ia ifamily isocialisation icontext iin iwhich iparents idirect iparenting ipractices ito ichildren iand 

igradually ireach itheir iparental igoals iand ivalues. iIn ithe iprocess iof isocializing ichildren, 

iparents iwith idifferent iparental istyles icontrast iin iseveral irespects, iincluding ihow ithey 

iattempt ito icontrol ichildren's ibehaviour iand ielicit ichildren's icompliance, iand ihow iwarm 

iand iresponsive ithey iare itoward ichildren. iIn igeneral, icertain itypes iof iparental istyle iare 

imore ieffective iin ipromoting ichildren's isocial icompetencies ithan iothers i(e.g. iMaccoby i& 

iMartin, i1983; iBiggam i& iPower, i1998; iCarlo iet ial., i2007; iPong, iJohnston, i& iChen, i2010). 

iResearchers ihave igenerally iapplied itwo iapproaches ito istudy ithe irole iof iparental istyle iin 

ifamily isocialisation i– ithe idimensional iapproach i(Becker, i1964) iand ithe itypological 

iapproach i(Baumrind, i1971). 

 

2.6.2.1: iDimensional iApproach 
 

Under ithis itradition, iparental istyle iis iassumed ito iconsist iof idifferent idimensions ithat iare 

idifferent ifrom ieach iother. iAlthough ilabels ivary, idimensions ifound iare isimilar iacross 

istudies. iThey iinclude iacceptance/rejection iand idominance/submission i(Symonds 

i1939); iemotional iwarmth/hostility iand idetachment/involvement i(Baldwin i1955); 

ilove/hostility iand iautonomy/control i(Schaefer i1959); iwarmth iand 

ipermissiveness/strictness i(Sears, iMaccoby i& iLevin i1957); iand iacceptance/rejection, 

ipsychological iautonomy/psychological icontrol, iand ifirm/lax icontrol i(Schaefer, i1965). 

 

Based ion iprior iparenting ibehaviour iresearch, iBecker i(1964) iconceptualised ia ithree-

dimensional imodel ithat ihas ibeen iregarded ias ithe irepresentative iof ithis iapproach i(see 
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ifigure i2.3 ibelow). iHe isuggested ithat iparental idiscipline ibehaviour icould ibe ireflected iby 

ithree igeneral idimensions, iincluding iwarmth ivs. ihostility, irestrictiveness ivs. 

ipermissiveness, iand icalm idetachment ivs. iAnxious iemotional iinvolvement. iThe iwarmth 

ivs. ihostility idimension ireflects ithe idegree iof iparental iaccepting, iaffection, ichild 

icentredness, iand iuse iof iexplanation, ireasoning, ipraise, ior ireliance ion iphysical 

ipunishment. iThe irestrictiveness ivs. ipermissiveness idimension idenotes ithe iextent iof 

iparental iuse iof irestrictions iand istrict ienforcement iof idemands iregarding imanners, 

ineatness, icare iof ifamily iitems, iobedience, iand iattitude itoward ipeers, isiblings, iand 

iparents. iAnd ithe icalm idetachment ivs. iemotional iinvolvement idefines ithe iparent’s 

iemotionality iwith ichild, ibabying, iprotectiveness, iand iconcern ifor ithe ichild’s iwelfare. 

iBased ion ithese ithree idimensions, iparents iare idivided iinto ieight itypes, iincluding iRigid 

iControlling, iAuthoritarian, iOrganized iEffective, iOverprotective, iDemocratic, iIndulgent, 

iAnxious iNeurotic, iand iNeglecting. iTherefore, iboth iDemocratic iparents iand iIndulgent 

iparents iare iwarm iand ipermissive, ibut iIndulgent iparents itend ito ibe iemotionally 

iinvolved iwhile iDemocratic iparents iare imore icalmly idetached iabout ichildren. iBoth 

iOverprotective iparents iand iOrganized iEffective iparents iare ihigh ion iwarmth iand 

irestrictiveness, ibut iOverprotective iparents iare ilike iIndulgent iparents, ishowing ihigh 

ianxious iemotional iinvolvement, iwhile iOrganized iEffective iparents itend ito ibe icalm 

idetached. iFurther iinspection iof ithe imodel ishows ithat iboth iAuthoritarian iparents iand 

iRigid iControlling iparents iare ihostile iand irestrictive, ibut iAuthoritarian iparents iare ialso 

ihigh ion ianxious iemotional iinvolvement iwhile iRigid iControlling iparents iare icalmer 

idetached. iNeglecting iparents iand iAnxious iNeurotic iparents iare iboth ihostile ibut 

ipermissive itoward itheir ichildren, ihowever, ithe iformer iis icalm idetached, iand ithe ilatter 

iare imore iemotionally iinvolved iin ichild iparenting. iIn ithis iapproach, iparental istyle iis 
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itypically itreated ias icontinuous ialong idifferent idimensions, iand iresearchers itry ito 

iassess ithe iquantitative irelationship ibetween idifferent iaspects iof ithe iparental istyle iand 

ichildren’s iadjustment. iFor iexample, iEastburg iand iJohnson i(1990) ishowed ithat icollege 

iwomen’s ishyness icorrelated inegatively iwith iperceived imaternal iacceptance, iand 

ipositively iwith iperceived imaternal ipsychological icontrol. 

 

Paulson i(1994) ishowed ithat iadolescent’s ireports iof iparental istyle ipredict itheir ischool 

iachievement ioutcome. iBernardino i(1996) ifound iadult ico-dependency iis isignificantly 

icorrelated iwith iparental istyle. iIn icontrast iwith idimensional iapproach’s iregarding 

iparental istyle ias ia ilinear icombination iof idifferent idimensions, itypological iapproach i(as 

idiscussed ibelow) idefines iparental istyle ias iparents’ icharacteristic ithat iprovides ia 

icontext ifor ithe ioverall iparenting ibehaviour i(Darling i& iSteinberg, i1993). 
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Figure i2.2: iThree-dimension imodel iof iparental istyle 

 

 

   

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iSource: iBecker i(1964, ip. i175) 

 

2.6.2.2 iTypological iApproach 

Typological iApproach iwas iset iforth iby iBaumrind i(1971) iwhose itheoretical iframework 

iabout iparental istyle ihas ibeen iwidely iaccepted iand ihad ia iconsiderable iimpact ion ithe 

iparent isocialisation iresearch iin ithe ipast ithree idecades. iBaumrind’s iparental istyle 

itypology iis icomposed iof ithree idistinct itypes iof iparental icontrol: iAuthoritarian, 

Hostility 
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iAuthoritative, iand iPermissive. iAuthoritarian iparents imaintain ia ihigh ilevel iof icontrol 

iover itheir ichildren iand ilimit ichildren’s iautonomy. iThey ivalue irespect ifor iauthority, 

irespect ifor iwork, iand irespect ifor itradition. iThese iparents ijudge iand ievaluate ichildren’s 

iconduct iby ia iset iof istandards iendorsed iby ihigher iauthority ifigures. iThey istrictly ienforce 

irules, ifavour ichildren’s iunquestionable iobedience, iand ipunish iwillful ibehaviour 

i(Baumrind i1968; iCarlson i& iGrossbart, i1988). iAuthoritative iparents irecognise itheir 

irights ias iadults, ibut ialso iacknowledge ichildren’s iinterests. iThey iview ithe irights iand 

iresponsibilities iof iadults iand ichildren ias icomplementary, ithus itry ito ibalance ibetween 

iparents’ iright iand ichildren’s idevelopment. iThese iparents ivalue ichildren’s iautonomy ibut 

ialso iexpect idisciplined iconformity. iThey iencourage iself-expression ias iwell ias igive 

iinstrumental iattribution. iSimilar ito iauthoritarian iparents, ithey ialso iset istandards ifor 

ichildren’s iconduct. iHowever, ithey iexplain irules iand iuse ireasoning ias iwell ias ithe ipower 

ito idirect ichildren’s iactivity. iThey iare iwarm iand isupportive, ibut ialso iexpect ichildren’s 

iresponsive ibehaviour i(Baumrind, i1971). 

 

Permissive iparents iview ichildren ias ihaving iadult irights ibut ifew iresponsibilities 

i(Baumrind, i1978). iThey ipresent ithemselves ito ichildren ias iresources ito iuse, ibut inot ias 

ian iagent ito iactively idirect itheir idevelopment. iThey irarely ienforce iexternally idefined 

istandards, iinstead, ithey iconsult iwith ichildren iabout ipolicy idecisions iand iexplain ifamily 

irules. iThese iparents iallow ichildren ito iregulate itheir iactivities iand iavoid ithe iexercise iof 

icontrol. iThey iobtain ichildren’s icompliance iby ireasoning irather ithan iby iapplying ipower 

i(Baumrind, i1971; iCarlson i& iGrossbart, i1988). 
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The iprimary iinterest iof ithis itypological iapproach iis ithe igeneral ipattern, iorganisation, ior 

iclimate iof iparenting i(Steinberg iet ial., i1994). iSubjects iare ioften icategorized iinto igroups 

iwith ialternative iparental istyle i(e.g., iAuthoritative, iAuthoritarian, ior iPermissive), iand 

ithen ichildren’s idevelopmental ioutcome iis icompared iamong ithese igroups. iFor iinstance, 

iBaumrind i(1971) icompared ithe isocial iand iemotional ibehaviour iof ipreschool ichildren 

ifrom ifamilies iwith ithe ithree iparental istyles. iFurther, iin i1978, iBaumrind itheoretically 

iexplained ihow iparents iwith idifferent iparental istyles ifacilitate ithe idevelopment iof isocial 

icompetence iin ichildren iand iadolescents. 

 

2.6.2.3 iIntegrative iApproach i 
 

Both iBecker’s i(1964) iand iBaumrind’s i(1971) imodel iof iparental istyle irepresent iideal 

ifamily isocialisation itypes i(Carlson, iGrossbart i& iStuenkel i1992). iBecker’s imodel iwas 

iconceptualized ifrom iprior iparenting ibehaviour iresearch, iand iBaumrind’s iclassification 

iwas iderived iempirically iby igrouping iparents iwith isimilar iparenting iorientations iand 

ibehaviours. iAlthough idetermined ifrom idifferent imethods, ithe itwo iapproaches iare 

isimilar iand iconverge ito isome iextent. iFor iexample, iBaumrind’s iauthoritarian iparental 

istyle icorresponds ito iBecker’s iAuthoritarian iand iRigid iControlling istyles, iand iBaumrind’s 

iAuthoritative istyle iin imost ipart ioverlaps iBecker’s iOverprotective iand iOrganized 

iEffective istyles. 

 

However, icomparing iBaumrind’s iapproach iand iBecker’s iapproach, ithere ialso iappears 

ito ibe ione istriking idifference. iIn iBaumrind’s iapproach, iparental istyle iclassifications 
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iappear ito ifit itwo idimensions, iwarmth iand irestrictiveness. iYet, iher ithree iprimary 

iparenting istyles iseem ito ionly icover ithree iareas, iincluding ihigh irestrictiveness iand ilow 

iwarmth i(Authoritarian), ihigh irestrictiveness iand ihigh iwarmth i(Authoritative), iand ihigh 

iwarmth iand ilow irestrictiveness i(Permissive). iAlthough ishe imentioned ithe ifourth iarea 

iof ilow iwarmth iand ilow irestrictiveness ias iRejecting-Neglecting i(1971, ip. i24), ishe idoes 

inot idraw imuch iattention ito ithis iparental istyle iin iher iresearch i(e.g., iBaumrind, i1967, 

i1978; i1980) iprobably ibecause, iin iher iearly iresearch ithe ifocus iwas ion ifamilies iwhere 

iparents iwere irelatively iactive iin ichild-rearing i(Baumrind, i1971). iIn iregular ifamily 

isamples, ithe iNeglecting iparental istyle ioften iemerges i(e.g., iCarlson i& iGrossbart, i1988; 

iSteinberg iet ial., i1994). 

 

In ireverse, iBecker isubdivided ithe irestrictiveness idimension iinto irestrictiveness ivs. 

ipermissiveness iand icalm idetachment ivs. ianxious iemotional iinvolvement idimensions 

i(Becker, i1964). iThe ireason ifor iadding ithe ithird idimension iis iprobably ithat imost iof ithe 

iliterature iBecker ireviewed iwere iprimarily idealing iwith isubjects ifrom iclinical isettings 

iand iconcerned iwith iexamining ichildren’s iproblematic ibehaviour isuch ias iaggression, 

ihostility, isocially iwithdrawn, iand ineurotic” iproblems. iThese itypes iof ichildren ibehaviour 

irelate imore iwith iparents’ irestrictiveness idue ito iextreme ianxious iemotional iconcern 

iabout ichildren’s iwell-being ithan iwith irestrictiveness idue ito idisciplinary ivalues 

i(Mangleburg, i1992). iConsequently, inot iall iof iBecker’s irefined iparental istyles 

i(especially iAnxious iNeurotics) icould ibe ifound iin inonclinical isettings i(Carlson, iGrossbart 

i& iStuenkel i1992). 
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To iintegrate ithe isimilarity iof ithe idimensional iapproach iand itypological iapproach ias iwell 

ias iovercome itheir irespective idisadvantages, iresearchers ihave iattempted ito imerge 

ithese itwo iapproaches iso ithat ithe iparenting iclassification icould ibe igeneralized ito 

iregular ifamily isettings. iMaccoby iand iMartin i(1983) iare iamong ithe ifirst iadvocates. 

iBaumrind ialso ideveloped ia isimilar iapproach iin iher iworks i(1991a, i1991b). iThey idefined 

iparental istyle ias ia ifunction iof itwo idimensions, ii.e., iresponsiveness iand 

idemandingness. iThe iresponsiveness idimension, ilike i(although inot iexactly) ithe iwarmth 

ivs. ihostility idimension, irefers ito ithe iextent ithat iparents iengage iin iactivities ithat 

iencourage ichildren’s iindividuality iand iautonomous iby istaying iattuned, isupportive iand 

icompliant ito ithe ichildren’s ineeds iand idemands. iThe idemandingness idimension, 

irelating ito ithe irestrictiveness ivs. ipermissiveness idimension, ireflects ithe iextent ithat 

iparents idirect ichildren’s idevelopment iby imaturity idemands, iclose isupervision, 

idisciplinary iefforts iand iwillingness ito iconfront ithe ichild iwho idisobeys i(Baumrind, 

i1991a). iAccordingly, iparental istyle iwith ihigh iresponsiveness iand ihigh idemandingness 

icorresponds ito iAuthoritative istyles; iparental istyle iwith ilow iresponsiveness ibut ihigh 

idemandingness icorresponds ito iAuthoritarian istyle. I 

Further, iIndulgent iparents iare ithose iwith ihigh iresponsiveness ibut ilow idemandingness, 

iand iNeglecting iparents iare ithose iwith ilow iresponsiveness iand ilow idemandingness. iAn 

iexhibition iof ithe ifour iparental istyles iis ipresented iin iFigure i2.3 iabove. iThe iintegrative 

iapproach iincorporates ithe iadvantages iof iboth ithe idimensional iapproach iand ithe 

itypological iapproach. iIt icould inot ionly iexamine iwhether iresponsiveness iand 

idemandingness iare iequally irelevant ito ichildren’s ichoice iof iinfluence istrategy, ibut ialso 

iexplore iwhether iand ihow ichildren iunder idifferent iparental istyles idiverge ifrom ieach 



 
98 

 

Figure i2.3: iAn iintegrative imodel iof iparental istyle 

 

Source: iAdapted ifrom iMaccoby iand iMartin i(1983, ip. i23) 

 

iother iin ia ichoice iof iinfluence istrategy. iThus, ithe iintegrative iapproach iis iapplied iin ithis 

idissertation ito iinvestigate ithe ieffect iof iparental istyle ion iconsumer isocialisation. 

 

2.6.3 iParental iStyle iand iConsumer iSocialisation 
 i 
The irole iof iparental istyle iin ifamily isocialisation, iespecially ichild idevelopment, ihas 

iremained ia iresearch itheme iin ipsychology iand isociology ifor ialmost ithree idecades. iBut 

iin imarketing, iit iis inot iuntil ithe i1990’s ithat iresearchers istarted ito iemploy ithe iparental 
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istyle ias ia isocialisation iprocess ito iexamine ichildren's iconsumer isocialisation. iCarlson i& 

iGrossbart i(1988), iMangleburg i(1992), iManchanda iand iMoore-Shay i(1996), iand iRose 

i(1999) iare iamong ithe ileaders. i 

 

Carlson iand iGrossbart i(1988) iexamined ithe irelationship ibetween imothers’ iparental 

istyle iand itheir iconsumer isocialisation iof ichildren. iThey iapplied ithe itypological 

iapproach ibut iwith iBecker's i(1964) ithree idimensions i(i.e., iwarmth, irestrictiveness, iand 

ianxious iemotional iinvolvement). iMothers iwere iempirically iclustered iinto ifive igroups 

iwith idistinctive iparental istyles i(i.e., iAuthoritarian, iPermissive, iRigid iControlling, 

iAuthoritative, iand iNeglecting). iMother’s iconsumer isocialisation itendencies iwere ithen 

icompared iacross ithese igroups. iSpecifically, ithe iauthors iexamined ichildren's 

iconsumption iautonomy i(measured iby imother's iyielding ito ichildren's irequests, iallowing 

ipurchase iif ichildren ipay iall ior ipart iof ithe icost ior ido ichores, iand ipermitting 

iindependence iin iproduct iselection), iparent-child icommunication iabout iconsumptions 

i(measured iby ico-shopping, iconcept-orientation iin ifamily icommunication, ichild's 

iinfluence, iand iextent iof ifamily icommunication), iand irestriction iand imonitoring iof 

iconsumption iand imedia iexposure i(measured iby isocio-orientation iin ifamily 

icommunications, irefusing ichildren's irequests, irefusing iwith iexplanation, icontrol iof iTV 

iviewing, iamount iof ichild's iTV iviewing, idiscussions iabout iadvertising, iand ico-viewing). 

iSince iparents iwith idifferent iparental istyle idiverge iin idirecting iparenting ipractices 

itoward ichildren, iit iis iexpected ithat ithey iwill ialso ishow ia idifference iin ithe isocialisation iof 

ichildren ias iconsumers. 

 



 
100 

 

Results iwere imixed iin iterms iof isupporting itheir iresearch ihypotheses. iAs iproposed, 

iCarlson iand iGrossbart ifound ithat iAuthoritative iand iPermissive imothers icommunicate 

imore iwith itheir ichildren iabout iconsumption ithan ido iAuthoritarian iand iNeglecting 

imothers. iAuthoritative imothers ihave imore irestriction iof iconsumption ithan ido 

iPermissive imothers iand iAuthoritarian imothers iare imore irestrictive iabout iconsumption 

ithan iare iRigid iControlling iand iPermissive imothers. iAuthoritative imothers ido imore ito 

imediate imedia iexposure ithan iPermissive, iNeglecting, iand iAuthoritarian imothers. iRigid 

iControlling imothers iengage iin imore imedia imediation ithan iNeglecting imothers. 

iAuthoritative imothers ipossessed imore iconcern iregarding ichildren's iads iand iless 

ipositive iattitudes itoward iads iin igeneral ithan iAuthoritarian iand iNeglecting imothers ido. 

iThey iare ialso imore iconcerned iabout ichildren's iads ithan iare iPermissive imothers. 

iContrary ito ihypotheses, ihowever, ithey ifound ino idifference iin ichildren's iconsumption 

iautonomy iamong imothers iwith idifferent iparental istyles. iThis ifinding iis istriking. iGiven 

ithat iAuthoritarians iare ithe imost iand iPermissions iare ithe ileast irestrictive iamong iall 

iparents, ione iwould iexpect ithat iat ileast ithere ishould ibe ia idifference ibetween ithese itwo 

itypes iof iparents iin igranting ichildren iconsumption iautonomy. 

 

Rose i(1999) iinvestigated ithe irelations iamong iconsumer isocialisation, iparental istyle, 

iand iparental iage iexpectations iin ithe iUnited iStates iand iJapan. iThe iauthor iapplied ithe 

itypological iapproach ibut iwith iBecker's i(1964) ithree idimensions i(i.e., irestrictiveness, 

ianxious iemotional iinvolvement, iand iwarmth) ito ianalyse iparental istyle. iFor ithe iUS 

isample, ihe ifound ivery iconsistent iparental istyle itypes iwith iBaumrind’s iresults, i37.3% iof 

imothers iappearing ito ibe iauthoritative, i23.7% ito ibe iauthoritarian, iand i22.1% ito ibe 

ipermissive. iThe iother ithree iparental istyles idetached i(characterized ias inon-restrictive, 



 
101 

 

inot ianxiously iemotionally iinvolved iand ilow iwarm), iIndulgent iamae i(characterized ias 

inon-restrictive, ianxiously iemotionally iinvolved, iand ilow iwarm), iand iStrict iamae 

i(characterized ias irestrictive, ianxiously iemotionally iinvolved, iand iwarm) iare imore 

isuitable iwith iJapanese isubjects. iThe istudy ishowed imixed isupport ito ithe ihypothesized 

irelationships ibetween iparental istyle iand iconsumer isocialisation iregarding iexpectations 

ifor iconsumer-related iskills iand iunderstanding iadvertising ipractices, icommunications 

iabout iconsumption, ichildren's iinfluence iand iparticipation iin ifamily ipurchases, 

ichildren's iconsumption iautonomy, iand iparental irestriction iof iconsumption iand imedia 

iexposure. iRose's iwork iinvolves icross-cultural icomparisons. iIt iappears ithe irelationships 

ibetween iparental istyle iand iconsumer isocialisation iis imuch imore icomplicated icross-

culturally, ibecause iof ithe idifferent isocial inorms, ivalues, iand igoals iadopted iin idifferent 

icultures. iGiven ithis icomplexity, iRose's imixed iresults iare irather inot isurprising. iProvided 

ithe iearly istage iof iresearch iabout iconsumer isocialisation, iit imight ibe iplausible ifor 

iresearchers ito ifurther iinvestigate ithe ieffect iof iparental istyle ion ichildren's idevelopment 

ias iconsumers iin ione isingle icultural icontext ibefore iadvancing ito icross-cultural icontexts. 

 

 

2.6.4 iLimitations iof iconsumer isocialisation 
 

Consumer isocialisation itheory ihas ibeen icriticised ifor iviewing ithe isocialisation iprocess 

ias iessentially istatic iand ione-sided ifrom iagents ito i‘socialisees’ i(e.g., ifrom iparents ito 

ichildren) i(Gecas, i1981; iPeterson i& iRollins, i1987; iCotte i& iWood, i2004). iCritics icharge 

ithat iconsumer isocialisation itheory iviews ichildren ias i"blank islates" iupon iwhich ivalues iof 

idifferent iagents iare iimprinted. iIn ithe ithree-learning imechanism, ialthough isocial 

iinteraction iinvolves ithe ireciprocal ichange ibetween iagents iand i‘socialisees’, iit istill 
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iemphasizes imore ion isocialisees' ilearning ifrom ithis ireciprocity. iAs isuch, iconsumer 

isocialisation itheory ioverlooks isocialisees' iinitiative iin ithe isocialisation iprocess i(Demo, 

iDmall i& iSavin-Williams, i1987). iFor iinstance, ichildren ilearn iconsumption irelated iskills 

iand iknowledge ifrom iparents. iHowever, ithey icould ialso ibe isocialisation iagents ifor 

iparents iin ithe isense ithat ithey icould ibe imotivated ito iparticipate iin ipurchase idecisions 

iand itry ito iimpact ithe idecisions itoward itheir iend iby iusing idifferent iinfluence istrategies. 

iThus, iconsumer isocialisation icould ibe ia idynamic iand ibi-directional iprocess. iThis 

ialternative iview iof isocialisation iis icaptured iby ipower irelational itheory, iwhich iviews ithe 

iagent-child ias ia idynamic isystem iand itreats ichildren ias iactors irather ithan ireceivers iin 

ithe isystem i(e.g. iHoward iet ial., i1986). 

 

 

2.7 iRational iand ibuild iof ithe iConceptual iModel 

With ithe iguidance iof itheories ion ifamily, iinfluence, iconsumer isocialisation itheory, ifamily 

ienvironment ireviewed iabove iand iethical iconsumption i(see ichapter i3), ithis istudy 

idevelops ia iconceptual iframework ito iroad-map ihow ithe iresearch iquestions ihave idriven 

ithe iexploration iinto ithe iadolescent idecision-making iprocess iof iethical ifood ipurchase 

iand iconsumption iin ithe ifamily. iThe iconceptual imodel iis idivided iinto ithree istages: 

iantecedents, ifamily ienvironment iand ioutcome 

 

2.7.1 iAntecedents i i 

 
This istudy iseeks ito iinvestigate ithe iprocesses iinvolved iin iapplying iinfluence iin ifamily 

idecision-making, iwith ia ifocus ion ihow iadolescents iattempt ito iinfluence iethical ifood 

idecision-making iand iconsumption ichoices iin itheir ifamilies, ias iidentified iby ithe 
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iparticipants iin ithe istudy. iThe iissues iregarding iwhy iparents iand iadolescents ibuy iethical 

ifoods, iwhich iare ireferred ito ias iantecedents iin ithis istudy i(see iconceptual imodel ibelow) 

iincluding ialtruism, iegotistic iand iethical iobligations. iConsumers ipurchase iand iconsume 

iethical ifoods ifor ia irange iof ireasons iincluding imoral, ipolitical, ireligious imotives, iconcern 

ifor ihealth, iquality ior isafety iof iconventional ifood iproduces, ienvironmental 

iconsideration, ianimal iwelfare, ipersonal ivalues, isocial iissues, ireligious iand ipolitical i(e.g. 

iMagnusson iet ial. i2003; iLockie iet ial. i2004; iDreezens iet ial. i2005; iGiffort i& iBernard, 

i2006). iThese ireasons ihave ibeen ibroadly iclassified ias iegoistic iand ialtruistic i(e.g. iLeary 

iet ial., i2019). iEgoistic ireasons iare ireligious, imoral, ihealth iand ipersonal isafety iand 

ialtruistic ireasons iare ienvironmental, ianimal iwelfare, isocial iwelfare iand ipolitical i(Maaya 

iet ial., i2018). iEthical iconsumption iis iborne iout iof iself-centred imotivations iand ion ithe 

iother ialtruistic iconcerns istemming ifrom ideep-rooted ibeliefs. iThis iself-centred 

imotivation iand ideep-rooted ibelief imake iethical iconsumers iderive ideep isatisfaction iin 

iengaging iin ithe ifamily idecision-making iprocess ito iachieve itheir ioutcome. iFurthermore, 

ithere iis ian iimportant ipersonal icharacteristic ithat iaffects ithe iconsumption iof iethical 

ifoods; ipersonal ivalues. iFindings iin iprevious iresearch i(e.g. iPepper, iJackson i& iUzzell, 

i2009; iMaaya, iet ial., i2018) ishow ithat iconsumers iwith ia ipreference ifor ialtruistic ivalues 

iare imore ilikely ito iengage iin iethical iconsumption ichoices. iReasons ifor iethical 

iconsumption iare iexplored iin-depth iin ichapter i3 ibelow). i 

 

Ethical iobligation iand iself-identity iare ipredictors iof iethical iconsumption ibehaviour iand 

iconsumption i(e.g. iShin, iMa i& iKoh, i2017). iThe iethical iobligation iwhich icomes ifrom 

iconsumers iadopted iethical ivalues, ibeliefs iand irules iregarding iwhat iis iright iand iwrong 

iinforms itheir iattitude iand itranslates ithem iinto ian iintention ito ipurchase i(Ajzen, i2011) ior 
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ito iconsume iethically. iEthical iconsumers imay imake iethical iconsumption ichoices 

ibecause iethical iissues ihave ibecome ian iimportant ipart iof itheir iself-identity i– ia iway iof 

iexpressing ithemselves i(Shaw iet ial., i2000). iThe iconcept iof iethical iobligation isuggests 

ithat iethical iconsumers imake ideontological iand iteleological ievaluations iof iall 

iconceivable ialternative ibehaviours ito icome ito ia igeneral iethical idecision iwhich idirects 

itheir iintention iand isubsequent ipurchase iof iethical ifoods i(Hunt i& iVittel, i1986). iEthical 

iobligation iis iantecedent ito iconsumption iwhich icreates ithe iintention ito iconsume 

iethically i(Shaw i& iClarke, i2000; iShaw i& iShiu, i2002). iIndividuals ishared ia isense iof 

iresponsibility itowards isociety iand ithe ienvironment ibecomes ian iobligation i(Shaw i& 

iClarke, i1999, iShaw iet ial., i2000). iThis isense iof iobligation istems ifrom ipeople's 

iinternalised iethical ivalues, ibeliefs iand irules iregarding iwhat iis iright iand iwrong, ithus 

imotivates ito iconsume iethically ito ihelp ito ibring iabout isocial, ienvironmental ior ipolitical 

ichange. iEthical iobligation iis iexplored ifurther iin ichapter i3 ibelow. 

 i 

2.7.2 iFamily ienvironments iand ioutcome 

 
Major ifactors iin ichildren’s isocial ienvironment ithat iplay icrucial iroles iin itheir iconsumer 

isocialisation iinclude ithe ifamily i(Moschis,1985; iCarlson iet ial., i1994; iKerrane i& iHogg, 

i2013), imedia i(Moschis, i1985; iMangleburg i& iBristol, i1998) iand ipeers i(Moschis, i1985; 

iMoore iet ial., i2002). iBetween ithese ienvironments, ithe ifamily, iparticularly, iparents iare 

ithe imost iimportant, iinfluential iand ienduring iagents iof isocialisation ifor ichildren 

i(Moschis, i1985; iBrown i& iBakken, i2011). iThe ifamily ienvironment icomprises ivariables 

i(e.g. ifamily icommunication istyles iand iparental istyles) ion iadolescent isocialization 

ioutcome ivariables i(e.g. iadolescent idecision-making istyles, iconsumption iautonomy, 

imaterialism iand iinfluence iin ifamily ipurchase idecisions), ias idiscussed iextensively iin ithe 
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iabove isections iand ireflected iin ifigure i2.4 ibelow. iFurthermore, icommunication iis 

ithought ito ibe ithe imost ivital imechanism iof ichildren’s isocialisation i(Palan, i1998; 

iMoschis, i1985). iFamily icommunication iof iconsumption ioffers ithe iprincipal iinstruments 

iby iwhich iparents icommunicate iconsumer-related iskills iand iknowledge ito itheir ichildren 

i(Carlson iet ial., i1992; iPalan, i1998) ias iseen iin ifigure i2.4 ibelow. 

 

Family icommunications ihave ibeen iacknowledged ias ithe iconcept idepicting ithe itype, 

ifrequency iand iquality iof icommunication iwithin ithe ifamily i(Carlson iet ial., i1994) iand 

ihave ibecome ithe itheoretical iunderpinning ifor iunderstanding ithe irole iof iparents iin 

ichildren’s iconsumer isocialisation i(Moschis, i1985; iMikeska iet ial., i2017). iFamily 

icommunication istyle iis inormally iconsidered ias ia icharacterisation iof iparental imessages 

ito ichildren i(Kim iet ial., i2009) i– ialong ithe idimensions iof isocio iorientation iand iconcept 

iorientation. iSocio iorientation istyle iemphasises ichildren’s ideference ito iparents iand 

iharmonious iparent-child irelationships i(McLeod i& iChaffee, i1972), iand iendorses 

iparental imonitoring iand icontrolling iof ichildren’s iconsumption iactivities i(Mikeska iet ial., 

i2017). iHowever, iconcept iorientation iemphasizes ichildren’s idevelopment iof itheir iown 

iviews iof ithe iworld iand iopen iexchange iof iideas iin iparent-child irelationships i(McLeod i& 

iChaffee, i1972; iRitchie, i1991). iTherefore, ithis iorientation iis iassociated iwith iparental 

inurturing iof ichildren’s iindependent idevelopment iof iconsumer-related iskills iand 

iknowledge i(Carlson iet ial., i1990a). 

 

Extant iliterature iindicates ithat ichildren iwithin ithe isame ifamily ioccupy itheir iown idistinct 

imicroenvironment i(Harris, i1995). iEventually, ichildren iwithin ithe isame ifamily iare 

itreated idifferently ibased ion ifactors iseveral ifactors i(Cotte i& iWood, i2004). iChildren’s 
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ichoice iof iinfluence istrategies idepends iin ipart ion ithe iparental iresponse iand ilevels iof 

iparental iresistance ithey ianticipate ito itheir ichosen istrategy i(Cowan i& iAvants, i1988; 

iPalan i& iWilkes, i1997; iGötze iet ial., i2009). iFurthermore, ichildren iadapt itheir iinfluence 

istrategies iby iintegrating ithe ibeliefs iof itheir iparents iinto itheir ipurchase irequests 

i(Kerrane iet ial., i2012). iConcerning iparents’ iresponse istrategies, iPalan iand iWilkes 

i(1997) iidentified isix icategories ithat iparents inormally iuse iin iresponding ito itheir 

ichildren’s iinfluence iattempts: iexpert, idirective, ibargaining, ipersuasion, iemotional iand 

ilegitimate. iTheir iresearch ifound ithat ibargaining i(e.g. isuggesting iother iproduct 

ichoices) iwas imost ifrequently iused. iLegitimate i(e.g. idenying ipurchase ibased ion 

iinability ito iafford ithem), idirective i(e.g. iestablishing iproduct/price iboundaries ito iguide 

ipurchase) iand ipersuasion i(e.g. iexpressing iopinions iabout ipurchases) istrategies iwere 

ialso iused ifrequently iby iparents, ibut inot ias imuch ias ibargaining. iPalan iand iWilkes’ istudy 

ifurther iopines ithat ithere iis ia ireasonable icorrelation ibetween ithe iparental iresponse 

istrategy iand ithe iadolescent iinfluence istrategy, ie.g. iif iparents iused ia i“can’t iafford” 

i(legitimate) istrategy, iadolescents imay ilikely iuse istrategies ithat idecrease icosts, isuch ias 

imoney ideals iand iother ideals. iFurthermore, iGötze iet ial. i(2009) ialso ifound ithat 

ilegitimate istrategy ioccurred imost ifrequently, ifollowed iby ibargaining, idirective iand 

iemotional istrategies. iHowever, iparents iinfrequently iused ipersuasion iin itheir istudy. 

iGiven ithe isuggestions ithat ichildren’s iinfluence istrategies iare iconstructed ithrough 

iparent-child iinteractions iand inegotiations i(Kerrane iet ial., i2012; iPalan i& iWilkes, i1997), 

imore iresearch iattention iis ineeded iin ithe iparental iside iof ithe iparent-child iinteraction 

itaking iplace iduring ifamily ipurchase idecision-making. iFurthermore, isiblings ican iplay ia 

ipart iin iadolescents iinfluence istrategy. iChildren imay iform ia icoalition iwith ia isibling ior ia 

iparent ito iinfluence ia ipurchase idecision i(Gbadamosi, i2012). iCoalition istrategy iis ia 
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imeans iby iwhich ichildren icould iboost itheir ichances iof iinfluence isuccess iby iforming 

iunions iwith iother ifamily imembers ito iinfluence ian ioutcome i(Lee i& iCollins, i2000; 

iThomson iet ial., i2007) ias iillustrated iin ifigure i2.4 ibelow. 

 

A irelationship ibetween ifamily ienvironment iand ichildren’s iinfluence iin ifamily ipurchase 

idecisions ihas ilong ibeen ialleged, ialthough ithere iis ia ilimited iamount iof ievidence ifor iit. 

iMoreover, inotwithstanding ithe iprevailing iview ithat ithese ifamily ienvironments i(family 

icommunication istyles iand iparental istyles) ihave istrong iimplications iin ithe iparent-child 

iinteraction/communication iin ifamily ipurchase isituations i(Moschis, i1985; iMikeska iet ial., 

i2017), istudies iinvestigating ithe iimpact iof ifamily ienvironments iand ichildren’s iuse iof 

iinfluence istrategies iand ithe iimpact iof ithe ifamily imicroenvironment iand iparents’ 

iresponse istrategies irare. iFurthermore, ifamily icommunications iand isocialisation 

itheories iunderline ithe iassumption iabout ithe ihomogeneous inature iof ifamily ilife. iThey 

isuggest ithat iall ichildren iin ia ifamily iare iexposed ito ithe isame isocialisation iand 

icommunication istyle ifrom itheir iparents ias itheir isibling(s) iand ithat ieach ichild 

iexperiences ithese isocialisation iand icommunication istyles iin ithe isame iway. iIs ithis 

iactually ithe icase? iFrom ithe iabove idiscussions, ithe ioverriding iquestions iare: iDo iall 

iadolescents i(siblings) iexperience ithe isame isocialisation iand icommunication istyle ifrom 

itheir iparents? iWhat ifactors iwithin ithe ihousehold iaffect ian iadolescent's iability ito 

iinfluence ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption idecisions? iWhat ifactors iwithin ithe ihousehold 

iaffect ian iadolescent's ichoice iof iinfluence istrategy iin ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption 

idecisions? iWhat ifactors idetermine ithe ilevel iof isuccess ior ifailure iof iadolescent’s 

iinfluence iin ifamily iethical ifood idecisions? 
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These iand imany iquestions icolour icurrent iresearch iinto ifamily ilife iin iconsumer 

ibehaviour, iparticularly ifor ichildren iand iindicate ithat iour iunderstanding iof ifamilial 

idecision-making iprocess iis istill iunderdeveloped. iThis ithesis iseeks ito iexplore, iamong 

iothers, ithese iquestions iin ithis iunderstudied iarea iand icontribute ito ishedding ilight ion 

ihow i(if iany) ithese ifamily ienvironments iaffect ichildren’s iinfluence iin ifamily idecision-

making ifrom ithe iperspective iof iethical ifoods ipurchase iand iconsumption. 

 

 

 



Figure i2.4: iConceptual iModel 
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2.8 iSummary i 
 

It iseems ithat ithe iopportunities ichildren imust iemploy iinfluence istrategies iand itheir 

iinvolvement iin ifamily idecision imaking iis imoderated iby ithe isocialisation istyles iof itheir 

iparent(s). iWhilst iparents ifavouring ia ipermissive ior ineglecting iparental isocialisation 

istyle iare ilikely ito iinvolve itheir ichildren iin ifamily idecision imaking, ichildren iof 

iauthoritarians iare ilikely ito ifind ithat itheir iviews iand iopinions iremain iunheard iand 

iunwanted. iOur iunderstanding iof ithe irole iof iparental istyle iin iconsumer isocialisation iis 

istill iin iearly istage, ias ievidenced iin ithe ilimited inumber iof irelated istudies ias iwell ias ithe 

imixed iresults isupporting ithe iresearch ihypotheses iin ieach iof ithose istudies i(Carlson i& 

iGrossbart, i1988; iManchanda i& iMoore-Shay, i1996; iMangleburg, i1992; iRose, i1999). 

iThus, ian ieffort iis ineeded ito ifurther iexplore ithe ieffect iof iparental istyle ias ia isocialisation 

iprocess ion iconsumer isocialisation iof ichildren. 

 

While ithe iinfluence iof iadolescents iin ithe ifamily idecision-making iprocess iis imostly 

iignored iin icurrent iconsumer iresearch i(e.g. iCommuri i& iGentry, i2000; iLawlor i& 

iProthero, i2011; ikerrane, iHogg i& iBettany, i2012) ithere ia ifew imain istudies iwhich ihave 

ibeen idone ion ithem i(e.g. iCotte i& iWood, i2004; iPalan i& iWilkes, i1997). iChildren iare 

ithought ito ishape ithe idecisions itheir ifamilies imake, ibut ithe iextent iof itheir iinfluence 

irelates ito iseveral ifactors. iThese ifactors iinclude ithe isocialisation istyles iof itheir iparents 

i(which iserve ito iinclude ior iexclude ithe iinput iof ichildren iin idecisions), ifamily 

icommunication ipatterns i(which ieither imute ior ilisten ito ithe ichild's ivoice), ifamily 

icharacteristics iand ichild icharacteristics i(John, i2008). 
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This ichapter ihas ireviewed iliterature iin ithe isociology iof ithe ifamily iand ifamily iconsumer 

iresearch. iThe isociology iof ithe ifamily iliterature ihighlights ithe iextent iof ithe ichanges ithat 

ihave ihappened iwithin ifamilies iand ihow ithey iare iarranged iand iformed. iWhat iemerges 

iis ia icomplex iaccount iof ifamily iliving iwhich iis inot ifully itaken iaccount iof iin ithe iexisting 

ifamily iconsumer iresearch iwhich istill itends itowards inuclear iconventions, iand iwhich iare 

iin iturn iincreasingly irecognised ias iout iof idate iin itoday’s iworld. iIt iresults iis ian ioutdated 

iaccount iof ifamilies, iparticularly iwith iregards ito ithe ipower iprocesses iin idecision-making 

iwithin ifamilies iwhich istill irest ion iresearch iconducted iwith ithe ihusband-wife idyad. iWhile 

iadvances iare ibeing imade itowards ia imore iinclusive iresearch iapproach i(e.g. iCotte i& 

iWood, i2004) ifurther iwork iis irequired ito igenerate ia iwider iaccount iof iconsumption iin 

ifamily ilife. iSimilarly, ithe ivoices iof ichildren iin ifamilies ihave ibeen iignored ifor ifar itoo ilong, 

iresulting iin iconsiderable iresearch iopportunities. 
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Chapter i3: iEthical iConsumption 
 

 

3.1 iIntroduction 

Ethical iconsumption ihas ibeen igrowing iover ithe iyears iand ithe ireason ifor ithis iperceived 

irise ihas igenerated ia igreat ideal iof iacademic iinterest i(e.g. iHarrison iet ial., i2005). iEthical 

iconsumption iand isustainable imarketing ihave ientered ithe iconventional iglobal ibusiness 

iand ipolitical iactivity i(Peattie i& iPeattie, i2009), iand ithis ihas ibrought iabout ia isignificant 

ichange iin ipublic iunderstanding iof ithe idestructive ibehaviours iof isome ibig iorganisations 

i(Harrison, i2006). iOrganisational iethics iand isocial iresponsibility ihave ibecome ia 

ifundamental iissue iof imarketing ipractice iin itoday’s iworld iof isocietal imarketing iconcept. 

iEthical iconsumerism ihas ienabled iconsumers ito iexpress itheir irights iand iprivileges iin ithe 

imarketplace i(Ismail i& iPanni, i2008). iConsumer ipower ihas icome ito irepresent imodern 

iconsumer iculture. iConsumers iare iempowered ito ioppose, iadapt iand iignore ithe isleek 

iand iexpensive imedia icampaigns. iTo imaintain ithe iconcept ithat ithe icustomer iis ipowerful 

igiven itheir icapability ito iexercise ifree ichoice i(Gabriel i& iLang, i1995) icould ibe ian 

iintelligent istrategy ias ia ifree iconsumer iabsolve imarketing ifrom iaccusations iof 

imanipulation, iseduction iand icompulsion i(Ritzer, i1999). i 

 

From ian ieconomist ipoint iof iview, iconsumers ibuy iquality iproducts ior iservices iat ithe ibest 

iprice iwhen ithey igo ishopping. iConsumers ioften ibuy ithe icheapest iproducts iwhen ithey 

iperceive ithat iits iutility iis iequal ito imore iexpensive ialternatives iavailable i(Beardshaw, 

i1992, ip. i59). iThis itype iof ibuying iis ireferred ito ias itraditional ipurchasing ibehaviour. 



 
113 

 

iHowever, ithere ihave ibeen ia igrowing inumber iof ipeople iwho ido inot ibuy ibased ion ijust 

ithe iprice iand iquality ibut iwill iavoid ithe ipurchase iof ia ispecific ibrand ior icompany idue ito 

ireasons isuch ias iconcern ifor ithe ienvironment, iunethical icorporate ipractice ior iconcern 

ifor ideveloping icountries. iSmith i(1990) iwas ifirst ito irefer ito ithis ibuying ibehaviour ias 

i‘ethical ipurchase ibehaviour’ ior i‘ethical iconsumption’. iHowever, iit iis iworth inoting ithat 

iethical iconsumers ido inot iignore iquality iand iprice iwhen ibuying, ibut irather ithey ido 

iconsider iadditional istandards iwhen imaking idecisions ito ipurchase i(Newholm, i2005). i 

iThis isection ireviews iavailable iliterature ion iethical iconsumption. 

 

This ichapter isets iout ito iprovide ia icritical idiscussion iof ithe irelevant iliterature iby 

iidentifying ithe ikey iconcepts: iethical iconsumption iand iethics iof iconsumption. iThe 

ichapter iaddresses ithe iissues ievident iin ithe iliterature isuch ias ithe idominant iintention-

behaviour igap iin iethical ichoice iand ithe ilimited iliterature ion ifamily idecision-making 

iprocess iprevailing iscientific iapproach ito iethical iconsumption iresearch. iIt iprovides ia 

irationale ifor ifamily iethical iconsumption iresearch icontext iand iidentifies igaps iin ithe 

iliterature ion iethical iconsumption. i 

 

3.2 iEthical iconsumption idefined 

The iterm i'ethical iconsumer' ihas ibeen iused ito idescribe iconsumers iwhose iconcern ifor 

ianimal iissues, iethical iissues iand ienvironmental iissues, iincluding iarmaments iand 

ioppressive iregimes iinfluence itheir iconsumption ibehaviour, iand isince ithis iterm ihas 

ibeen iwidely iused iwhen ireferring ito isuch ia iconsumer igroup i(Mintel, i1994; iMaaya iet ial., 

i2018). iLately, iethical iconsumption iissues ihave ibeen istudied ias ipart iof ithe ibigger 
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iconsumption ipicture i(Mayo i& iFielder, i2006; iWiller i& iLernoud, i2017), ihowever, ithis 

iinclude ienergy-efficient iand ireduced iconsumption ibehaviours, ipurchase iof 

ienvironmentally ifriendly ior iFairly-traded iproducts iand ithe iavoidance iand iboycott iof 

icertain igoods iand icompanies. iEthical iconsumers iare iled imore iby iprinciples ithan iby ithe 

iconsequences iof itheir ibuying ibehaviour i(Vitell, iSinghapakdi i& iThomas, i2001). 

iAlthough ithe ibehaviours iand iissues irelatable ito iethical iconsumers iare imany, ian 

iimportant ifactor iis ithe ipersonal iethical ivalues iwithin ithe idecision-making iprocess 

i(Harrison iet ial., i2005). iNewholm i& iShaw i(2002) isummed iit iup iby isuggesting ithat 

iethical iconsumers iare imotivated iby ienvironmental, ireligious, ipolitical, ispiritual iand 

isocial iissues iwhen ipurchasing iproducts. i i 

 

The iconcept iof iethical iconsumption iis iwider ithan ia igreen ior ienvironmental iconsumer. 

iMoreover, iethical iconsumption ihas iassumed idifferent imeanings iand icould ibe ian 

iexpression ifor iboth iconsumers iand icompanies. iEthical iconsumers iboycott iproducts 

ithat ithey iperceive ito; i 

 

“endanger ithe ihealth iof ithe iconsumer ior iothers; icausing isignificant idamage 

ito ithe ienvironment iduring imanufacture, iuse ior idisposal; iconsume ia 

idisproportionate iamount iof ienergy; icause iunnecessary iwaste; iuse imaterials 

iderived ifrom ithreatened ispecies ior ienvironments; iinvolve iunnecessary iuse 

i– ior icruelty ito ianimals; iadversely iaffect iother icountries” i(Elkington i& iHailes, 

i1989). i 

 

Furthermore, isubsequent istudies ihave icorroborated iElkington iand iHailes’ idefinition iby 

isaying iconcerns iof iethical iconsumers iare ithe ienvironmental iimpact iof imaterials, 

imanufacturing iprocesses iof iproducts iand itheir ipackaging; ithe imethods iof iproduct 

idistribution, isale iand idisposal, ireputation ifor ienvironmental istewardship iand ithe 
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icompany’s icorporate ibeliefs i(e.g. iMakower, i2001). iEthical iconsumption ialso iinvolves 

iissues iabout isocial iconcern, ianimal iwelfare, ithe ienvironment iand ibusiness iethics 

i(Harrison, i1997; iCowe i& iWilliams, i2001). iIt ialso iincludes iissues irelating ito ihealth 

ibenefits ibehind ithe ipurchase iof iorganic ifoods i(Cowe i& iWilliams, i2001) iand iFairtrade 

igoods i(Andorfer i& iLiebe, i2012). 

 

Ethical iconsumers iare inot ionly iconcerned iabout ithe ienvironment, ianimal iwelfare iand 

ihuman irights ibut iare ialso iconcerned iwith ithe ideveloping iworld iand ihow iproducers 

ishould iget ifair iprices/wages iand iimproved iworking iconditions i(Shaw i& iClarke i1998). 

iThe iprécis iof iethical iissues iis inot iextensive ihowever, iit iincludes ithe irelevant 

icharacteristics ineeded ias ibackground iinformation ifor ithis istudy, ias ithe iissues iof 

iconcern iare ibroad i(Shaw i& iShiu, i2003, iThorsøe, i2015), ipersonal ito ithe iindividual 

i(Yazdanpanah, iForouzani i& iHojjati, i2015) iand iconstantly ichanging i(Newholm, i2005). 

iSuch ia iwide idefinition ireflects ithe ivariety iof iethical iconsumption iin ithe iUK imarket. 

iMoreover, iCrane iand iMatten i(2003) iargued ithat iit iis idifficult, ito isum iup, ithe ifull ivariety 

iof iactivities ithat icomes iunder ithe iterm iethical iconsumption. 

 

The iglobal iethical ifood imarket ihas igrown iconsiderably i(Dangour iet ial., i2010; iMascitelli 

iet ial., i2014) iand iseveral ireasons ihave ibeen iattributed ito ithis iphenomenon iincluding ia 

iconcern ifor ihealth i(e.g. iMagnusson iet ial., i2001; iLockie iet ial., i2002; iMagnusson iet ial., 

i2003), iethical, imoral, ipolitical ior ireligious imotives i(& iHonkanen iet ial., i2006; iRivis iet ial., 

i2009), iquality ior isafety iof iconventional ifood iproduces i(Makatouni, i2002; iBaker iet ial., 

i2004; iGiffort i& iBernard, i2006), ienvironmental iconsideration i(Vindigni iet ial., i2002; 

iLockie iet ial., i2004) iand ipersonal ivalues i(Dreezens iet ial., i2005; iLea i& iWorsley, i2005). i 
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The ireasons ifor iethical ifood iconsumption ihave ibeen ibroadly icategorised iby iexisting 

iliterature iinto itwo i(e.g. iWandel i& iBugge i1997; iPadel i& iFoster i2005) inamely; iindividual 

ior ihealth i(egoistic) ireasons iand ienvironmental iand ianimal iwelfare i(altruistic) ireasons 

i(e.g. iMagnusson iet ial. i2003, iMaaya, iet ial., i2018). iFirstly, iconsumers iperceive iethical 

ifoods ias ia ihealthier ialternative ito iconventional ifoods ias ithey icontain imore inutrients 

i(Lea i& iWorsley, i2005; iLoebnitz i& iAschemann-Witzel, i2016) iwhich ipromote ipersonal 

iwellbeing i(Yazdanpanah iet ial., i2015). iOrganic iproduce iis ialso iconsidered isafer i(Padel 

i& iFoster, i2005; iWiller i& iLernoud, i2017), ibetter iin itaste iand imore ienjoyable ithan 

iconventional iproducts i(Baker iet ial. i2004; iAschemann-Witzel i& iGrunert, i2015). i 

 

Secondly, ienvironmental iissues iand ianimal iwelfare ihave ialso ibeen iidentified ito 

iinfluence ithe ipurchase iof iorganic iproduce i(Hemmerling, iHamm i& iSpiller, i2015; 

iThorsøe, i2015). iStudies ihave iexamined ithe ieffects iof ivalues, ibeliefs iand imotives iand 

iattitudes itowards iethical iproduce, ipurchase iintentions iand/or ipurchase ifrequency, 

iwith iinconclusive iresults i(e.g. iMagnusson iet ial. i2003; i2001; iPadel i& iFoster i2005; 

iHonkanen iet ial. i2006). iFor iexample, iMagnusson iet ial. i(2003) ifound ihealth ito ibe ithe 

istronger ipredictor iof iattitudes iand ipurchase iintention itowards iorganic ifoods icompared 

ito ienvironmental imotives. iHowever, iHonkanen iet ial. i(2006) iidentified ienvironmental 

iand ianimal imotives ias ihaving ia istrong iinfluence ion iattitudes. iLikewise, iearlier iresearch 

ifound ihealth ito ibe ithe iprincipal ipredictor iof imotives iand iattitudes itowards iorganic ifood 

iconsumption i(Schifferstein i& iOude iOphuis, i1998), ihowever, ithis ifinding iwas idisproved 

iby iTarkiainen iand iSundqvist i(2005), iand iBaker iet ial. i(2004) ifound idiscrepancies iin ithe 

imotives iexplaining iattitudes itowards iorganic ifoods. i 
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Further, iBaker iet ial. i(2004) ifound idiscrepancies iin ithe imotives iexplaining iattitudes 

itowards iorganic ifoods ibetween ithe iUK iand iGerman iconsumers. iIn iaddition ito ithe 

iconflicting ifindings, iextant iresearch ihas ifocused ion iexamining ispecific imotives iand 

itheir ieffect ion ipurchase iintention iand ifrequency i(e.g. iTarkiainen i& iSundqvist i2005; 

iMagnusson iet ial. i2003) iomitting iothers, isuch ias ifood isafety iand iits irole ias ia ipredictor 

iof iattitude iand iintention. iHowever, icurrent istudies ido inot isupport iclaims iof ihealth iand 

inutritional ibenefits i(Dangour, iLock, iHayter, iAikenhead, iAllen i& iUauy, i2010; iSmith-

Spangler iet ial., i2012; iBaranski iet ial., i2014; iEllison, iDuff, iWang i& iWhite, i2016), iwhile 

iother istudies ialso ireject ithe iclaims ithat iorganic ifarming idoes iconserve ithe ienvironment 

ibetter ithan iconventional imethods i(Trewavas, i2001; iSeufert, iRamankutty i& iFoley, 

i2012). 

 

Environmental iawareness iis idriving iconsumers ito ipurchase ibrands iand iproducts ithat 

iare ienvironmentally iand ianimal ifriendly i(Ottman, iStafford i& iHartman, i2006; iScalco, 

iNoventa, iSartori i& iCeschi, i2017). iThe igrowing ifood isafety iand ipersonal ihealth 

iconcerns iwhich ihave igiven irise ito iethical iconsumption istem ifrom ithe ifood iscandals iin 

irecent iyears i(Michaelidou i& iHassan, i2008; iRana i& iPaul, i2017). iFood icrises isuch ias 

iE.coli iepidemics iand iavian iinfluenza iaffected iconsumers' iperceptions iof iconventional 

ifood irisks iand itheir ichoice iof ifood i(Hasimu, iMarchesini i& iCanavari, i2017; iTiozzo iet ial., 

i2017; iPrentice, iChen i& iWang, i2017). i 

 

The igrowth iof igreen iconsumerism ibrought iabout ia iwidened iconsumption itheory icalled 

iethical iconsumerism i(Uusitalo i& iOksanen, i2004). iEthical iconsumerism iis ia itype iof 

isymbolic iconsumption ias iconsumers inot ionly iconsider itheir iprinciples ibut ialso isocial 
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ivalues, ithe ienvironment iand iideologies i(Uusitalo i& iOksanen, i2004; iOrquin i& 

iScholderer, i2015). iAn iincreasing inumber iof iindividuals iseek ito iact ibeyond itheir 

iimmediate iinterests ias ia iconsumer iand iconsider ithe iimpact iof itheir ichoices ion iwider 

isociety i(Doane, i2001; iEllison iet ial., i2016). iIn ithis icontext, itherefore, inotions iof 

iconsumer icitizenship i(Lang i& iGabriel, i2005) ihave ibecome iimportant. iSeveral ipossible 

ireasons ihave ibeen icredited ito ithis iincreasing iconsumer iconcern ifor iissues inamely; 

igrowing iavailability iof ialternative iproducts i(Rana i& iPaul, i2017); iincreasing iavailable 

iinformation i(Aschemann-Witzel i& iGrunert, i2015) iand ithe iincreased imedia iattention 

i(Strong, i1996; iRana i& iPaul, i2017). i i 

 

 

3.2.1 iVoluntary iSimplifiers 

 

In ia irelated idefinition, iethical iconsumers isubscribe ito ivoluntary irestraint iof 

iconsumption ipractices i(Cherrier, i2005) itherefore idescribing ithese iconsumers ias 

ivoluntary isimplifiers i(Iyer i& iMuncy, i2009; iPeyer, iBalderjahn, iSeegebarth i& iKlemm, 

i2016). iEthical iconsumption iwas istretched iby iZavestoski i(2002) ito iinclude ianti-

consumption iattitudes. iHowever, iit ihas ibeen iargued ithat iconsumers ibuy ifor ipersonal 

ireasons irather ithan isocietal iones i(O'Cass i& iOtahal, i2018). i 

 

Voluntary isimplifiers imay ialso ibe iethical iconsumers ijust ias ione iwould iexpect ithat 

iconsumption iwithin ithe ivoluntary iSimplifier’s ilifestyle ito ibe iethically idriven, ihowever, 

ithere iis ievidence ithat ithis iconnection icannot ibe ibelieved i(Bekin iet ial., i2005; iPeyer iet 

ial., i2016). iAlthough iethical iconsumers iare iworried iabout iconsumption ilevels, ithey iare 

inot iessentially ideep-seated ianti-consumerists i(Shaw i& iNewholm, i2002; iEllison iet ial., 
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i2016). iRather itheir idecision-making iis iprimarily iabout ihow ito iconsume iwith isensitivity 

iby iselecting iethical isubstitutes. iEthical iconsumption ibehaviour imay ibe idriven iby 

ivalues, inonetheless, iwith icomplex iand iregularly imany iethical iissues, ioptimistic ichoices 

imay inot ialways ibe imade i(Shaw i& iClarke, i1998; iThøgersen, i2017). iSome iwriters ihave 

igiven ia igeneral iapproach ito iconsumer iethics. iEthical iconsumers ido inot ireject 

iconsumption, irather ithey ichoose igoods iand iservices ithat ireflect itheir isocial, imoral iand 

iethical iconcern. iEthical iconsumption iis ivery imuch ipart iof ithe iactive isocial iprocess iof 

iconsumption iand ithat iit ishould inot ibe iseen iin iisolation ibut ithat iits iattributes iare 

imeasured iby iconsumers ialongside iothers iimportant ito itheir ichoice idecisions i(Carrigan, 

i2017). iIt icould ibe iargued ithat ithe iincreasing iawareness iof isocial iand ienvironmental 

ieffects iof iconsumption ihas igenerated ia igrowing idemand ifor iethical iproducts; ifor 

iexample, iFairtrade iand iorganic ibrands, ithe idecision iby iCo-operative ifoods ito ionly iuse 

ifair itraded iingredients iin iits iown-brand iblock ichocolate iand icoffee iproducts. iMoreover, 

iethical iconsumers igo ibeyond itheir ibeliefs iand iknowledge iabout igoods iand iservices 

icompanies iproduce iand isell ibut ialso ito ibroader iaspects isuch ias ia icompany’s isupport iof 

ienvironmental ieducation iprogrammes, ifinancial icontribution ito ienvironmental icauses 

iand ithe iuse iof inatural iresources iin idaily ibusiness ioperations. iRetailers iare imaking 

ienvironmentally iresponsible idecisions iby ibuilding ienvironmentally ifriendly iretail istore 

ispace iand isustainable idevelopment i(Raidford, i2000; iToevs, i2000). i 

 

3.3 iEthics iin iConsumption i 

The i‘ethical’ iconcept idescribes ihow iethics ior imoral iguidelines iare iused iby iconsumers ito 

iinform itheir iconduct i(e.g. iRivis iet ial., i2009; iZollo iet ial., i2018), iin iordinary ipractices, 
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isuch ias iconsumption. iMoreover, i‘ethical’ irefers ito ian iindividual’s iadopted irules, iwhich 

ireflect itheir ipersonal ibeliefs iabout iwhat iis iright iand iwrong i(Kurland, i1995). iConsumer 

iethics, isuch ias iissues iof imoral, isocial iand ienvironmental iconcern ito iconsumers iis 

igrowing, iand ithey igenerate iethical iobligation istemming ifrom ithese iself-interested 

iconcerns i(Sparks iet ial., i1995; iZollo iet ial., i2018). i 

 

Ethical iconsumers imay imake iethical iconsumption ichoices ibecause iethical iissues ihave 

ibecome ian iimportant ipart iof itheir iself-identity i– ia iway iof iexpressing ithemselves i(Hall, 

i2011). iRise, iSheeran, i& iHukkelberg i(2010, ip. i1087) idefines iSelf-identity ias i“the isalient 

iand ienduring iaspects iof ione’s iself-perception”. iSelf-identity imakes iup i6% iof iunique 

ivariance iin ithe iintention iof ia ivariety iof ibehaviours i(Rise iet ial., i2010). iSimilarly, ithe irole 

iof iethical iself-identity ias ian iantecedent ito iattitude iand iintention ihas inot ibeen iexplored 

iin ithe icontext iof iorganic ipurchases idespite iits icontribution iin ipredicting iattitudes iand 

iintention iin isimilar icontexts i(Shaw i& iShiu, i2002a). 

 

Consumption iis ithe i“use iof igoods iand iservices iin iwhich ithe iobject ior iactivity ibecomes 

isimultaneously ia ipractice iin ithe iworld iand ia iform iin iwhich iwe iconstruct iour 

iunderstandings iof iourselves iin ithe iworld” i(Miller, i1995, ip. i30). iProducts imay ibe 

iconverted ifrom itheir imaterial istate iinto iresources ito iexpress i(moral) iidentities, ibased 

ion ihow iindividuals iuse ithem. iNonetheless, ithe iassociation ibetween imorals iand 

iconsumption iis inot ia icurrent iconcept i(Clarke, i2008; iRivis iet ial., i2009), ibut ione iwhich iis 

ipredicated ion ian iestablished inotion iabout ihow iethical iconsumption iis ipractised ion idaily 

ibasis. i iAs ia imatter iof ichoice iand imoral iobligation, iconsumption ienables ipeople ito iassert 
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iresponsibility iand iethics ithrough itheir idecision-making i(Barnett iet ial., i2005; iHall, 

i2011). iHowever, iwe iknow ivery ilittle iabout ieveryday iethical idilemmas iof ieveryday 

iconsumption iand ithe imoral itensions iof ieveryday iconsumption idecision-making. 

iEveryday ibehaviours iand ipractices imay ithen iseek ito istrengthen iand idirect iindividuals’ 

imoral inature ias ia imeans iof idetermining iethical ibeliefs. iThe iaccounts iand ipractices iof 

iconsumers isuch ias ifamily idecision-making iexplored iin ithis icurrent istudy iare ia imeans iof 

ireflecting ipersonal iethics ithrough ieveryday iethical iconsumption. i 

 

Consumption iis ian iimportant ieveryday ipractise, i‘to ilive iis ito iconsume’ i(Borgmann, 

i2000, ip. i418). iConsumption iis imorally iimportant iby iits ivery inature, ias iit icreates ian 

iintimate iinterface ibetween ipeople iand iproducts i(Whatmore i& iThorne, i1997; iHall, 

i2011). iWilk i(2001) isuggested ithat; i 

‘consumption iis, iin iessence ia imoral imatter, isince iit ialways iand iinevitably 

iraises iissues iof ifairness, iself ivs. igroup iinterests, iand iimmediate ivs. idelayed 

igratification i[... i.] imoral idebate iabout iconsumption iis ian iessential iand 

iancient ipart iof ihuman ipolitics’ i(p. i246). i 

 

Therefore, ithe iprecise inegotiations ion iwhich iconsumption iis iestablished i(Rivis iet ial., 

i2009; iZollo iet ial., i2018) i- iethical iconstructs isuch ias ipower iand ijustice iand, iand 

ielementary imoral ivalues iof iright ivs. iwrong iand igood ivs. ibad i- imaking iconsumer 

ibehaviour ia ichannel ifor ithe iexpression iof ipersonal iethics. iThe ipractices iand 

iexperiences iof iconsumers isuch ias ifamilies ideliberated iin ithis istudy iare iways iof 

ireassessing ibut ialso iconstructing ipersonal iethics. iEveryday ibehaviours iand ipractices 

ican ihelp ito istrengthen iand ireassign ipeople’s imoral ipreferences ias ia imeans iof 

idetermining itheir iethical ibeliefs. iContemporary iconsumers iare iinclined ito iparticipate iin 
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ithe iconsumption iprocess i(Barnett iet ial., i2004) iand iare imore iconscious iof itheir 

iinfluence ias ia i‘consuming ibody’ i(Bell i& iValentine, i1997). iThe iphysical inature iof 

iconsumption, isuch ias ifood iwhich iis iingested iinto ithe ibody i(Fine, i2002), iimply ithat 

iconsumption ican iinfluence iour ihealth iand iappearance. iEthical iconsumption idiscourses 

ihave ihighlighted ithe iphysical inature iof iconsumption. iNonetheless, ithe idebate iabout 

iethical iconsumption iis imore ithan ijust ithe iphysical inature iof iconsumption, ito iinclude ifair 

itrading i(Dolan, i2008; iO'Connor, iSims i& iWhite, i2017), ilocal iproduction i(Pratt, i2008), 

ienvironmental iand isustainability iconcerns i(Hasselbach i& iRoosen, i2015) iand ihuman 

irights iconcerns i(Micheletti i& iStolle, i2008: iDe iMarchi iet ial., i2016). 

 

3.4 iEthical iConsumer iBehaviour 

Within iethical iconsumer ibehaviour, itwo iprincipal iareas iof iresearch ihave ibeen iidentified 

inamely: iethical iconsumption iand iconsumer iethics. iWhereas iethical iconsumption 

iconsiders ithe idegree ito iwhich iconsumers itake iresponsibility ifor itheir iharmful iactions 

i(Gardner iet ial., i1999; iApaolazaa iet ial., i2018), iconsumer iethics iis ifocussed imainly ion 

ifraudulent iconsumers i(Vitell iet ial., i2013; iArli i& iTjiptono, i2014). i i iConsumer iethics ihave 

ibeen istudied ibased ion i'wrong' ior iunethical ibehaviour isuch ias iillegal idownloads, ifraud 

iand ishoplifting i(e.g. iAI-Khabit iet ial., i1997; iSinghapakdi iet ial., i2013). iRegarding iethical 

iconsumption, iMuncy iand iVitell i(1992) iacknowledged ia ilack iof iconsumer iresearch iof 

iexpressed iethical iattitudes iwhich itriggered iseveral inew istudies iseeking ito iidentify 

ipeoples' ireal iethical ibeliefs iand ijudgments. iMuncy iand iVitell i(1992) iproposed ithe 

i'Consumer iEthics iScale' imostly ibuilt ion istudies iof iDavis i(1979) iand iWilkes i(1978). iThis 

imodel icategorises iconsumer ibehaviour iinto iactive ior ipassive ibased ion ian iindividual’s 
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idegree iof iinvolvement. iIt imeasures iethical ibehaviour istretching ifrom ilow ito ihigh iwhere 

iconsumers iwho ipassively igain ifrom iwrong ibehaviour iare ideemed imore iethical ithan 

ithose iwho igain ifrom iactive iillegal iactivities. iWhile ithis imodel ihelps iincrease iour 

iunderstanding iof iethical iconsumer iabout iinvolvement iand iunethical ibehaviour, iit 

iprovides ilittle icomprehension iof ipositive iethical ibehaviour ior iethical iconsumption. iVitell 

iand iMuncy i(2005) ifocussed ion ipositive iethical ibehaviour iwhen iamending ithe 

iConsumer iEthics iScale iby iconsidering ipositive ibehaviours isuch ias ienvironmental 

iawareness iand irecycling. i i i 

 

 i 

Furthermore, imany istudies ihave iused iAjzens' i(1991) iTheory iof iPlanned iBehaviour 

i(TPB) iwith ithe iview ito iunderstand iethical iintentions ias ia ipredictor iof ifuture ibehaviours. 

iPeople's ibeliefs iare icontrolled iand ilead ito iattitude iformation; itherefore, iattitude iacts ias 

ia ipredictor iof ibehavioural iintention i(Shaw iet ial., i2000; iLoken, i2006). iThe iTPB iprovides 

ia igood iframework ifor iconceptualising, imeasuring iand iempirically iidentifying ifactors 

ithat idetermine ibehaviour iand ibehavioural iintention iand ito ioffer ia isystematic iapproach 

ito iinformation icampaign idevelopment i(Montano iet ial., i1997; iHackman i& iKnowlden, 

i2014). iIt ihas ian iinherent iassumption ithat ian iindividual’s ibehaviour iis idetermined iby ia 

iperson’s iintention ito iconduct ithe ibehaviour, iand itheir iintention iis idetermined iby itheir 

iattitudes iand isubjective inorm. iBoth ithe iattitude iacquired iand ithe isubjective inorms 

i(e.g. ifamily iconsumption ipractices) iare ifunctions iof ibeliefs. iRobinson iand iSmith i(2002) 

idemonstrated ithat iattitudes iperceived ibehavioural icontrol iand isubjective inorms 

iindependently ipredict ipurchase iintention iof iethical iproducts. iMoreover, iempirical 
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istudies ihave iconfirmed ithat ia imeasure iof i“ethical iobligation” ihelps iin iexplaining ithe 

ipredictive ipower iof ithe iTPB i(Shaw i& iShiu, i2002; iOzcaglar-Toulouse iet ial., i2006). i i 

 

The iTPB imodel ioriginally idoes inot iconsider iethical iconsumption iwithin iits imodel 

imeasures. iHowever, iAjzen i(1991) icalled ifor ithe iconsideration iof iadditional imodel 

imeasures iby isuggesting ithat; 

 

“The iTheory iof iPlanned iBehaviour iis, iin iprinciple, iopen ito ithe iinclusion iof 

iadditional ipredictors iif iit ican ibe ishown ithat ithey icapture ia isignificant 

iproportion iof ithe ivariance iin iintention ior ibehaviour iafter ithe itheory’s icurrent 

ivariables ihave ibeen itaken iinto iaccount” i(p. i199). i 
 

The iTPB’s ioriginal ifocus ion ithe iself-interested iindividual iissues imay ibe ilimited igiven 

ithat iethical iconsumers iare imore isocially ioriented. iIt ihas ibeen ilong isuggested ithat ia 

imeasure iof ipersonal i‘moral’ ior i‘ethical’ iresponsibility ishould ibe iincluded iin ithe 

itraditional iTPB istructure i(e.g. iEagly i& iChaiken, i1993). iSuch ia imeasure isignifies ia 

iperson’s iadopted iethical iconcerns, iperhaps ifrom ifamily imembers, ifriends ior iother 

isocial iagents, iwhich ireflect itheir ipersonal ibeliefs iabout iwhat iis iright iand iwrong. i 

iHowever, ithis istudy iis imore iconcerned iabout ithe iadapted iversion iof ithe iTPB imodel 

iwhich iintroduces iethical iobligation ias ian iantecedent ito iethical iconsumption iand iit iis 

iexplained iin ithe ifollowing isection. 

 

3.5 iEthical iobligation 

There ihave ibeen itwo imajor itheoretical iapproaches, iamong ithe irelatively ilimited istudies 

ion iindividual iethical idecision imaking, ii.e. iHunt iand iVitell’s iGeneral iTheory iof iMarketing 
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iEthics i(Hunt i& iVitell, i1986) iand ithe ibehavioural itheories iof iAjzen iand iFishbein 

i(Chatzidakis iet ial., i2006). iHunt iand iVittel’s iGeneral iTheory iof iMarketing iEthics i(Hunt i& 

iVitell, i1986; iVitell i& iMuncy, i1992) iwas ioriginally iproposed ito iexplain ithe iethical 

ibehaviour iof imarketing ipractitioners, ihowever, iit ihas ibeen iproved ito ibe iuseful ifor ithe 

istudy iof iethical iconsumer ibehaviour i(e.g. iMarks i& iMayo, i1991; iVitell iet ial., i2001). iThe 

imodel, iwhich iwas ifounded ion ithe iphilosophical iprinciples iof ideontology i(obligations ior 

irules) iand iteleology i(consequences iof iactions), iis iwidely iaccepted iand iit ihas ibeen 

iempirically itested iin iseveral istudies i(Vitell, i2003). iThe ifinal isection iof ithe imodel 

isuggests ithat ithe ioutcome iof ibehaviour iis itransformed iinto ilearning, ia icritical ielement 

iin iethical iconsumption iwhere iaccording ito iChatzidakis iet ial. i(2006) igreater isatisfaction 

icould icome ithrough ithe iconsumption iof iethical iproducts ior iguilt ifrom iconsuming ia 

isubstitute iethical iproduct. I 

 

 i 

Shaw iand iClarke i(2000) iand iShaw iand iShiu i(2002) iidentified iethical iobligation iand iself-

identity ias isuitable ipredictors iof iethical iconsumption ibehaviour. iThese istudies isuggest 

ithat iethical iobligation iis iantecedent ito ian iattitude iwhich itranslates iinto ian iintention ito 

iconsume iethically. iBut idoes ithis iapply iin ithe icase iof iadolescents? iIndividuals ishared ia 

isense iof iresponsibility itowards isociety iand ithe ienvironment iregarding iconsumption 

ichoice iand ipurchase ibehaviour ibecomes ian iobligation i(Shaw iet ial., i2007; iZollo iet ial., 

i2018). iThis isense iof iobligation istems ifrom ipeople's iinternalised iethical ivalues, ibeliefs 

iand irules iregarding iwhat iis iright iand iwrong. iHowever, ithis istudy isuggests ithat ifamily 

iethical idecision-making istarts iwhen iindividual ifamily imembers ior ithe ifamily iunit 

iidentify ian iethical iproblem iand iare iinfluenced iby iethical iobligations ito iconsume 
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iethically, ibelieving ithat iby iexercising itheir ipurchasing ipower ito iconsume iethically, ithey 

imay ihelp ito ibring iabout isocial, ienvironmental ior ipolitical ichange. iEthical iconsumers 

imake ideontological iand iteleological ievaluations iof iall iconceivable ialternative 

ibehaviours ito icome ito ia igeneral iethical idecision iwhich idirects itheir iintention iand 

isubsequent ipurchase iof iethical ifoods i(Hunt i& iVittel, i1986). iEthical iconsumers, ias ia 

imatter iof ichoice iand imoral iobligation, iuse iconsumption ito iassert itheir iresponsibility 

iand iethics ithrough itheir idecision-making i(Barnett iet ial., i2005). iThey ifeel iby idoing iso, 

ithey imay iderive ipositive iself-rewarding ifeelings iof idoing i‘‘the iright ithing’’ i(Arvola iet ial., 

i2008), iself-rewarding ifeelings ias ia i‘‘feel igood’’ ifactor iwhich iplays ia icrucial irole iin 

iconsumer ishopping ipractices i(Midmore iet ial., i2005), iand iachieve ipersonal ivalues 

i(Dreezens iet ial., i2005). iEthical iconsumers iassociate ihappiness iand ipleasure iwith ithe 

iconsumption iof iethical ifoods i(Vega-Zamora, iTorres-Ruiz, iMurgado-Armenteros, i& 

iParras-Rosa, i2014). i 

 

Empirical istudies ihave iconfirmed ithat ia imeasure iof i“ethical iobligation” ihelps iin 

iexplaining ithe ipredictive ipower iof ithe iTPB i(Shaw i& iShiu, i2002; iSun, i2019). iShaw iet ial. 

i(2000) iexamined ithe iimpact iof iFairtrade iconcerns iin iconsumer idecision imaking iand 

ifound iout ithat ithe iinclusion iof ia imeasure iof iethical iobligation iplayed ia icrucial ipart iin 

iexplaining ibehavioural iintention ito iconsume ia iFairtrade igrocery iproduct. iAjzen’s ibasic 

imodel iwas iextended iby itwo ideterminants ithat iare itheorized ito iaffect iconsumers’ 

ibehavioural iintention ito ibuy iethical iproducts ias ifollows: i(1) iethical iobligation, imeaning 

i‘‘[…] ian iindividual’s iinternalized iethical irules, iwhich ireflect itheir ipersonal ibeliefs iabout 

iright iand iwrong’’ i(Shaw iet ial., i2000, ip. i881), iand i(2) iself-identity, iunderstood ias iethical 

iconcerns iwhich ibecomes icentral ito ian iindividual’s iidentity i(p. i882). iThis ifinding 
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isupports ithe iexploratory iresearch iof iethical iconsumers iwhich iidentified ithat iindividuals 

ihold istrong ifeelings iof iobligation ifor iothers iand ithe ienvironment ithat iit iaffects itheir 

ipurchasing ichoices i(Rise iet ial., i2010; iZollo iet ial., i2018). 

 

For iother iextensions iconcerning i(1) ithe idevelopment iof iethical ibeliefs i(Shaw i& iClarke 

i1999), i(2) ivolitional iand imotivational iprocesses i(Shaw iet ial., i2007), i(3) iconsumers’ 

ineutralization imechanisms i(Chatzidakis iet ial., i2007) iand i(4) iconsumer isocialisation 

iprocesses i(Nicholls i& iLee, i2006) ihave ibeen iproposed ito ifurther iimprove iAjzen’s iTPB 

iwith iregards ito ithe iexplanation iof iethical iconsumption. iHowever, ithere iare isome 

iinherent ilimitations ito iShaw’s istudy, imost inotably iin ithe isamples iused. iTo icollect ithe 

iviews iof iespecially iethically imotivated iconsumers, iShaw isampled isubscribers ito iThe 

iEthical iConsumer imagazine iand ifocused ion ithe ipurchase iof iFairtrade igrocery ilines. iThe 

ilatter isituational ifactor, itogether iwith ithe i‘extreme’ i(Shaw iet ial., i2000, ip. i884) inature iof 

ithe isample imay ihave icompromised ithe igeneralizability iof ithe iresults. 

 

3.6 iEthical ifood idecision-making 

Mostly, iconsumption ipractices iare iinterdependent, iinvolving iother ipersons irather ithan 

ibeing ia isole ievent i(Wiswede, i2000a). iHamilton iand iCatterall i(2006, ip. i1032) iopined 

ithat i‘purchase idecisions iwithin ithe ifamily iare inot ialways ithe ioutcome iof iindividual 

ichoice ibut irather imembers iinfluence ieach iother’. iTherefore, ifamilies iare iinteracting 

istakeholders iwith ioften idiverse iand icompeting iinterests. iFamily imembers imust 

icontinually iadapt ito ithe iactions iof iothers iand ito ia ichanging ienvironment ithey ifind 

ithemselves iin. iFamily imembers iinteract iamong ithemselves ito iconsider, iamong iother 
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ithings, iindividuals’ ifood iand ieating ipreferences. iAs iconsumption idecisions ioften ioccur 

iin ifamilial icontexts iand ithe ifamily iis ian iinstitution iwhere ichildren iare isocialised iabout 

iconsumption iroles i(Kroeber-Riel i& iWeinberg, i2003), ifamilies iare iof ispecial iinterest ifor 

imarketing iand iconsumer ibehaviour iresearch i(Commuri i& iGentry, i2000). iConsumption-

related idecision imaking iin ithe icontext iof ifamily ilife iis ia icore iconsumer ibehaviour 

iprocess i(Howard i& iSheth i1969; iScanzoni i& iSzinovacz, i1980). 

 

According ito iCooper-Martin iand iHolbrook i(1993, ip. i113), iethical iconsumer ibehaviour 

irelates ito ithe i"decision-making, ipurchases iand iother iconsumption iexperiences ithat iare 

iaffected iby ithe iconsumer's iethical iconcerns". iPurchase idecision imaking iand ithe 

iincreasing isignificance iof ifamily itypes iand iindividual's iethical idecision imaking iinvolves 

ithe i"process iof iidentifying ia iproblem, igenerating ialternatives, iand ichoosing iamong 

ithem iso ithat ithe ialternative iselected imaximises ithe imost iimportant iethical ivalues iwhile 

ialso iachieving ithe iintended igoal" i(Guy, i1990, icited iin iFennell, i2006, ip. i257). iThis 

iprocess iresonates iwith ithe ibroader iconsumer ibehaviour iperspective ias iit idisplays 

imany isimilarities iwith ithe ithree iintegrated itheories iof iconsumer idecision imaking iby 

iNicosia i(1966), iEngel iet ial., i(1968, i1993), iand iHoward iand iSheth i(1969). iThese imodels 

iemerged ifrom ia ibehavioural, icognitive iperspective iassuming ithat iconsumers iare 

iessentially icomplex, irational idecision-makers i(Nicosia, i1966, iHoward i& iSheth, i1969, 

iOlshavsky i& iGranbois, i1979). iThese imodels ihave inot ichanged iradically isince itheir 

iorigin ibut ihave ibeen iadapted iand ienhanced. iAccording ito iMalhorta iand iMiller i(1998), 

isuch imodels iare inot iappropriate ifor iethical icontexts ias ithey ido inot iaccount ifor ithe 

icomplexities iof iethical iissues ieven ithough i"decision-making imodels ihave iphilosophical 

itheories ias itheir iroots" i(p. i266). 
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A icentral iethical idecision-making iframework iresides iwith iRest i(1979; i1980). iRests' 

iframework iincludes ifour istages iof iethical idecision imaking: iinterpreting ithe isituation, 

ideciding iwhat iis imorally iright, ichoosing ibetween imoral ivalues iand iother ivalues, iand 

iimplementing ia iplan iof iaction. iThis iframework ihas ibeen icriticised ifor inot iconsidering 

iexternal ifactors isuch ias isituational iinfluences i(Trevino, i1986; iJones, i1991). iAs ia iresult, 

imany itheorists ihave iadapted iRest's iframework i(e.g. iTrevino, i1986, iJones, i1991) ito 

iincorporate iexternal iinfluences isuch ias i'moral iintensity' ia imeasure iof ithe iethical iissue 

iat ihand, iwhich iincludes iindividual iand isituational ivariables. iTrevino's i(1986) iadaptation 

iresulted iin ithe i'Interactionists-Model' iof iethical idecision imaking. iThis imodel 

iincorporates iKohlberg's i(1969) i'Cognitive iMoral iDevelopment' i(CMD) ito ihelp iestablish 

ithe imoral imaturity iof iindividuals. iThus, ithis imodel iconsiders ian iindividual's iability ito 

iprocess iethical iinformation. iBehavioural istudies ihave iconfirmed ithat, iover itime, 

iindividuals idevelop ia imoral isystem; ihowever, ithere iis ino iguarantee ithat ian iindividual iof 

iany iage iwill iprogress ifrom ithe iinitial istage iof imoral idevelopment. iIndividuals imay inot 

ibe iable ito iprocess iethical iinformation ibecause iof ia ilack iof iskills ior iknowledge i(Foxall iet 

ial., i1998, icited iin iFukukawa, i2002). iLikewise, iKohlberg's imodel idoes inot iguarantee 

ithat ian iindividual iwill iprogress ibeyond ithe ipre-conventional istage iof imoral 

idevelopment ior, iindeed, ithat ione iwill iprogress ibeyond ievaluating ialternative iaction. iAs 

ia iresult, ithe imotivation ito ibehave iethically imay ibe idue ito ian iobedience iorientation ior ia 

ifear iof ipunishment iand inot ion iethical ibeliefs iand ivalues. iThe ishortcomings iof ithese 

imodels iare ithat ithey iprovided ilittle iclarification iabout ian iindividual's iethical idecision-

making iprocess. iBut iimportantly, iit ifocuses ion iindividuals iwithin ithe ifamily iand idoes inot 

iconsider ithe icollective ior ifamily ias ia iunit, iwhich iis ithe ifocus iof ithis icurrent istudy. 
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Figure i3.1: iThe i'Interactionists-Model' iof iEthical iDecision iMaking 

 

 i i i i i i i i  

Source: iTrevino i(1990, ip. i603) 

 

Ferrell iand iGresham i(1985) ipresented ithe i'Multidimensional iContingency iFramework' 

iof iethical idecision imaking iwhich iconsiders ian iindividual's iattributes ie.g. ibackground, 

iknowledge, iand ivalues, ias iwell ias iorganisational icontingencies isuch ias isignificant 

iothers, irole iset iconstructs iand iopportunities isuch ias iself-esteem, istatus, ireward ito ihelp 

iunderstand iethical idecision-making. iA ifeedback iloop ibased ion ithe ievaluation iof 

ialternative iaction iprovides iinformation ifor iindividuals iwhen ideciding ithe ifuture. 

iAlthough iFerrell iand iGresham's imodel ihas ireceived imuch iattention iin ithe iliterature ion 

iethical ichoice, imany ihave icriticised iits ilack iof isophistication iand iits idominant 

iorganisational iperspective. iIt iis isuggested ithat ithis imodel iis ideficient iin iterms iof 

iunderstanding ithe icomplexities iof ia iconsumer's iethical idecision imaking iand iin idealing 

iwith ithe iissue iof ian iethical inature i(Reidenbach i& iRobin, i1989; iMarks i& iMayo, i1991). 
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From ia imarketing-specific iperspective, iHunt iand iVitell i(1986) ioffered i'The iGeneral 

iTheory iof iMarketing iEthics'. iThis itheory ifocuses ion ian iindividual's idecision-making 

iprocess ifor iissues iof ian iethical inature. iIn iestablishing ialternatives, ithe iethical 

ievaluations iof ideontology iand iteleology iare iemployed i(Immanuel iKant's iTheory iof 

iEthics, i1790). iA ideontological iview ifocuses ion iright ior iwrong iaction ibased ion ian 

iindividual's ibeliefs, ivalues iand iinternalised irules. iA iteleological ievaluation iconcentrates 

ion ithe iconsequences ito iother istemming ifrom ia icourse iof iaction ias igood ior ibad. 

 

These itwo imoral iphilosophies iassist iwith ithe ievaluation iof ialternatives. iIndeed, 

ideontological iand iteleological ievaluations iare ioften iconsidered isimultaneously 

i(Reidenbach i& iRobin, i1990) iresulting iin ia icomplex idecision-making iprocess. iHowever, 

ia ilimitation iof iHunt iand iVitell’s i(1986) imodel iis iits iassumption ithat iteleological 

ievaluations ican iinfluence ian iindividual's ibehavioural iintention. iLike iAjzens' i(1991) 

iTheory iof iPlanned iBehaviour, iit iimplies ithat iteleological ievaluation iis ia irational iprocess, 

iwhich imotivates ichoice, ithus, icompelling iindividuals itowards iethical ialternatives. iThe 

iconsequences iof ione's iactions ior iintentions ito iact imay ibe iinfluenced iby inon-rational 

ifactors isuch ias iemotion. The iHunt iand iVitell’s i(1986) imodel idoes inot iconsider ithe irole 

iof iemotion ias ipart iof ian iindividual's iethical ievaluation iprocess ieven ithough iindividuals 

iwill ioften iexperience ifeelings iof iguilt iwhen ian iethical ialternative iis iunavailable ior iwhen 

iethical ibeliefs iand iaction iare iconflicting i(Marks i& iMayo, i1991). 
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Figure i3.2: iA iContingency iFramework ifor iEthical iDecision iMaking 

 

Source: iFerrell iand iGresham i(1985, ip. i89) 

 

A ifurther ilimitation iof iHunt iand iVitell's i(1986) imodel iis iits iassumed ilevel iof imoral 

imaturity iand iethical iprowess. iThe imodel iassumes ithat ian iindividual ican iprocess iethical 

iinformation iand ithe iskills ito ievaluate ia ichoice iof iethical ialternatives. iMany iresearchers 

i(c.f. iLaczniak iet ial., i1991; iMuncy i& iVitell, i1992; iFullerton iet ial., i1996; iFoxall iet ial., 

i1998; icited iin iFukukawa, i2002) ihighlight iconsumers' ilack iof iskills ior iability ito iprocess 

iethical iinformation. 

 

Consequently, iTrevino's i(1986) iInteractionists-Model imeasures ithe ilevel iof iethical 

imaturity iconsidering iKohlberg's i'Cognitive iMoral iDevelopment' i(CMD), ias imoral 

ireasoning iis ibelieved ito ibe ithe ibasis iof iethical ibehaviour. iThe imotivation ito ibehave 

iethically imay ibe iattributed ito icognitive iand irational ireasoning; ihowever, iaccording ito 
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iGaudine iand iThorne i(2001), iethical idecision imaking iis ia icomplex iprocess, ioften 

icharged iwith iemotion. 

 

They iargue ithat ito ifeel iethically iobliged ito ibehave iin ia iparticular imanner ior ito iconsider 

ithe iconsequences iof ia ispecific icourse iof iaction, iimply ia idegree iof iemotional 

iinvolvement istemming ifrom ia ishared isense iof iconcern. iTrevino iand ithe iHunt iand 

iVitell's i(1986) imodel ido inot imeasure ithe iability iof ian iindividual ito irecognise ian iethical 

idilemma iin ithe ifirst iinstance ior ithe irole iof iemotion iin iethical idecision imaking. 

iReidenbach iand iRobin i(1988, i1990) iclaim ithat iethical idecision imaking iis ia ihighly 

icomplex iprocess ioften iinvolving imany iethical iphilosophies iand inot ijust ideontology iand 

iteleology. iThe i'Multidimensional iEthical iScale' i(MES) iReidenbach i& iRobin i(1988, i1990) 

iadvances iprevious imodels, ias iit imeasures ia irange iof iethical iphilosophies ias ipart iof ian 

iindividual's iformation iof ian iethical ijudgement isuch ias iUtilitarianism, iRelativism, iEgoism 

iand iJustice. Besides, ithey iacknowledge ithat ithe irole iof iethics iin iethical ijudgement ican 

ichange ifrom ione isituation ito ithe inext ithereby ihighlighting ia iweakness iand iinadequacy 

iof iprevious iethical idecision-making imodels. iConsequently, iMES iis ia imultiple iethical 

iphilosophy iparadigm iapplicable ito ia irange iof iscenarios. iThis iscale ihas ireceived imuch 

icriticism iof ithe ireliability iand ivalidity iof ithe imeasures iused iin ithe ioriginal iscale i(e.g. 

iMudrack i& iMason, i2013). iDespite ithis imethodological iflaw, ithe iknowledge ioffered iby 

iReidenbach iand iRobin i(1988, i1990) iin iterms iof ithe icomplexity iof iethical ijudgement 

iformation iis ivaluable iand iinsightful i(Street iet ial., i2001). 

 

 

 



 
134 

 

Figure i3.3: iMarketing iEthics iModel 

 

Source: iHunt iand iVitell i(1986, ip. i8) 
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The iethical idecision-making imodels idescribed ithus ifar ihave iconcentrated ion ian 

iorganisational iperspective. iTo idate, ifew iconsumer idecision-making imodels ihave 

iemerged. iTo iaddress ithis igap iMarks iand iMayo i(1991) iadapted iHunt-Vitell's i'General 

iTheory iof iMarketing iEthics' ifor iapplication ito ia iconsumer icontext. iThis imodel 

iemphasises ithe irole iof iteleological ievaluations iin iidentifying iethical idilemmas ias 

iindependent ifactors iin ithe idecision-making iprocess iwith ithe iability ito ichange ibehaviour 

i(Shaw i& iShiu, i2002). iThe imodel ihighlights ithe iimportance iof ithe iconsumer's ifeelings iin 

ithe iprocess iof ievaluating ialternatives iand iinfluencing ian iindividual's iethical idecision-

making iprocess. iThey iargued ithat iconflicting isituations ioften ilead ito ifeelings iof iguilt, 

iwhich, iin iturn, ican i"influence ithe iconsumer's ifuture ibehaviour" i(Marks i& iMayo, i1991, 

ip. i721). iAn iindividual ican iexperience ifeelings iof iguilt i"when ibehaviour iand iintentions 

iare iinconsistent iwith iethical ijudgments" i(Ferrell iet ial., i1989, ip. i60). iThese ifindings 

ihighlight ithe iimportance iof iemotion ias ipart iof ian iindividual's iethical idecision-making 

iprocess iand iits ipotential ito iinfluence iethical iconsumption ipractices. iWhile ithere iis ia ilot 

iof iresearch idone ion iethical iconsumption, ithe ifew iethical iconsumption imodels iso ifar 

ihave ifocused ion iindividual idecision-making, iwith ivery ilimited iresearch iin ifamily 

idecision-making iand iparticularly ifamily iethical ifood idecision-making. iFurthermore, ian 

iimportant, ibut ian iunderstudied iarea iin ithe iethical iconsumption iliterature iis ihow ifamily 

iinteraction ileads ito ithe iemergence iof icollective iethical ifood iconsumption. iThis 

iindicates ithat iour iunderstanding iof ifamilial idecision-making iprocess iof iethical ifood 

iconsumption iis istill iunderdeveloped. iConsequently, ithe iquestion ihere iis; iwhat iare ithe 

ifactors iinfluencing ifamily iethical ifood ipurchase iand iconsumption? iThis ithesis iseeks ito 

iidentify ithe iethical idecisions iadolescents iand iparents imake iof itheir idaily iconsumption 
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ichoices iand ito iobtain ian iunderstanding iof ithe irange iof ifactors iinfluencing iethical ifood 

ipurchase iand iconsumption. 

 

3.7 iChapter iConclusion 

This isection ireviews ithe iliterature ion iconsumer iethics iand iethical iconsumption ito ihelp 

iunderstand ithe iemergence iof ithese iconcepts. iIt ioffers ian iinsight iinto iethical idecision 

imaking iboth ifrom ia iconsumer iperspective. iIt idemonstrates ia ilink ibetween iconsumers' 

iethical idecision-making iand ithe iethical iaspects iof iconsumption iexperiences. iThat iis, iit 

iacknowledges ithe ipotentially isignificant irole iof iethics iin idecision-making iand 

iconsumption ipractices. 
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Chapter i4: iMethodology 
 

It iis iargued ithat imarketing iresearch ihas isuffered ifrom ia idominant 

ifunctionalist/positivist iparadigm iapplying iquantitative iapproaches i(Hudson iet ial., 

i1988, iNicholson, iLindgreen, i& iKitchen, i2009). iAuthors isuch ias iNicholson iet ial. i(2009) 

iclaim ithat ia iprevailing iresearch iparadigm iexists iin ivarious idisciplines, ias iearly 

iresearchers iare iencouraged ito ireside iin ione isingle iparadigm. iIn ithe ipast idecade, 

iqualitative iresearch ihas igained imomentum iin iboth ithe imarketing idiscipline iand iin 

iconsumer ibehaviour, ithrough ialternative iways iof iattaining inew iknowledge i(Arnould i& 

iThompson, i2005), isuch ias iphenomenology i(Thompson iet ial., i1990, iGoulding, i2005), 

iethnography i(Penaloza, i1994; iSchouten i& iMcAlexander, i1995; iGoulding, i2005), 

ihermeneutics i(Arnold i& iFischer, i1994), isemiotics i(Holbrook i& iHirschman, i1993, iMick, 

i1986), iand iliterary icriticism i(Stern, i1989, i1993). iThese istudies iemployed imethods isuch 

ias igrounded itheory iand iethnography, ito iname ijust itwo, ias ia imeans iof iproviding inew 

iknowledge ifrom inew iperspectives. iIndeed, inaturalistic i(Belk iet ial., i1988), 

iinterpretative i(Hirschman, i1989), ihumanistic i(Hirschman i1986) iand iphenomenological 

i(Thompson iet ial., i1989, i1990) istudies iare inow icommonplace iwithin ithe imarketing 

iliterature. iThese istudies ihave ihelped iunderstand iconsumer ibehaviour iprocess iand 

itheir iimplication ifor imarketing ipractices. iIt iis ifrom ithis iperspective ithat ithe icurrent 

iresearch iaims ito icontribute ito ithis igrowing iarea iof iinterpretative istudies, ias iit iaspires ito 

iunderstand, iin idetail, iparticipants' iethical ifood idecision-making iprocess iand itheir 

iethical iconsumption ipractices. 

 

 



 
138 

 

This ichapter iexplains ithe iphilosophical iand imethodological imethods iused iin ithe istudy 

iand itherefore iconsider ithe irelated iassumptions iand iphilosophies. iThis istudy iadopts ian 

iinterpretive imethod, ifocusing ion ithe isubjective inature iof ireality i(Burrell i& iMorgan, 

i1979). iConsequently, ian iInterpretative iPhenomenology iAnalysis i(IPA) iapproach, 

iembedded iin ihermeneutic iphenomenology, iwas iadopted ias ithe imethodological 

istructure ifor ithe istudy. iThus, iit iis ito istress igoing i"back ito ithe ithings ithemselves" i(Smith 

iet ial., i2009, ip. i12), iwhere ithe iprinciple iof ithe iexperience istems ifrom iparticipants’ 

i'lifeworld' isince ithey isubjectively iexperience iit. iThe istudy iis imainly iconcerned iabout ithe 

i'particular', ithat iis, ia ispecific iphenomenon i- iinfluence iin ifamily iethical ifood idecision-

making). iConsequently, iit iis iessential ito ihave i'particular' iparticipants ias ia ifocus iof 

ianalysis, iwith i'particular' iexperiential iphenomena ias iunderstood iby ithose iparticipants 

iin ia i'particular' isetting i(Smith iet ial., i2009). iTherefore, iparticipants iwho iwere 

ipurposively ichosen ito irepresent ithe iresearch iphenomenon ihave ipersonal iapplicability 

ito iinfluence iin ifamily iethical ifood idecision-making. i 

 

4.1 iResearch iPhilosophy 

According ito iBurrell iand iMorgan i(1979), iresearch iprojects iin isocial isciences imust 

iconsider ithe iphilosophical iassumptions iand ilimitations iof iresearch iparadigms. iA 

iparadigm iis i"a icluster iof ibeliefs iand idictates iwhich ifor iscientists, iin ia iparticular 

idiscipline iinfluence iwhat ishould ibe istudied, ihow iresearch ishould ibe idone, i[and] ihow 

iresults ishould ibe iinterpreted" i(Bryman, i1988, ip. i4). iIt irelates ito ithe isharing iof icommon 

iassumptions iabout ithe inature iof ireality iand ithe iuse iof icommon imethodologies 

i(Thompson iet ial., i1989). iThus, icore iassumptions iwithin iparadigms iare itreated ias 
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i"unquestionable igivens" i(Lakatos, i1970, icited iin iThompson iet ial., i1989, ip. i133) iand 

igive irise ito ilimitations iregarding ithe imethods iemployed ito iobtain ia ispecific iknowledge. 

iHowever, ithe iassumptions imay inot ibe ithe isame iin idifferent iscientific idisciplines, ithus 

igiving irise ito iKuhn's i'incommensurability' ithesis i(Bryman i& iBell, i2003). iTherefore, iit iis 

inecessary ito iconsider ithe iresearch iparadigm iin ieach iresearch iproject ifollowing ithe 

iresearch iaims iand iquestions, iconcerning ithree ikey iareas: iontology, iepistemology, iand 

imethodology i(Healy i& iPerry, i2000). i 

 

Ontological iconsiderations irelate ito ithe istudy iof ibeing, ireality, iand ithe inature iof 

iexistence, ithat iis, i'what iis ireality'. iAccording ito iBurrell iand iMorgan i(1979, ip. i4) iresearch 

ischools iof ithought iare ibased ion i"two ibroad ipolarised iphilosophical iperspectives": 

iobjective iand isubjective. iAn iobjective istudy iassumes i'reality' ito ibe iobjective, 

imeasurable iand iobservable i(Bryman i& iBell, i2003). iIt iviews isocial iscience ias ia iworld 

iwith ia i"hard, iexternal, iobjective ireality i(in iwhich) ithe iscientific iendeavour iis ilikely ito 

ifocus iupon ian ianalysis iof irelationship[s] iand iregularities ibetween ithe ivarious ielements 

iwhich iit icomprises" i(Burrell i& iMorgan, i1979, ip. i3). iThe isubjective iview iof isocial ireality 

i"stresses ithe iimportance iof ithe isubjective iexperience iof iindividuals iin ithe icreation iof 

ithe isocial iworld", ia ireality ithat idoes inot iexist iin ian iobservable, itangible isense ibut iis 

i'subjectively' iexperienced ithrough iindividual ieveryday iexperiences i(ibid, ip. i3). 

iTherefore, i"reality iis iessentially imental iand iperceived" iand ishould ibe iresearched iin 

icontext i(Hudson i& iOzanne, i1988, ip. i509). iBryman iand iBell i(2003) iand iHealy iand iPerry 

i(2000) irefer ito ithese istudies ias iconstructionism isince iindividuals iconstruct itheir 

iaccounts iof ithe iworld ithey iare iin. iThe iapproach iemphasises ian i"understanding iof ithe 
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iway iin iwhich ithe iindividual icreates, imodifies, iand iinterprets ithe iworld iin iwhich ihe/she 

ifinds ihimself" i(Burrell i& iMorgan, i1979, ip. i3). 

 

Taking ithe iabove iinto iaccount, ithe iepistemological iunderpinning iof ia istudy irefers ito 

iwhat iis iacceptable iknowledge iin ia ispecific idiscipline, ithat iis, i'ways iof iknowing' i(Burrell 

i& iMorgan, i1979). iWhile iCrotty i(2006, ip. i3) isuggested ithat iepistemology irelates ito ihow 

iwe iview ithe iworld iin iterms iof iexplaining i'how iwe iknow iwhat iwe iknow'. iThis iprovides ia 

irationale ifor ithe ichoice iof imethods iemployed ito iaddress ithe iresearch iquestions. 

iAccording ito iBryman iand iBell i(2003), itwo iepistemological iperspectives iexist ipositivism 

iand iinterpretivism. iFrom ia ipositivist iperspective, iresearch iprovides ilinks ibetween 

ivariables, iresulting iin icause-and-effect irelationships, ithat iis, ireality iis iseparate ifrom ithe 

iindividual iwho iobserves iit. iHowever, ian iinterpretivist iperspective irespects ithe 

idifferences ibetween ipeople, icapturing itheir isubjective iassessments iby ifocusing ion 

iinterpretation, imeaning iand iunderstanding i(Bryman i& iBell, i2003). iIn ithis icase, ireality 

iand ithe iindividual iwho iobserves iit icannot ibe iseparated. iAccording ito iHusserl i(1970), 

isuch istudies iconcentrate ion ipeople's i'lifeworld', igiven ithat i"our iperceptions iabout ithe 

iworld iare iinextricably ibound ito ia istream iof iexperiences iwe ihave ihad ithroughout iour 

ilives" i(Weber, i2004, ip. i5). iThus, iontological iand iepistemological iconsiderations 

icombined iconsider ireality iand iknowledge, ithat iis, ihow iwe iknow iwhat iwe iknow, ibased 

ion iwhat iwe ibelieve ireality iis i(Crotty, i1988, iBurrell i& iMorgan, i1979, iBryman i& iBell, 

i2003). 

 

Crotty i(2006, ip. i3) isuggested ithat ithere iare ithree imain iepistemological iviews 

iobjectivism, iconstructionism, iand isubjectivism i(and itheir ivariants). iObjectivism iis 
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idiscussed iby iCrotty i(2006) iin ithe icontext iof ipositivism iand ipost-positivism iwhich 

isubscribe ito ithe irealist iontology iwhich iasserts ithat ithere iis ione iabsolute ireality iwhich 

iexists ioutside ithe imind. iObjectivism iasserts ithat iobjective itruth iand imeaning ican ibe 

iattained ithrough i'careful i(scientific?) iresearch' i(Crotty, i2006, ip. i6). iConstructionism 

istands iin istark icontrast ito ithe ipositivist iand ipost-positivist iparadigms, iviewing ithe 

iexistence iof ione iabsolute ireality ias iuntenable. iIt iholds ithat i'all iknowledge, iand 

itherefore iall imeaningful ireality ias isuch, iis icontingent iupon ihuman ipractices, ibeing 

iconstructed iin iand iout iof ian iinteraction ibetween ihuman ibeings iand itheir iworld iand 

ideveloped iand itransmitted iwithin ian iessentially isocial icontext' i(Crotty, i2006, ip. i42). 

iConstructionism iviews imeaning inot isimply ias iobjective ior isubjective; i'we ido inot icreate 

imeaning. iWe iconstruct imeaning. iWe ihave isomething ito iwork iwith i... ithe iworld iis 

ialready ithere' i(Crotty, i2006, ip. i44). iConstructionism iasserts ithat imeanings iare 

iconstructed iby ihuman ibeings ias ithey iengage iin ithe iworld ithat ithey iare iinterpreting. 

iSubjectivism, ion ithe iother ihand, idiffers ifrom iconstructionism iin ithat iin isubjectivism 

i'meaning idoes inot icome iout iof ian iinterplay ibetween isubject iand iobject ibut iis iimposed 

ion ithe iobject iby ithe isubject' i(Crotty, i2006, ip. i9). 

 

A ifurther ilevel iof idistinction iin iresearch iis icalled ifor iby iBryman iand iBell i(2003). iThey 

iclaim iit iis inecessary ito idistinguish ibetween iqualitative iand iquantitative iresearch 

imethodologies, ias ipart iof ithe iresearch istrategy. iThe iqualitative/quantitative idistinction 

iprovides ia ibasis ifor ithe imethods iemployed iand iis ia ipart iof ithe iresearch iplanning 

iprocess. iMoreover, i"quantitative iand iqualitative iresearch idiffers iwith irespect ito itheir 

iepistemological ifoundations" iand i"give irise ito idifferent imethods ito ibe iemployed" 

i(Bryman, i2003, ip. i25). iPositivist iresearchers iaim ito iunearth iregularities iand 
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irelationships iin ithe iresearch, ithus ithey iuse iquantitative iresearch. iThis iemphasises 

iquantifying, iand ithe imeasurable icollection iof idata. iGenerally, itheories/hypotheses iwill 

ibe itested ifrom ithe ioutset, iusing ia ideductive iapproach i(Bryman i& iBell, i2003, isee 

iTable). 

 

On ithe iother ihand, iqualitative iresearch iuses ian iinductive istrategy, iintending ito 

igenerate itheory ias ia iresult i(Berg, i2004). iIt iis iconcerned iwith ithe iparticipants' 

isubjective imeanings iand iinterpretations ias ithey i"form istructures iout iof iinterpretations" 

i(Fisher, i2004, ip. i41-43). iHowever, iBryman iand iBell i(2003, ip. i12) ipoint iout ithat ian 

iinductive iapproach iis inot iexclusive: i"just ias ideductive ientails ian ielement iof iinduction, 

ithe iinductive iprocess iis ilikely ito ientail ia imodicum iof ideduction". iThe ifollowing isection 

ioutlines iand iprovides ia irationale ifor ithe iresearch iapproach itaken iin ithis istudy. iThis 

ithesis icannot iadopt ian iobjectivist ior isubjectivist istance ibecause ithe iobjectives iinvolved 

iachieving ia ibetter iunderstanding i(using iqualitative imethods) iof ithe ilived iexperiences 

iof ifamily imembers iand itheir iinfluence iin idecision-making iprocesses; ifocusing ion ichild 

iperspectives; iand ifavouring iunderstanding iover iquantifying. iLikewise, iit iis iaccepted 

ithat iknowledge icannot ibe iformed iwithout iinterpretation i(Thompson, i1991) iand ithat iin 

itrying ito imake isense iof ithe irespondent's iworld iinterpretation iwould ibe iunavoidable. 

iTherefore, iconstructionism iseemed ito ifit ibest iwith ithe iobjectives iand idirection iof ithis 

istudy, iwith ia iconstructionist iepistemology iconsistent iwith ithe itheoretical iperspective iof 

iexistential iphenomenology i(see isection i4.2.4). 
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Table i4.1: iMethodological iassumptions 

Metatheoretical 

iAssumptions iAbout 

Positivism Interpretivism 

Ontology Person i(researcher) iand ireality 

iare iseparate 

Person i(researcher) iand ireality 

are iinseparable i(life-world) 

Epistemology Objective ireality iexists ibeyond 

the ihuman imind 

Knowledge iof ithe iworld iis 

intentionally iconstituted ithrough ia 

iperson’s ilived iexperience 

Research iObject Research iobject ihas iinherent 

qualities ithat iexist 

independently iof ithe iresearcher 

Research iobject iis iinterpreted iin 

light iof imeaning istructure iof 

person’s i(researcher’s) ilived 

experience 

Method Statistics, icontent ianalysis Hermeneutics, iphenomenology, 

etc. 

Theory iof iTruth Correspondence itheory iof itruth: 

one-to-one imapping ibetween 

research istatements iand ireality 

Truth ias iintentional ifulfilment: 

interpretations iof iresearch 

object imatch ilived iexperience iof 

object 

Validity Certainty: idata itruly imeasures 

Reality 

Defensible iknowledge iclaims 

Reliability Replicability: iresearch iresults 

can ibe ireproduced 

Interpretive iawareness: 

researchers irecognize iand 

address ithe iimplications iof itheir 

subjectivity 

 

Source: i(Weber, i2004, ip. iiv) 

 

 

4.1.1 iInterpretivist iresearch 
 

Interpretive iresearchers itranslate ithe iexperiences iof iothers i(Hirschman, i1986): ithe 

iknowledge ithat iis iconstructed irests ion ithat iobtained ifrom iparticipants. iInterpretation 

irests iwithin ian iontology iwhich iasserts ithat imeaning iis inegotiated ibetween ithe 

iresearcher iand ithe iresearched i(Crotty, i2006). iCertainly, iit iis ieven iclaimed ithat 

iknowledge icannot ibe iformed iwithout iinterpretation i(Thompson, i1991). iThe irole iof ithe 

iinterpretivist iresearcher, iin idirect icomparison ito ithe iobjective, ipositivist iresearcher, iis, 

itherefore, ito ibe ivery iactive iin ihelping ito ifacilitate ithis imeaning iconstruction. iThere 

iexists ia iunion iof iperspectives ibetween iresearcher iand iresearched i(Thompson, iPollio i& 

iLocander, i1994) ithrough iwhich ithe iresearcher's iunderstanding istems ifrom ipersonally 
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iexperienced iknowledge i(Hirschman, i1986). iEventually, ithe iresearcher iis ia itool iof ithe 

iinterpretation i(Sherry i& iKozinets, i2001) iand ihis ior iher isituatedness iwith irespondents 

iin ithe iworld iis ito ibe iused iin ithe iprocess iof iinterpretation i(Thompson, i1991). 

 

Interpretivism iaims ito iseek ithe ifirst-hand iunderstanding ifrom iparticipants i(Calder i& 

iTybout, i1989; iSzmigin i& iFoxall, i2000), irather ithan ian iexplanation ias iin ithe ipositivistic 

itradition i(Ozanne i& iHudson, i1989). iThis iunderstanding iis iguided iby iaccepting 

iconsumer iexperiences iin itheir iterms, irather ithan itrying ito icapture ithem ivia isome ipre-

determined iframework i(Hirschman i& iHolbrook, i1986). iWhilst iinterpretivists iaccept ithat 

itheir iinterpretations iwill inever iconverge ion ithe iinterpretation iand ithat iwhat iis 

ipresented iis ian iinterpretation ifrom ithe iresearcher's iperspective, iaccepting iShankar 

iand iPatterson's i(2001, ip. i491) iassertion ithat i'never iis ithere ionly ione istory', 

iinterpretivists istress ithat iconsumers iare icontinuously ichanging, iand ireject ithe 

ipositivistic iapproach iwhich iviews iconsumers ias ibeing iin ia istatic istate i(Szmigin i& iFoxall, 

i2000). 

 

Whereas iinterpretive iresearchers iacknowledge ithat iit iis iimpossible ito isee ithe iworld 

ithrough ithe ieyes iof iothers, ithey istress ithat isuch iexperiences ican ibe iinterpreted iusing 

ithe iresearcher ias ia itool ito iconstruct iknowledge. iSuch iinterpretation irequires ithat ithe 

iresearcher iput iaside ibiases iand ia ipriori iknowledge, iwhereby ihe ior ishe i'consciously itries 

ito ibracket ipersonal ibeliefs iand iviews' i(Hudson i& iOzanne, i1988, ip. i510). 
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Interpretive iresearchers isearch ifor iobtaining ia ifirst-hand iaccount iof iexperiences ifrom 

iconsumers, iusing ithe iresearcher ias ia itool ifor iknowledge iconstruction, iwhich iis inot 

itainted iby iimposing ipre-determined iframeworks iupon iparticipants, iand iwhich irequires 

ithe iresearcher ito ibracket ipersonal ibeliefs iand iassumptions, ishares iseveral isimilarities 

iwith ithe iviews iof iphenomenology, iand imore ispecifically iwith iexistential 

iphenomenology. iCertainly, iHudson iand iOzanne i(1988) istate ithat iinterpretive 

iapproaches icapture iphenomenology, iwith iBogdan iand iTaylor i(1975) iarguing ithat ithe 

itask iof ithe iphenomenologist iis ito icapture ithe iprocess iof iinterpretation iby iwhich ithe 

iresearcher iattempts ito iunderstand ithe iparticipant's ipoint iof iview. iSuch 

iphenomenological imethods ifocus ion iparticipants iand itheir iexperiences, iaddressing 

iHirschman iand iHolbrook's i(1986) iclaim ithat iconsumer iresearch ineeds ito iadopt ifirst-

hand iconsumer iexperiences iand imove iaway ifrom ithe ipreoccupation iwith iconventional 

idecision iorientated iapproaches. iThompson, iLocander iand iPollio i(1989, i1990) ialso 

iagree ithat iexistential iphenomenology iis ione iway iin iwhich isuch ifirst-hand iaccounts 

ifrom iconsumers ican ibe iobtained. iThe itenets iof iphenomenology, iand imore ispecifically 

iexistential iphenomenology i(as iadopted iin ithis ithesis), iare idiscussed iin ithe ifollowing 

isection. 

 

4.2 iPhenomenology iand iExistential iPhenomenology 

Whilst ithe imeaning iof iphenomenology ihas ibecome iconfused i(Cope, i2005), ithe 

ifundamental ifeatures iof iphenomenology ican ibe iacknowledged: ithe ineed ito idescribe 

ithe iexperience; ithe iimportance iof iintentionality; iand ithe ibracketing iof ithe inatural 

iattitude. iThese ikey icharacteristics iwill ibe idiscussed iin iturn. iSection i4.2.1 ifocuses ion 
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iphenomenology's idescription iof ian iexperience, isection i4.2.2 iexplores ithe iconcept iof 

iintentionality, iand isection i4.2.3 idiscusses ithe iprocess iof ibracketing. 

 

4.2.1 iDescription iof iExperience 

 

Phenomenology iis ian iinquiry i'which idiscovers ithe iinherent iessences iof iappearances' 

i(Stewart i& iMickunas, i1990, ip. i3). iHowever, iPettit i(1969) idefines iphenomenology ias 

ithe istudy ior idescription iof iphenomena i(with iphenomena ibeing idefined iby iHammond, 

iHowarth iand iKeat i(1992, ip. i1) ias i'anything ithat iappears ior ipresents iitself ito isomeone'). 

iPhenomenology idisagrees iwith ithe iontological iseparation iof ireality iand iappearance 

i(Cope, i2005) iand iconsciousness iand imatter i(Hammond, iHowarth i& iKeat, i1992) iwhich 

irequires ia iseparation ibetween ian i'inner iworld' i(of iprivate iexperiences) iand i'outer 

iworld' i(of ipublic iobjects). iPhenomenology ifocuses ion idescribing ian iexperience, 

iwherein idistinctions ias ito iwhat iis i'real' ior i'unreal' irecede iand ifocus ion ithe iexperience 

iitself iand ihow ithis iexperience iis iinterpreted iby ithe iparticipant. iSuch idescription iof 

iexperience inecessitates ithe ielimination iof ipre-determine iframeworks iand ihypothesis 

itesting i(Groenwald, i2004) ithrough iwhich ithe iphenomenologists ican iget ito ithe i'facts' 

iand iunderstand ithe iphenomena iin iits iterms i(Bentz i& iShapiro, i1998) ithrough ithe 

icontext iof idiscovery, inot ijustification i(Guba i& iLincoln, i1994). iThe icore iconcern iof 

iPhenomenology iis idescribing iexperiences i(Moran, i2000) i'just ias ione iexperiences ithem' 

i(Hammond, iHowarth i& iKeat, i1992, ip. i14). iEventually, iresearch idata iwould iemerge, 

iand inot ihave iits iorigins iwithin ipre-determined iframeworks i(Groenwald, i2004). iThe 

iphenomenological imaxim iof i"back ito ithe ithings ithemselves" iis inoticeable ihere; iit iis 

iphenomenology's itask ito idescribe iphenomena, ias ipresented ito iconsciousness, iin ian 
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iuntarnished imanner. iHusserl iregards iconsciousness ias ithe ibasis iof iall iexperience 

i(Moran, i2000). iConsciousness iis imirrored iin ianother ifeature iof iphenomenology, 

iintentionality. 

 

 

4.2.2 iIntentionality 
 

Intentionality iemphasis ithe irelationship ibetween iobject iand isubject, iand ithat ineither 

ican ibe idefined iin iisolation ifrom ithe iother. iHusserl i(1931, ip. i245) istates ithat 

iintentionality iis i'the istarting ipoint iand ibasis' iof iphenomenology. iIntentionality isuggests 

ithat ievery iconscious iexperience iis ia iconsciousness iof isomething, ievery imental iact iis 

ialways idirected iat ian iobject, iyou icannot idescribe ithe iexperience iwithout i'describing 

iwhat iit iis ithat iis iseen, itouched, iheard iand iso ion' i(Hammond, iHowarth i& iKeat, i1992, ip. 

i3). iHowever, ito iget i''back ito ithe ithings ithemselves" i(that iwhich iis ipresented ito ius iin 

iconsciousness) iphenomenologists ibelieve ithat iwhat iwe iknow iabout iwhat iis ipresented 

ito ius ithrough iconsciousness ineeds ito ibe iplaced ito ione iside: 

 

'Phenomenology isuggests ithat, iif iwe ilay iaside, ias ibest iwe ican, ithe iprevailing 

iunderstandings iof ithose iphenomena iand irevisit iour iimmediate iexperience iof 

ithem, ipossibilities ifor inew imeaning iemerge ifor ius' i(Crotty, i2006, ip. i78). 

 

 

 

The i'laying ito ione iside' iof ithat iwhich iis ibelieved ito ibe iknown iinvolves ithe 

iphenomenological iprocess iof ibracketing. 
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4.2.3 iBracketing, iEpoche iand ithe iNatural iAttitude 

 

Phenomenology iis ito i"get iback ito ithe ithings ithemselves", iinvolving ithe icareful, 

iuntarnished idescription iof ian iexperience. i 

 

… iHusserl idistinguished ibetween ithe i'philosophical' ior i'transcendental' 

iattitude iand ithe i'natural iattitude', iaccording ito iwhich iwe iaccept ithe iworld 

iand iits iforms iof igivenness ias isimply ithere, i'on ihand' i(vorhanden) i... ifor ius. 

iThe iphilosophical iattitude iarises iwhen iwe irecognise ithe inatural iattitude ias 

ione iof inaivete. iBorrowing ifrom ithe iGreek isceptics, iHusserl iterms ithis 

idisruption ior ibreak iwith ithe inatural iattitude, iepoche i(literally i'check' ior 

i'suspension’ ibut iused iby iancient iGreek iphilosophers ito imean i'suspension iof 

ijudgement'). iHe icharacterises iit ias ia i'certain irefraining ifrom ijudgement' i... 

ian i'abstention' i(Enthaltung), i'bracketing' i(Einklammerung) ior i'putting iout iof 

iplay' i(ausser iSpiel izu isetzen), i(Moran, i2005, ip. i7; iemphasis ias ioriginal). 

 

This iyearning iderives ifrom ithe iphenomenologist's ibelief ithat iprevious iphilosophers 

ihave i'either iignored ithis ialtogether ior idescribed iit i[the idescription iof iordinary 

iconscious iexperience] iin ian iinaccurate ior imisleading ifashion' i(Hammond, iHowarth i& 

iKeat, i1992, ip. i3). iSuch iclaims iof idivergence iare ibased ion ithe ibelief ithat iprevious 

iphilosophers ihave i'allowed itheir iprior iphilosophical icommitments ito idistort ithis 

idescriptive ienterprise iso ithat, ifor iexample, itheir iaccounts iof iperceptual iexperiences 

ihave ibeen iinfluenced imore iby iwhat ithis i'should' ibe ilike, igiven ithose icommitments, ithan 

iby iwhat iit iactually iis ilike' iHammond, iHowarth i& iKeat i(1992, ip. i3). 

 

Husserl ibelieves ithat iour inormal iknowledge, ialong iwith iour iscientific, iphilosophical iand 

icultural iassumptions itaint ia ipure iconsideration iof iexperiences ias ithey iare ipresented ito 

ius i(Moran, i2000). iHusserl iemphasis ithat isuch iconditions icould imisrepresent ihow 

ithings iare iand ihe iproposed ithe iidea iof iepoche, isuspension iand ibracketing ias 
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imetaphors ito idescribe ithe ichange iin iattitude, ithe iresult iof iwhich ibreaks iwith ithe 

igivenness iof ithe iworld, irequiring ithe iadoption iof ithe iphilosophical iand itranscendental 

iattitude. iMoving iaway ifrom ithe inatural iattitude imeans ithe iphenomenologist ito 

isuspend iall ihis ior iher iassumptions iheld iwithin ithe inatural iattitude iwhich iallows ithe 

iphenomenologist ito idirect ihis ior iher iattention ito ithe iimportant ifactors iof ithe 

iphenomena iin iquestion, iwithout iprejudice iand idistortion i(Cope, i2005). i 

 

Phenomenologist isees ithe iworld ias iit iis, inot ias iit ishould ibe. iThe iphilosophical ior 

itranscendental iattitude iis iachieved ithrough iepoche iand ithe icorresponding isuspension 

iof iGeneralthesis i(general ithesis) iwhich inecessitates ithe ibracketing iof ithe iexistence iof 

ithe iworld ito ifocus ion ithe iactual iphenomena. iEventually, iphenomenologists ihave ino 

iprejudice ifrom ithe ibeginning iand itherefore ithe iphenomenologist ican ionly iaccept iwhat 

ihe ior ishe iis iunable ito idoubt i(Husserl, i1977). iPhenomenology itreats iculture, itherefore, 

iwith ia idegree iof icaution i(Crotty, i2006), iand isuggested ithat i'it iis ithe itask iof 

iphenomenology i... ito imake ius iconscious iof iwhat ithe iworld iwas ilike ibefore iwe ilearned 

ihow ito isee iit' i(Marton, i1986, ip. i40). 

 

Husserl iwas iadamant ithat ithe iprocess iof ireduction i(involving ithe imetaphors iof 

ibracketing, isuspension iand iepoche) iwas icentral ito iconducting ipure iphenomenological 

research, iin iwhich ithe itranscendental iego, iitself iseparate ifrom ithe iworld istudied 

i(Hammond, iHowarth i& iKeat, i1992), imake isense iof ithe iworld. iIn ithis iview, ithe 

iphenomenologist iis ia idetached iobserver iof ithe iworld, itranscendental iin ithe isense ithat 

one imust igo ibeyond ithe inatural iattitude i(Sokolowski, i2000) iand iview ithe iworld iwith 

iopen ieyes. iThe itranscendental idetached inature iof iphenomenology ihas ibeen icriticised. 
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iIt iis iwell-known ithat iHusserl iwas ibranded ias ia i'leader iwithout ifollowers' i(Moran, i2000, 

ip. i2) ias ihis istudents iwere icynical iabout ithe inecessity iof ithis ireduction. iCope i(2005) 

iemphasised ithat iHusserlian iphenomenology iis ibased ion ithe idetached ifeature iof ithe 

iresearcher. iWithin iconsumer iresearch, iexistential iphenomenology, idifferent 

iphenomenology, ihas ibeen iespoused iwhich ieliminates ithe idetached inature iof ithe 

iresearcher iand ibuilds iupon itheir i‘situatedness’ iin ithe iworld iwith ithe istudy iparticipants. 

iExistential iphenomenologists icritique ithe iimportance iof ibracketing ithe inatural iattitude 

iand iargued ithat iin iseeing ithe iworld ifrom ia idetached istance i(as iin iHusserlian 

iphenomenology) i'one ibecomes itoo iremoved ifrom ithe isituatedness iof ihuman 

iexistence' i(Cope, i2005, ip. i168). 

 

4.2.4 iExistential iPhenomenology 
 i 
Existential iphenomenologist iargues ithat ithe iexistence iof ithe iworld iis inot ito ibe 

ibracketed; ihuman ibeings iare ibeings iin ithe iworld iand ishould inot ibe istudied iin 

iseparation ifrom iit i(Hammond, iHowarth i& iKeat, i1992). iIt iis iargued ithat; 

 

'Existential iphenomenologists ido inot iseek ito istudy iindividuals iseparate ifrom 

ithe ienvironments iin iwhich ithey ilive ior ithe iinteraction iof ithe itwo i(which 

iimplies iseparation); irather, ithe istudy iis iof ithe itotality iof ihuman-being-in-the 

iworld i(Heidegger, i1962/orig.1927) i... iExistential iphenomenology iseeks ito 

idescribe iexperience ias iit iemerges iin isome icontext(s) ior, ito iuse 

iphenomenological iterms, ias iit iis i"lived". iThe iconcept iof iLebenswelt, ior 

ilifeworld, iis ione imanifestation iof iexistential-phenomenology's ifocus ion ilived 

iexperience' i(Thompson, iLocander i& iPollio, i1989, ip. i135). 

 

 

While iHusserl's iphilosophical/transcendental iphenomenology idescribes ithe iworld ifrom 

ithe iview iof ia idetached iobserver, ithe iexistential iphenomenology iacknowledges ithat 

iresearchers icannot ibe iseparated ifrom ithe iworld iin iwhich ithey ilive i(Stewart i& iMickunas, 
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i1990), iand ivigorously iuse ithis isituatedness iin ithe iconstruction iof iknowledge. 

iExistential iphenomenologists iwhile irejecting iHusserl's itranscendental iidealism 

i(Hammond, iHowarth i& iKeat, i1992) istill iuse ihis imethod iof idescription. iThe iexistential 

iphenomenologist, ilike iphenomenologists, icontinue ito iregard ithe iperspective iof ithe 

iexperiencing iindividual ias ivery iimportant i(Thompson, iLocander i& iPollio, i1990), istill 

iseek ipersonal idescriptions iof iexperience iin ithe irespondent's iterms i(Thompson, 

iLocander i& iPollio, i1989), istill ido inot iimpose ipre-determined iframeworks iupon ithe 

iexperiences iof iothers i(which icontradicts iMick iand iBuht's i(1992) isemi-

phenomenological iapproach iwhich iassessed ia ipre-determined iframework ion ithe 

isubsequent iexperiences iof ithree irespondents), ibut irejects ithe itranscendental inature iof 

iHusserlian iphenomenology iby istudying ithe ientirety iof ihuman ibeings iin-the-world. 

 

The iexistential iphenomenologists istill iseek ito iunderstand iconsumer iexperiences ibut ido 

inot iconsider ian ianalysis iof ithe inormal ito inecessitate itranscendentalism i(Burrell i& 

iMorgan, i1979). iExistential iphenomenologists idoubt iwhether ibracketing iis ipossible. 

iExistential iphenomenology iis isimilar ito iSchutz iand isocial iphenomenology iwhich iargues 

ithat iknowledge iis igenerated ithrough iinterpretation, ithrough ithe iinteraction iof 

iresearcher iand iresearched, iadopting ian iin-the-world iontology i(Thompson, iLocander i& 

iPollio, i1989). iThe iexistential iphenomenological iview iis itherefore ihighly itangled iwith 

iconstructionism i(Crotty, i2006) iand ithe ibelief ithat iknowledge iis icreated ithrough 

iinteraction. 

 

Though ithe iparts iof iphenomenology ihave ibeen idiscussed iit iis ialso isignificant ito 

iemphasise ithat iphenomenology iis inot iprescriptive inor iare ithey istep-by-step iguides ias 
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ito ihow iphenomenological ior iexistential iphenomenological iresearch ishould ibe 

iconducted i(Moran, i2000, ip. i3). iWhilst ithe iphenomenological ikind iof ibracketing, iand 

ithe irejection iof ithe inatural iattitude, iwas inot iadopted, ia iversion iof ibracketing iwas 

iapplied. iThis iversion iof ibracketing iis ilike ithat iused iby iHirschman i(1992, ip. i160), iwho 

idefines iher itype iof ibracketing ias iconcentrating ionly ion i'those iaspects ithat iare ipresent 

iin ithe iconsumer's iconsciousness'. iHaving irelatively ilittle iexperience iof ifamily ilife i(at ithe 

istart iof ithe idata icollection iI idid inot ihave ichildren) iI iwas icomparatively ioblivious iof ithe 

iintricacies iof ipower idynamics iand ifamily ipractices. iEccles i(2000), iresearching iaddicted 

iconsumers, ialso idid inot ifeel iintimidated iby ithe iprocess iof ibracketing, ias ishe ihad ilittle 

iexperience iof ibeing ian iaddicted iconsumer. iAs isuch, iI iwas ialready iopen ito idiscovering 

iwhatever ipresented iitself, ialthough iI ihad iundertaken ia inecessary iliterature ireview ito 

iguide ithe iresearch iprocess iand itherefore ito iensure ithat ithere iwere isubstantial iresearch 

igaps ito ifill iso ithat imy iresearch ihad isome ipurpose. 

 

However, ias imy iresearch idesign iadvanced inaturally i(and iemergent ithemes 

isubsequently ideveloped iand ibecame iapparent) ithe iliterature idid inot idictate ithe ipath iof 

ithe idata icollection, inor iwhat iwas ito ibe ifound ithere. iLike iThompson i(1996), ithe idata 

idrove isubsequent iliterature ireviews. iIt iis iinteresting ito inote ithat iHirschman i(1992), iin 

ifollowing ithis iversion iof ibracketing, idid inot ifind iany iproblem iin iresearching idrug 

iaddicts ieven ithough ishe iwas ia irecovering iaddict, iand ishe ieven isuggested ithat iher iown 

iexperiences iof iusing idrugs ifacilitated irapport iwith irespondents, ieased irecruitment iand 

igave iher ifurther iinsight iinto itheir iexperiences. iIn ithis imanner, iHirschman i(1992) iused 

iher iown iexperiences ito iinterpret iher idata, ias iinterpretive iresearchers ioften ido. 
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The itype iof ibracketing iused ifocused iexclusively ion ithe iparticipants. iNo itheories iwere 

iimposed ito idirect ithe icourse iof ithe idata icollection, iand ithe idata i(and isubsequent 

ithemes) iemerged iduring iconversations iwith ifamily irespondents. iThis itype iof 

ibracketing imeans ithe iresearcher ishould ibracket iassumptions iand iprior ipersonal ibeliefs 

i(and ithose icontained iin ithe iliterature) ito iensure ithat ithe iresearcher's iassumptions ido 

inot itaint ithe iexperiences iof ithe irespondents. iThroughout ithe idata icollection iprocess, 

irespondents iand itheir iexperiences iwere ithe icentral ifocus. iLike iphenomenological 

iresearch, itheir idescriptions iand iterms iwere ithe isupreme ifocus, isecondary ito ithose iof 

ithe iresearcher ior ithose icontained iwithin ithe iliterature. iRespondents iwere iregarded ias 

ithe iexperts ion itheir iown ilives i(Thompson iet ial., i1990). iThe iresearch ifocussed ion 

iparticipant’s iexperiences, iand iwhat iit iwas ilike ifor ithem ito ibe iinvolved iin ifamily iethical 

ifood idecision-making. i i 

 

Acknowledging ithe ilimitations iof ipure iphenomenology, ithis iresearcher irejected ithe 

idetached iobserver irole ibut irather iadopted ithe iprinciples iof iconstructionism iwhere 

imeaning iwas iconstructed ibased ion ithe iinteraction ibetween ithe iresearcher iand 

iresearched iwhich iis ibased ion ithe iresearcher's iinterpretation iof ithe iparticipant's 

iinterpretation iof itheir iexperiences i(a idouble iinterpretive iendeavour). iConsequently, ian 

iinterpretive i(existential) iphenomenology iwas iadopted i(Smith i& iOsborn, i2003) ito istick 

iclose ito ithe iexperiences iof ithe iparticipants; icapture ihow iparticipants imade isense iof 

itheir iworld; ibracket iany ipreconception iabout ifamily ilife ito iget ito ithe i'truth' iof itheir 

iexperience; iand ifocus ion iparticipant’s iexperiences iand ihow ithey iinterpreted ithem 

iusing ithe iresearcher i(who iis ivery imuch iin-the-world, ibreaking iwith ipure 

iphenomenology) ias ia itool iof ithe iinterpretation. iData iwas icollected iin ian iethnographic 
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imanner, iby iwhich ithe iethnographer iassigned imeaning ito irespondent iinterpretations 

i(Brewer, i2000). iNevertheless, ithe imain iaim iwas ithat ithe istories iof ithe iparticipants 

iwere iretold iand iinterpreted iusing itheir iown iwords, iin itheir iterms, istriving ifor ia i"thick 

idescription" i(Geertz, i1973) iof itheir i"lived iexperiences" i(Thompson, iLocander i& iPollio, 

i1989). 

 

4.3 iInterpretative iPhenomenological iAnalysis 

 

4.3.1 iAn iOverview 
 

Traditionally, ipsychology istudies ihave ibeen idominated iby irational imodels isuch ias 

ithose iof iPiaget i(1932, i1965) iand iKohlberg i(1969, i1979), iand ibased iupon iquantitative, 

iscientific imethods iof iresearch ias ipart iof ithe ibehaviourist iparadigm i(Skoe, iCumberland, 

iEisenberg, iHansen i& iPerry, i2002; iSmith, i2008). iIPA iis ia iqualitative iresearch iapproach, 

ipredominantly iapplied iin ithe idiscipline iof ipsychology. iIt isits iwithin ia ihermeneutic 

iphenomenology iperspective iand iwas iinfluenced iby ithe iwork iof iEdmund iHusserl, ias iit 

iemphasises igoing i"back ito ithe ithings ithemselves", ithat iis, ithe iessence iof ithe 

iexperience iand iits icommon-sense iterms i(Smith iet ial., i2009, ip12). iAccording ito iGiorgi 

iet ial. i(cited iin iWillig iet ial., i2008), iIPA iis ia iphenomenological-interpretative istrategy. iIt 

iis inot ia iprescriptive imethodology ibut ian iapproach ior ia iperspective, ia iway iof 

iundertaking iresearch ithat iprovides ia iflexible iset iof iguidelines ithat ican ibe iadapted iby 

ithe iresearcher iconsidering itheir iresearch iaims i(Smith iet ial., i2009). iIPA iis imore 

iinterpretative ithan iphenomenological iconcerning imethodology ias iit iinvestigates ithe 
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i'lifeworld' iof ithe iindividual, ia ifundamental iconcept ibased ion ihermeneutic 

iphenomenology ithat iis iconcerned iwith ithe iqualities iand icharacteristics iof ithe 

iindividual's ilife iand itheir isubjective iembodiment i(Eatough i& iSmith, i2006a, i2006b). 

 

Earlier iIPA istudies iconcentrated ion ihealth ipsychology. iHowever, ithe iapproach i"is 

igrowing iin ithe iareas iof iclinical, icounselling iand isocial ipsychology" i(Eatough iet ial., 

i2008, icited iin iWillig iet ial., i2008, ip. i186). iFurthermore, iIPA iis iexpanding iinto ithe irelated 

idisciplines iof ihuman ihealth, isocial isciences iand icriminology i(Meek, i2007). iResearchers 

iwho iare ifamiliar iwith ithe iunderlying iphilosophy iof iIPA iclaim iit iprovides i"more 

iconsistent, isophisticated iand inuanced ianalyses" i(Smith iet ial., i2009, ip. i5). iIt idraws 

ibroadly ion ia irange iof iideas iin iphilosophy, iprimarily iin ithe istudy iof iphenomenology iand 

ihermeneutics. iIt iis inecessary ito iunderstand iits iphilosophical iunderpinnings ibefore 

irelating iits irelevance ito ithis iresearch. iThere iare ithree itheoretic ibases ito iIPA: 

iphenomenology, ihermeneutics iand iidiography. iThese iwill ibe idiscussed iin ithe ifollowing 

isections. 

 

 

4.3.2 iHermeneutics 
 

Heidegger idescribed iphenomenology ias ia ihermeneutic iactivity, ithus iforging 

i'hermeneutic iphenomenology' i(Smith iet ial., i2009). iHermeneutics iis ithe itheory iof 

iinterpretation iand iis iconcerned iwith igathering imeaning iand iknowledge ifrom ian 

iontological iview. iIt ilooks iat ithe iquestion iof iexistence iitself: ihow ithe iworld iappears ito 

ius, iour isubjective iview iof iit, ithe iworldliness iof iour iexperience iand iour ireality i(Smith, 

i2008). iSchleiermacher, ia ihermeneutic ienthusiast, iputs iforward ithe idouble 
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ihermeneutic ias ithe iidea iof ithe iresearcher imaking isense iof ithe iparticipant iwho, iin iturn, 

iis imaking isense iof itheir iexperience i(Smith iet ial., i2009, ip. i35). iSmith iet ial. i(2009) 

idescribe ithis isituation ias ithe iresearcher iacting ias ia idetective, idrawing iout iand 

idisclosing imeaning ifrom iexperiences. iThe iresearcher's ipreconceptions ineed ito ibe 

ibracketed ior iacknowledged, ithus iprioritising ithe iparticipant's iresponses ithrough 

iattentiveness iand iengagement: i"The iparticipant's imeaning-making iis ifirst-order, iwhile 

ithe iresearcher's isense-making iis isecond-order" i(Smith iet ial., i2009, ip. i36). iThe 

iresearcher imust ibe iboth iempathetic iand iquestioning iof ithe iparticipant's imeaning-

making ito i'understand' iand iinterpret ithe iresponses igiven: i"the ivery iprocess iof iputting 

iexperience iinto ilanguage iis ia imeaning-making iprocess" i(Vygotsky, i1987, icited iin 

iSeidman, i2006, ip. i19). 

 

4.3.3 iHermeneutic iCircle 
 

As ipart iof ithe itheory iof ihermeneutics, ithe ihermeneutic icircle irefers ito ithe idynamic 

irelationship ibetween ithe ipart iand ithe iwhole i(Smith iet ial., i2009). iIt iallows ithe 

iresearcher ito imake isense iof ithe iwhole iby ilooking iat ithe iparts iand ito imake isense iof 

ieach ipart iby iconsidering ithe iwhole i(in iits icontext). iIt idescribes ithe iprocess iof 

iinterpretation ithrough imeaning-making, isense-making, iand ithe iconvergence iand 

idivergence iof ithe idata. iIt iis ian iiterative, icyclical iprocess. iThis iis ivital iin ithe idata ianalysis 

iphase ias iit iallows ithe iresearch ito igo iback iand iforth ithrough ithe idata iand ifacilitates 

idifferent ithinking iat idifferent istages i(Smith iet ial., i2009). iIt iis inon-linear, iallowing 

idifferent iperspectives ito ibe itaken ion idifferent iparts iof ior ithe iwhole iof ithe itext. iThe 

iflexibility iof ithe ihermeneutic icycle iis iimportant ias i"the imeaning, iwhich iis ibestowed iby 
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ithe iparticipant ion iexperience, ias iit ibecomes ian iexperience, ican ibe isaid ito irepresent ithe 

iexperience iitself" i(Smith iet ial., i2009, ip. i33). iThe iresearcher iis itrying ito imake isense iof 

ithe iparticipant imaking isense iof ithe iphenomenon ior iexperience i(double ihermeneutic: 

iSmith iet ial., i2009, iSmith, i2008). iThus, ithe iexperience iis iviewed iin ithe ieyes iof ithe 

iparticipant, iand ithe ipersonal irelevance ito ithe iphenomenon ibeing iresearched ibut ithe 

iexperience i"is inot ireally ithe iproperty iof ithe iindividual iper ise i(...) iA igiven iperson ican 

ioffer ius ia ipersonally iunique iperspective ion itheir irelationship ito, ior iinvolvement iin, 

ivarious iphenomena iof iinterest" i(Smith iet ial., i2009, ip. i29). 

 

4.3.4 iAn iIdiographic iStudy 
 

The ifinal iconcept iof iIPA iis iits iidiographic ifocus. iIPA iinvolves iidiographic istudy ias iit iis 

iconcerned iwith ithe i'particular' ior ispecifics i(Larkin iet ial., i2006) iwhereby ithe iindividual iis 

ithe iunit iof ianalysis i(Smith iet ial., i2004, icited iin iEatough i& iSmith, i2006). iThe iopposite ito 

ithis itype iof iresearch iwould ibe ia inomothetic istudy, iwhich i"prevent(s) ithe iretrieval ior 

ianalysis iof ithe iindividuals iwho iprovided ithe idata iin ithe ifirst iplace" i(Smith iet ial., i2009, 

ip. i30). iA inomothetic iapproach igenerally iprovides itypologies ithrough iinferential 

istatistics iand inumbers iand idivorces ithe iinformation-rich iindividual ifrom ithe ilaws, 

iaverages iand istatistics iused ito iexplain iobjective iphenomena. iFurthermore, ithe iauthor 

iof ithe ipresent istudy idoes inot iassume ithat ian iidiographic istudy iwill iprovide 

igeneralisable ifindings. iAlthough ia ilong-debated iissue, ithe i"interpretivist iapproach ito 

iresearch idoes inot ireadily ifacilitate ithe istatement iof igeneralizations ioutside ithe icontext 

iof ithe istudy" i(Hudson i& iOzanne, i1988, ip. i511). iTherefore, ito iaddress ithis iissue, iIPA 
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iconcentrates ion itransferable ifindings. iThis irelates ito ithe iparticulars iof ia ispecific 

icontext ito iother i'similar' icases i(ibid). i 

 

 

4.3.5 iRationale ifor iInterpretative iPhenomenological iAnalysis 
 

Given ithe isubjective inature iof iconsumption iand ivalue-based iexperiences, ithe icurrent 

istudy iemploys ian iinterpretive iresearch iapproach. iThis istudy iaims ito iuncover 

iparticipants' isubjective iexperiences, itheir imeaning, iand ihow iparticipants imake isense 

iof ithem, iin iline iwith ithe ioverall iresearch iaims. iAs iqualitative iresearch iintends ito 

iuncover iin-depth iunderstandings iof iphenomena, iit ihas i"the ipower ito itake ithe 

iinvestigator iinto ithe iminds iand ilives iof ithe irespondents, ito icapture ithem iwarts iand iall" 

i(McCracken, i1988, ip. i10). iThe istrategy iemployed ifor ithis istudy iis iIPA i(Smith, i2008). 

iThis iapproach iis iparticularly irelevant ito ithe icurrent istudy ias iit ifocuses ion 

iunderstanding ihow iindividuals iinfluence ifamily imembers iduring ian iethical ifood 

idecision-making iprocess. iTherefore, iIPA ienables ithe iexploration iand iunderstanding iof 

iparticipants' iexperiences, iperceptions iand iviews iof ia i'particular' iphenomenon iin ia 

i'particular' icontext iby ia i'particular' iparticipant igroup i(Reid iet ial., i2005; iBrocki i& 

iWearden, i2006). iBy iconcentrating ion ithe i'particular', ithis ienables i"thick idescriptions 

ifrom iwhich iit iis idifficult ito icreate igeneralized iknowledge istatements" ito ithe ispecific 

iparticipants ior iresearch icontext iin iquestion i(Berger iet ial., i1982, icited iin iHudson i& 

iOzanne, i1988, ip. i511). iIt ioffers i"a ideeper, imore ipersonal, iindividualised ianalysis" 

i(Brocki i& iWearden, i2006, ip. i99), ifacilitating ia igreater iunderstanding ithrough 

iindividuals' isense-making iof itheir isubjective iexperiences, iand ibased ion ithe 

iparticipants' istories, igiven iin itheir iown iwords. iThe ifoundations iof iIPA iare ifirmly 
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iembedded iin ihermeneutic iphenomenology. iAs ia iresult, ithe iemphasis iis iplaced ion ithe 

i'interpretation' iof ithe iindividual's isubjective iexperiences iand inot isimply ion ithe ifacts ior 

ihow ithey iare idescribed ias i"interpretivism iis ibetter icapable iof iuncovering ithe irich 

idescriptions iand iinsights" i(Beverland i& iLindgreen, i2004, icited iin iNicholson iet ial., i2009, 

ip. i189). 

 

4.3.6 iPhenomenological iResearch iin ithe iMarketing iand iEthics iLiterature 

 

Different istrands iof iphenomenological iresearch iare iutilised iin imarketing i(Thompson iet 

ial., i1989, i1990) iand iethics iresearch i(Cherrier, i2005, icited iin iHarrison iet ial., i2005). iAll 

ithree iof ithese istudies iused iexistential iphenomenological iinterviews ito ihelp iprovide 

iinsight iand iunderstanding iinto ithe iconsumer iexperiences iof iethical iconsumers iand ithe 

imeaning iof iethical iconsumption. iCherrier i(2005) iacknowledges ithe isubjective inature 

iof ithe iconsumer's iethical idecision iprocess iand iuses ithe iinterviews ito icapture ieveryday 

iexperiences ias ithey iare ilived. iHowever, iexistential iphenomenology iis imore iof 

idescriptive iscience, ias ithe iresearcher iassumes ia iphenomenological iattitude iby 

ibracketing ihis/her ipreconceptions iand itakes ithe iposition ithat ithe ireality iof ithe 

idescriptions iis isubjective i(Thompson iet ial., i1989, iGiorgi, i2008, icited iin iWillig iet ial., 

i2008). iAccording ito iWillig i(2009, ip. i55), idescriptive iphenomenology iacknowledges ithe 

irole iof iinterpretation ibut iaims ito iminimise iit ias iit ifocuses ion i"that iwhich ilies ibefore ione 

iin iphenomenological ipurity". iIt iseeks ito idescribe iexperiences ias iit iemerges". iCherrier 

i(2005, icited iin iHarrison iet ial., i2005, ip. i129) iencourages i"the iresearcher i[to] ishare itheir 

ipersonal ithoughts iand ifeelings iwith ithe iinformant" ithroughout ithe iinterview. iAccording 

ito iSmith iet ial. i(2009), iif ithe iresearcher iprovides itheir iexperience iwhile iinterviewing ithe 
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iparticipant, ithe iresearcher imay ihave ifailed ito ibracket itheir ipreconceptions, ithereby inot 

iable ito ienter ithe ilifeworld iof ithe iparticipant. iFinally, iCherrier i(2005) iclaims ithat i'why' 

iquestions iin iexistential iphenomenology ishould inot ibe iasked, iwhereas, iin ian iIPA istudy 

ithe iuse iof i'why' iquestions ienable ithe iresearcher ito iget ithe iparticipant ito igo ideeper. 

iThis iis iessential ias iit iencourages irhythm iand imomentum iin ithe iinterview iresulting iin 

ithe icollection iof iricher idata ifor iinterpretation i(Smith iet ial., i2009). iThis, itherefore, 

ihighlights ithe ishortcomings iof iCherrier's i(2005) iresearch, ias iit ioverlooks ithe 

iinterpretative ielement irequired ito iunderstand ithe iparticipant's ilifeworld. iThe ipresent 

iresearch iaims ito iovercome isuch ideficiencies iand iundertake iqualitative iresearch iin ian 

iarea ithat ihas iotherwise ibeen idominated iby ia ipositivist iparadigm i(Smith, i2004). iThe 

ifollowing isection idetails iIPA iand iother iqualitative imethods, ias iidentified ifrom ithe 

iliterature. 

 

4.3.7 iIPA iand iOther iQualitative iMethods 

 

IPA idiffers ifrom iother iqualitative iresearch imethods, isuch ias igrounded itheory iand 

icontent ianalysis, ialthough isome isimilarities iare ievident. iFirst, ias imentioned ipreviously, 

igrounded itheory iaims iat ithe iconceptual, iexplanatory, imacro ilevel. iMeanwhile, iIPA 

iaims ito ipurposefully iselect iparticipants ito iclarify ia ispecific iresearch iquestion iand ito 

idevelop ia ifull iand iinteresting iinterpretation iof ithe idata. iGrounded itheory iis iconcerned 

iwith itheoretical isampling, ithat iis, ia i"process iof idata icollection ifor igenerating itheory 

iwhereby ithe ianalyst ijointly icollects, icodes, iand ianalyses i(...) idata iand idecides iwhat 

idata ito icollect inext iand iwhere ito ifind ithem, ito idevelop i(...) itheory ias iit iemerges" 

i(Glaser i& iStrauss, i1967, ip. i45). iThe ipurpose iof itheoretical isampling iis ito iestablish 
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iclaims ithat iapply ito ia ibroader ipopulation, ithereby ienabling ithe igeneralisation iof ithe 

ifindings. iFurthermore, iStrauss iand iCorbin i(1990, ip. i22) iregard ithe itheory ias i"a iset iof 

iwell-developed icategories". iWhile iphenomenological iresearch imay iuse ia isimilar 

iapproach, iit idoes inot iaim ifor ia isingle iset iof iwell-developed icategories. iPhenomenology 

iassumes ithat imultiple irespondents iwill ihave imultiple iconcepts iand iperspectives, iin 

iother iwords, isubjective iexperience icreates imeanings iand irelationships ithat ineed ito ibe 

iindividually iresearched. iAdditionally, igrounded itheory iconcentrates ion itheoretical 

isaturation, ia ipoint iat iwhich ino inew itheoretical iinsights iare ievident. iIPA, ion ithe iother 

ihand, iis iconcerned iwith ithe istudy iof i'particulars'. iThus, iit itends ito iuse ia ismaller inumber 

iof iparticipants iin ian iidiographic istudy iand iaims iat itheoretical itransferability, ithat iis, ithe 

itransfer iof isimilar iphenomena ito idifferent icontexts. 

 

Second, iIPA igoes ibeyond idiscourse ior icontent ianalysis iby i"providing ia idetailed 

iinterpretative ianalysis iof ithemes. iIPA istarts iwith ibut ishould igo ibeyond, ia istandard 

ithematic ianalysis" i(Brocki i& iWearden, i2006, ip. i89). iThat iis, icontent ianalysis ioften ihas 

ipredefined icategories. iThus iit; 

 
"seek[s] ito iproduce iquantitative ianalysis iof idiscrete icategories ifrom iqualitative 

idata. i[However, iin] iIPA ithe iimportance iof ithe inarrative iportrayal iremains 

iparamount iwith ia ifinal ianalysis iproviding ia idetailed iinterpretative ianalysis iof 

ithemes" i(Brocki i& iWearden, i2006, ip. i89). 
 

IPA ican ibe idescribed ias iexperiential iresearch iin icontrast ito idiscursive iresearch" 

i(Reicher, i2000, icited iin iEatough i& iSmith, i2006) ias inarrative iand icontent ianalysis 

iemploy iresources isuch ias inarratives iand ilanguage ito irepresent iindividual iexperiences. 

iAn iIPA istudy, ihowever, iviews ilanguage ias ishaping ian iindividual’s iexperiences, inot 
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irepresenting ithem. iThat iis, iIPA igoes ione istep ifurther, iin iinterpreting iindividuals' 

iexperiences iby idrawing iout ithe imeaning ito idevelop ireal iand ideep iinsights. i"The ifocus 

iis imore ion iunderstanding, irepresenting iand imaking isense iof ipeople's iways iof ithinking, 

itheir imotivations, iactions iand iso ion iwhereas ifor idiscourse ianalysis, ithe iemphasis iis ion 

ihow ilanguage iconstructs ipeople's iworlds, ithe iperformative iaspects iof italk" i(Eatough i& 

iSmith, i2006a; ip. i485). iIPA iis inot iconcerned iwith ithe ifrequency iof ithemes, ipatterns iin 

idata ior ithe ifunction iof ilanguage ibut iconcentrates ion ithe imeaning iand iinterpretation iof 

ithe ithemes iarising iin ia ispecific icontext, ithus iproviding irich iinsights iinto ithe 

iphenomena. iImportantly, ihowever, ithe iunit iof ianalysis iin iIPA iis inot itexts; iit iis 

iparticipants, iand itheir iattempts ito imake isense iof itheir iexperiences iand ihow ithe iworld 

iappears ito ithem i(Smith iet ial., i2009). iThe inext isection iwill iprovide ian ioverview iof ithe 

iphilosophical iconcepts iof iIPA. 

 

4.4 iMethodology 

The ichapter i2 iof ithis istudy ihas ialready idiscussed imany iof ithe ishortcomings iof iexisting 

ifamily iresearch iin ithe iconsumer ibehaviour iliterature, isuch ias ithe ifocus ion ihusband-

wife idyads ito ithe iexclusion iof iother ifamily imembers i(most inotably ichildren) iwhich 

iignores ithe iinfluence ithat ichildren imay ihave iin ishaping ifamily idecisions iand 

iconsumption; iand iwith ithe ipreoccupation iof imeasuring iinfluence iitself iusing 

iquantitative imethods. iLikewise, ithe iprevious isection icritiqued ithe ipositivist imethods 

iused iin iconsumer iresearch iwhich irely ion ithe idetachment iof ithe iresearcher ifrom ithe 

iresearched. iThe idecisions idocumented iin ithe iprevious isections, iconcerning iontological 

iand iepistemological ichoices, ithus ihave iramifications ifor ithe iresearch imethodology 
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iused iin ithis ithesis. iThe ichoice iof imethodology iwas ialso iinfluenced iby iexisting ifamily 

iresearch istudies iwhich itend ito irely ion iobjective, iquantitative imethods. iThe 

imethodology ichapter ihighlights ihow ithe ifamily istories iwere icollected, iand ifully 

idescribes ithe imethod iemployed. 

 

4.4.1 iPhenomenological iInterview ias ia iMethod 
 

Whereas imany iof ithe ipoints iraised iby iThompson iet ial. i(1989) ihave ibeen idiscussed iin 

iearlier isections iof ithis ichapter, iit iis iimportant ito ireview ithe icentral ithemes iwith ispecific 

ireference ito iinterviews ito iunderstand ithe iimplications iat ithe imethodological ilevel. 

iThompson, iLocander i& iPollio i(1989) iexplained iinterviews ias ithe isignificant iway iby 

iwhich ithe iexistential iphenomenologist ican iseek ito iunderstand ithe ilived iexperiences iof 

iconsumers. iInterviews iobtain i"a ideeper, imore ipersonal, iindividualised ianalysis" 

i(Brocki i& iWearden, i2006, ip. i99). i 

 

Interviews ihave ibeen isuccessfully iutilised iin iearlier istudies iwhich ihave isought ito 

icapture ithe ivoices iof ifamilies iincluding ichildren i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997; iThomson i& 

iLaing, i2003; iLawlor i& iProthero, i2011; ikerrane, iHogg i& iBettany, i2012), iand ihave ithe 

ipotential ito iyield irich idetails iof ithe iexperiences iof iadolescents iand itheir iparents. i iBy 

iusing isemi-structured iinterviews i(see iappendix i6 ifor ithe iinterview iguide), ithis 

iresearcher iseeks ito igain iinsight iinto iparticipants’ iinfluence iin itheir iethical ifood 

idecision-making iprocess iand itheir imotivation ito iconsume iethical ifoods iand ito iuncover 

iin-depth idetailed iinformation ii.e. iexamples, iaccounts iand istories iof itheir iprevious 

idecision-making iprocess, itheir iinfluence ior irelative iinfluence iin ifamily ifood 
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iconsumption idecisions, itheir ichoice iof iinfluence istrategy iand iwhat iimpact itheir irelative 

iinfluence. iConsidering ithe iresearch iquestions, ia isemi-structured iinterview iwas isuitable 

ifor ithis istudy. iSemi-structured iinterviews i"are iwidely iused iin iflexible, iqualitative 

idesigns", ihelping ito iobtain ia igood iamount iof iknowledge i(Robson, i2002, ip. i71). i 

 

The iinterview ibegins iwith iinforming ithe iparticipants iof itheir ianonymity iand iseeking 

itheir iinformed iconsent. iThe irespondents iwere iasked ifor itheir ipermission ito itape-record 

ithe iinterviews iand iassured ithat ino iother iparty iwould ilisten ito ithe itape irecordings. 

iAlthough ithe iterm i'interview' ihas ibeen iused, i'conversation' i(Thompson i& iHaytko, 

i1997) iis iperhaps ia ibetter idescription iof ithe iinterviews iin iphenomenology ithrough 

iwhich ithe idialogue ibetween ithe iresearcher iand iresearched iis iset iby ithe iparticipant 

i(Thompson, iLocander i& iPollio, i1989). iIn ieffect, ithe iresearcher iis ia inon-directive 

ilistener iwith ithe iconversation iseeking ia ifirst-person idescription iof iexperience i(Cope, 

i2005). iAn iopening iquestion iwas iused iin ieach iinterview ito istimulate idiscussion. iFor 

iinstance, iin ithe ifirst iinterviews iwith irespondents, ithey iwere iasked: i"tell ime iabout iyour 

ifamily". iAccording ito iFisher i(2004), iopen iquestions iare ian iinvitation ito ithe iparticipants 

ito ielaborate itheir iwealth iof iknowledge ion ia ispecific iphenomenon, ithus icomplementing 

ian iinterview iapproach. iSubsequent ifollow-up iquestions ilargely iemerged ifrom ithe 

iconversations iwith ithe ifamilies. 

 

This iresearcher, iwhile iinterviewing imultiple ifamily imembers, itriangulates ithe iaccounts 

iof imultiple ifamily imembers iby ibringing iout ithe ivoices iof iboth iadolescents iand iparents 

iand ito igain idata iwithin ia ifamily iinterview. iEach ifamily iwere iinterviewed itogether iwith 

ithe iview ito itriangulate ithe idata ito iincrease ithe iinternal ivalidity iof ithe iresearch. iThis 
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ithree-way itechnique ihas ibeen iwidely iused iin iprevious iresearch ion iinfluence iin ifamily 

idecision-making i(Belch iet ial., i1985; iFoxman iet ial., i1989; iQualls i& iJaffe, i1992; iShoham 

i& iDalakas, i2005). iThroughout ithe iinterview ithe iresearcher iand iparticipants iare iin 

ipositions iof iequality i(Thompson iet ial., i1989) iand iimportance iis iplaced ion ithe 

iresearched's iexperiences iand iconcepts i(Thompson iet ial., i1990). iThe iconcepts iof ithe 

iresearcher, iand ithose icontained iin ithe iliterature iand iexisting itheories, iare isecondary ito 

ithe irespondent's i(Thompson iet ial., i1990); ithe irespondent iis iseen ias ithe iexpert i(Cope, 

i2005). iThe inext isection idiscusses ithe iresearch istrategy iwhich iinvolves ia idiscussion iof 

ihow ithe irespondent ifamilies iwere irecruited iand iselected ito itake ipart iin ithe iresearch 

iprocess. 

 

4.4.2 iThe iresearch istrategy 
 

This iresearch iseeks ito irevisit ifamily iresearch, imove iaway ifrom ithis idyadic iapproach ito 

iresearch iwhich iconsidered imultiple iparticipants iand, ithe irole iof ichildren iand ithe 

idominance iof ipositivist iparadigm iby igoing i"back ito ithe ithings ithemselves" i(Smith iet ial., 

i2009, ip. i12), ito iunderstand iparticipants isubjective ilived iexperience, ias idiscussed iin 

iearlier isections. iNuclear ifamily iforms iwere iused iwhile iacknowledging ithe ipresence iand 

irole iof i“other ifamily” iin icontemporary isociety, inuclear ifamilies ineeded ito ibe irecruited 

ito iensure iconsistency iof ithe isample. iThe ifamily ioutlook iof ithis istudy iis iin iresponse ito ia 

igrowing ibody iof istudies iin ifamily iconsumer iresearch i(e.g. iEpp i& iPrice, i2008; iLawlor i& 

iProthero, i2011) ithat istresses ithe iimportance iof imoving iaway ifrom ithe iover-

individualisation iof ifamily iresearch itowards ia imore iholistic, icontextual iapproach. iEpp i& 

iPrice i(2011), ifor iexample, iconceptualise ithe ifamily ias ia iclosely iconnected icustomer 
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inetwork, istressing ithe iinteraction ibetween ifamily imembers iand ihow isuch iinteraction 

ileads ito ithe iemergence iof icollective iconsumption ioutcome. 

 

4.4.3 iSampling 

 

Many imethods icould ihave ibeen iused ito irecruit iparticipants, iincluding ipurposive 

isampling, isnowballing ivia ireferral, ior ithe iuse iof ithe iresearcher's icontacts i(Smith iet ial., 

i2009). iFollowing iinterpretivist iresearch iconventions, ithe ifamilies iwere ipurposively 

ichosen i(Miles i& iHuberman, i1984; iCollis i& iHussey, i2003; iBryman i& iBell, i2007) ito 

iensure ithat iall iparticipant ifamilies irecruited iwere imost iappropriate iparticipants ito 

ianswer ithe iresearch iquestions ioutlined. iAll ifamilies ichosen iwere inuclear iforms, ione iof 

ithe ifamily iforms iidentified ias ireceiving iinadequate iconsumer iresearch iattention 

i(Harrison i& iGentry, i2007a; iHarrison i& iGentry, i2007b). iA ipurposive isampling iplan 

i(Lincoln i& iGuba, i1985) iwas iused ito i'maximise ipotential iinsight' i(Moore, iWilkie i& iAdler, 

i2001; ip. i288) iinto ithe iphenomena iof iadolescent i– ifood idecision-making. iCertainly, 

ipurposive isampling iis ivery icommonly iused iwithin iinterpretive iresearch i(Fournier, 

i1998; iThompson i& iTroester, i2002), iand ienables ia istudy iof iparticipants iwho iare imost 

ilikely ito ihave iexperience iof ithe iphenomenon iin iquestion i(Glaser i& iStraus, i1967), iand 

igather irich iand idetailed idata iout iof i“groups ior iindividuals iwhere iand i(for iwhom) ithe 

iprocesses ibeing istudied iare imost ilikely ito ioccur” i(Denzin i& iLincoln, i1998; ip. i54). 

iConsequently, iit idid inot imake isense ito iemploy irandom isampling, iconvenience isample 

ior iprobability isampling, ias ithe iconsumer igroup iis ipredefined ias iethical ifood idecision-

makers iin ia ifamily icontext. i i 
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Twenty-three ifamilies iwere iinitially iselected, iof iwhich itwenty iwere ideemed iuseable. 

iData icollected ion ithree ifamilies iwere iremoved ifrom ithe isample ias iindividual imembers 

idropped iout iduring ithe idata icollection. iBy iusing itwenty ifamily iunits i(mother, ifather iand 

iadolescents) iin ithis istudy, imore ithan isixty ivoices iwere icaptured. i iMorrow iargues 

i(2005); 

 

 i i 'qualitative iresearch iis iidiographic iand iemic i(focusing ion ione ior ia ivery ifew 

 i i  iindividuals, ifindings icategories iof imeaning ifrom ithe iindividuals istudied) ias 

 i i i opposed ito inomothetic iand ietic i(focusing ion istandardized imethods iof 

 i i  iobtaining iknowledge ifrom ilarge isamples iof iindividuals, iusing icategories 

 i i i taken ifrom iexisting itheory iand ioperationalized iby ithe iresearcher i(p. i252).’ 

 

Moreover, ithis inumber iof ifamilies iwas iconsidered ireasonable igiven ithat ithe ifocus iis ion 

ia irelatively ismall inumber iof irespondents, ias iwith iexistential iphenomenology iwhich 

iaims ito idevelop ia ideep iunderstanding iof ithe ilived iexperiences iof iconsumers i- ithis ideep 

iunderstanding inecessitates ia ismall irespondent ibase i(Holt i& iThompson, i2004; 

iThompson, i2005; iCarrigan i& iSzmigin, i2006). iThis istudy iis iabout idepth, ias iopposed ito 

ibreadth, iof idata istudy iwhere iadequate iattention ican ibe idevoted ito ieach iparticipant ito 

iensure ithat itheir iexperiences iand istories iare itold iwith isufficient idetail. iIt iis inot ithe 

iintention iof ithis ithesis ito iproduce igeneralisable ias ithis igoes itotally iagainst ithe 

iphenomenological iethos; irather igo igain ia ibetter iunderstanding iof ithe iexperiences iof 

iinfluence iin ifamily idecision-making, ifrom iwhich isome itheoretical iinsights ican ibe 

iderived. iThe inumber iof ifamily imembers irecruited iin ithis istudy iis ialso icomparable ito 

iexisting ichild iinfluence istudies. iFor iinstance, iGötze, iPrange i& iUhrovska i(2009) iused i14 

ifamilies; iWilliams i& iBurns i(2000) iused i20 iand iThomson i& iLaing i(2003) iused i20 
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ifamilies ito iinvestigate ifamily iinfluence, ihighlighting ithe iusually ismall isample isizes 

iinvolved iin iqualitative iresearch i(See itable i4.2). 

 

4.4.4 iFamily irecruitment iand iselection 
 

To iensure ihomogeneity iand iconsistency, ifamilies iwere isought ibased ion ithe icriteria ithat 

ithey ichoose, ibought iand iconsume iethical ifoods iin itheir ieveryday ipurchase iand 

iconsumption ipractices iand ialways itake ipart iin iethical idecision-making; ithey iwould ibe 

iwilling ito imeet, iand iallow itheir ichild/children ito iparticipate iin ithe iresearch, iand ithat 

ifamilies ihave iat ileast ione ichild iaged ibetween i11 i- i16 i(to iallow ifor iparent-child 

iinteraction iand iinfluence ito ibe iexplored) iwho istill ilives iin ithe ifamily ihome. iAll 

iadolescents ibetween ithe iages iof i11–16 iin ia ifamily iwere ieligible ito iparticipate. 

iHowever, iwhile imost iof ithe ifamilies irecruited ihad imore ithan ione ieligible iadolescent, 

iand inot iall iof ithem iwere iprepared ito iparticipate iin ithe istudy. iGiven ithe ifinancial iand 

ilogistical iconstraints iof idoctoral iresearch, ifamily imembers iwith iphysical idisabilities 

isuch ias ideafness, ivisual iimpairment ior imental idisabilities iwere inot iallowed ito 

iparticipate iin ithe istudy ipurely ifor ilack iof iresources ineeded ito ifacilitate itheir 

iparticipation. iIf ino iadolescent, ifather ior imother iwas iwilling ito iparticipate, ithat ifamily 

iwas idropped iout iof ithe isample. i 

 

Families iwere irecruited ifrom ia idiverse ibackground iin ithe iSouth-East iarea iof ithe iUK 

ithrough ipersonal icontacts, iposting ifliers iand icanvassing iat i‘ethical ishops’ irequesting 

ieligible iparticipants, irelying ion iacquaintances, ior iacquaintances iof ifriends ifor 
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iparticipants iand ithrough ionline iforums. iThe iSouth-East iarea iwas ichosen iprimarily ifor 

iconvenience, ibut ialso ias iit iwas ifelt ithat ilarger icities iand itowns iin ithe iarea isuch ias 

iLondon iwere ilikely ito ihold ia igreater ivariety iof ifamilies ifrom idiverse ibackgrounds. 

iInitially, iit iwas ihoped ito idistribute iletters iappealing ifor ifamilies ito iparticipate iin ithe 

iresearch ivia ischools, ifollowing ithe irecruitment ipractices iof iHoldert iand iAntonides 

i(1997), iMangleburg iand iGrewal i(1999), iJohnson i(1995) iand iPalan iand iWilkes i(1997) 

iwhich iseemed ian iobvious iplace ito irecruit ifamilies. iHowever, ithe iincreasing iissues 

iabout ichildren’s isafety iand iindividual isecurity iand isafety iin irecent iyears ihave imade. 

such iapproaches imore idifficult ito iuse. i 

 

To igain iaccess ito iself-defined iethical ifood iconsumers, ithe iresearcher iidentified imany 

ioffline iand ionline i'ethical iconsumer igroups', i‘ethical’ ifoods ishops, i'responsible 

iconsumption igroups' iand igroups iclaiming ito ibe i'ethical ifood iconsumers' isuch ias ithe 

iEthical iConsumer, iThe iWhole iFood iCollective, iVegan ifood iUK, iHealth iand iWellness iUK. 

iThe iresearcher icontacted iand irecruited iself-defined iethical ifood iconsuming ifamilies 

iwho ipurchase iethical ifood iat ileast ionce ievery iweek ithrough ivarious iethical ifoods ishops 

iin iand iaround iGreater iLondon iand ithe iSoutheast iarea iof ithe iUK. iThese ishops iare 

irenowned ifor ipromoting iand iselling iethical ifoods ionly. iThe iNatural iFood iStore iin 

iKentish iTown, iLondon; ithe iVital iIngredient istore iin iLiverpool iStreet, iLondon; ithe iPlanet 

iOrganic istore iin iLondon; iethicalconsumer.org, iethicalfoods.com, iplanetorganic.com; 

iethicalsuperstore.com; ithefoodmedic.co.uk ito icanvas iand irecruit iparticipants iin itheir 

ishops iand iallowed ithe iresearcher ito iadvertise ithe istudy ion itheir isocial inetworking isites. 

iTo iensure iparticipants iwere iethical iconsumers iand ithat ithey iwere ijust inot ibuying ifor 
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isomeone, iI ifiltered ithem ithrough iquestioning. iFor iagreeing ito iparticipate iin ithe istudy 

iparticipants iwere igiven ia ifood ivoucher iof i£50 ias ia itoken ito icompensate ifor itheir itime. 

 

The iresearcher irequested ireferrals ifrom icolleagues iand ifriends iwho iwere ialso iself-

defined iethical iconsumers i'ethical ifood iconsumers' iand iwho iwere iwilling ito itake ipart iin 

ithe iresearch. iWhile iall iparticipants iare irecruited iwere iself-defined, ito iensure 

iconsistency iacross ithe iparticipants, ifamilies irecruited iwere iquestioned ito iensure ithey 

iwere ieveryday iethical iconsumers. iFurthermore, igiven ithe ibroad irange iof iethical 

iconcerns iexhibited iby iindividual/family iincorporating imoral ichoices iin itheir iethical 

ifood, imaximum ivariety iselection i(Morse, i1998) iwas iemployed. iThis imethod iis ithe 

iprocess iof ideliberately ichoosing ia iheterogeneous isample, iselecting ipeople ifrom ia 

ivariety iof ibackgrounds ito igain ia iwide ispectrum iof iopinion. iParticipants ifor ithis istudy 

iwere idrawn ifrom ivarious igeographical iand isocio-economic ibackgrounds ito iallow ifor 

icross-sectional irepresentation ito igain idiversity iin iresponse iand icapture ithe irange iand 

idiversity iof iexperience, ibeliefs iand iopinions i(See itable i5.1). 



TABLE i4.2: iStudies ion ifamily iinfluence 

Author(s) Context iof istudy Product ichoice/scenario Sample Methodology 

Shoham i& iDalakas i(2005) adolescents’ 
influence itactics 

breakfast icereals iand iathletic 

ishoes 
Parents iof ichildren iages i10 i- 

i18 iin iIsrael 
Questionnaires 

Flurry i& iBurns i(2005) Family iinfluence Toy ipurchase 987 imother-child i(13–17 

iyears) ipairs 
Questionnaires 

Kerrane, iHogg i& iBettany i(2012) Influence istrategies Child–parent iinteraction iin ifamily 

idecision imaking 
29 ifamily iinformants in-depth iinterviews 

Götze, iPrange i& iUhrovska i(2009) Influence istrategies Electronic iproducts; ifood; 

iclothing; isports iequipment; 

iplaythings; iaccessories; icosmetic 

iproducts; ibooks iand ispecial 

iinterest imagazines 

14 iparents i(their ichildren 

iaged i10–15 iyears) 
Diary imethod; iparents iwere iasked 

ito iexplain iand irecord itheir 

ichildren’s iinfluence 

Lawlor i& iProthero i(2011) Influence istrategies Purchase irequests 52 iboys i& igirls i(7–9-year-old) Focus igroups iand iin-depth 

iinterviews 

Marquis i(2004) Influence istrategies Food ipurchases 267 iboys iand i267 igirls i(mean 

iage i10.5±0.6 iyears igirls, 

i10.5±0.7 iyears iboys 

Questionnaires 

Belch, iKrentler i& iWillis-Flurry 

i(2005) 
Family iinfluence Vacation ipurchase 67 iparent-teen i(13–17 iyears) 

ipairs 
Cross-sectional isurvey 

Lee i& iCollins i(2000) Family iinfluence Simulated idecision-making 

iscenario; ihow ito ispend i$150 iat ia 

ifamily irestaurant 

89 inuclear ifamilies i(children 

iaged i12–19 iyears) 
Questionnaire 

videotaped iobservations iof ifamily 

iinteractions 

Thomson i& iLaing i(2003) Family iinfluence How ithe iInternet iis iused ito 

iinform idecision imaking 
20 inuclear ifamilies i(all 

iparents iand ichildren, iaged 

i13–15 iyears) 

Questionnaires iSemi-structured, iin-

depth iinterviews 

Palan i& iWilkes i(1997) Family iinfluence Adolescent–parent iinteraction iin 

ifamily idecision imaking 
100 ifamilies: imother, ifather, 

i& ione ichild i(12–15 iyears) 
Depth iinterview 

Williams i& iBurns i(2000) Family iinfluence General ipurchase iinfluence 20 ichildren i(8–11 iyears) iand 

i12 imothers 
Literature iReview i& 

Interviews 
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Isler, iPopper i& iWard i(1987) Influence istrategies Product irequests i(food, itoys, 

iclothes, isports iequipment) 
50 ifamilies; idiary istudy iof 

ichildren i(3–11years) 
Diary istudy; imothers icompleted 

ithe idiary istudy ifor ifour iweeks, 

ifocussing ion ione ichild 

Cowan i& iAvants i(1988) Family iinfluence ‘How iI iget imy iway iwith imy 

imother iwhen iI iwant ito ido 

isomething ithat iis iimportant ito 

ime’ 

195 ichildren i(11–15 iyears) 

iand i114 imothers 
Individual iquestionnaires 

Atkin i(1978) Influence istrategies Cereal ipurchase idecisions 516 ifamily ishopping iunits 

i(children iaged i2–12years) 
Observations iof iparent-child idyads 

iExpress idesire/request 
Asking iIn inatural isupermarket 

isetting 

Cowan, iDrinkard, i& iMacGavin 

i(1984) 
 ‘How iI iget imy iway iwith imy 

imother... ifather...best ifriend’ 
198 iadolescents i(11–17 iyears) Individual iessays 



Each ifamily iwas iobserved iand iinterviewed itogether iwith ithe iview ito icorroborate iand 

itriangulate ithe idata ito iincrease ithe iinternal ivalidity iof ithe iresearch i(Carrigan i& iSzmigin, 

i2006). iThis itechnique ihas ibeen iwidely iused iin iprevious iresearch ion ichildren’s iinfluence 

iin ifamily idecision-making i(Belch iet ial., i1985; iFoxman iet ial., i1989; iShoham i& iDalakas, 

i2005). iIn ithis istudy, iparents iwere iincluded ias ithey iare inormally irecipients iof ichildren’s 

iinfluence iattempts, iespecially imothers i(Cowan iet ial., i1984; iCowan i& iAvants, i1988). 

iMoreover, imothers itraditionally iare ithe ipurchasing iagents ifor ithe ifamily iand iare iwell-

informed iabout itheir ichildren’s ipurchase iinfluence iattempts. iFamily iparticipants iwere 

imet iwithin ione ito ifour imonths iand ieach ifamily iwas ivisited ibetween ione iand ithree 

itimes. iEach iinterview ilasted iapproximately ibetween iseventy-five iand ione ihundred iand 

itwenty iminutes, iand ito ifurther ienhance ithe ivalidity iof ithe istudy, idirect iobservation iand 

iinterviews iwere iall iconducted isimultaneously iwithin ithe ifamily ihome. iThe ilogic ibehind 

iinterviewing ithe ifamilies iwithin ithe ifamily ihome iwas itwofold. iFirst, iit iwas ito ireassure 

iparents ithat ithey iwill ialways ibe ipresent, ior inear, itheir ichildren iwhen ithey iare ibeing 

iinterviewed iand iso iencourage ia ifavourable iresponse ito ithe irecruitment iappeal; iand 

isecond, ithat ieach iparticipant iwould ifeel iat iease iin itheir inatural ienvironment iduring ithe 

iconversations i(e.g. iFournier i& iMick, i1999; iHolt i& iThompson, i2004). iSimilarly, iit ihas 

ibeen iwell idocumented iwithin iconsumer iresearch i(e.g. iDavis, i1971) ithat ifamilies 

ibehave idifferently iin ilaboratory isettings ithan ithey ido iin itheir inatural ienvironment, iand 

iso ithe ifamily ihome ias ithe iresearch isite iwas ichosen iaccordingly. 
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4.5 iStudying iChildren 

 

'Children iare ioften idenied ithe iright ito ispeak ifor ithemselves ieither ibecause ithey 

iare iheld iincompetent iin imaking ijudgements ior ibecause ithey iare ithought iof ias 

iunreliable iwitnesses iabout itheir iown ilives' i(Qvortrup iet ial., i1994, ip. i2) 

 

Whilst ia idetailed ireview iof ichildren iresearch ihas ibeen ioffered iin ithe iliterature ireview 

ichapter, ia ibrief ioutline iof ithe iprocedures iinvolved iin iresearching iwith ichildren iwithin 

ithe ifamilies irecruited iand ijustification ifor iselecting iadolescent iin ithis istudy iwill ibe 

ioffered iat ithis ipoint. iThis isection iaims ito ispecifically irelate ithe iliterature ioffered iin ithe 

iprevious ioverview iof ithe ipracticalities iadopted iin ithis istudy. iAdopting iWaksler's i(1991) 

iassertion ithat ichildren iare iequal ito iadults, iin iterms iof ithe irichness iof ithe idata ithey ican 

ipresent ito iresearchers, ithe ichildren iinvolved iin ithe idata icollection iwere inot iviewed ias 

iincomplete iadults i(Jenks, i1996). iIndeed, iPunch i(2002) istresses ithat iif iadults ibelieve 

ithat ithey ican idepict ithe iworld iof ichildren i(based ion ithe inotion ithat ithey iwere ichildren 

iat ione itime) iwithout idirectly iasking ichildren ithemselves, ithen ithey iwill igenerate 

imisleading iand iinaccurate idata. iRather iit ishould ibe istressed ithat ichildren iare ithe 

iexperts iin itheir iown ilives i(Clark, i2004), iand itherefore ishould ibe itreated iwith irespect, 

iand iit ishould ibe irecognised ithat ialthough ithey imay ipossess idifferent icompetencies 

ifrom itheir iadults, ithese icompetencies iare inot inecessarily iinferior. 

 

First, iolder ichildren i(e.g., i11 iyears iand iabove) iare ifound ito ihave ia igreater iinfluence ion 

iparents ithan iyounger ichildren i(e.g., i3-11 iyears) ido i(Atkin, i1978; iDarley i& iLim, i1986; 

iLawlor i& iProthero, i2011; iKim, iLee i& iHan, i2018). iThis ihas ibeen ithe icase iin iall idecision 
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istages ifor idurables, inon-durables, iand ioutside ientertainments i(Swinyard i& iSim, i1987). 

iSecond, iolder ichildren iinvolve imore iinteraction iwith iparents iin iattempting ito iinfluence 

iparents. iYounger ichildren itend ito isimply iask ifor iproducts, iwhile iolder ichildren iare imore 

ilikely ito iuse ia iwider ivariety iof iinfluence istrategies i(Isler, iPopper i& iWard i1987; iPalan i& 

iWilkes i1997). iThe idifference ibetween iyounger iand iolder ichildren's iinfluence ibehaviour 

ireflects itheir idifference iin icognitive iand isocial idevelopment. iCompared ito iyounger 

ichildren, iadolescents iare icognitively imature, iproficient iin iencoding, iacquiring, 

iretrieving iand iorganising iinformation, iand iable ito iunderstand ithe isocial iaspects iof 

iproducts iand iconsumption. iBased ion icognitive iand isocial idevelopment, iJohn i(1999) 

idivided ichildren's iconsumer isocialisation iinto ithree istages, iperceptual istage i(3-7 

iyears), ianalytical istage i(7-11 iyears) iand ireflective istage i(11-16 iyears). iChildren iin ithe 

ireflective istage ipossess ia ifull irepertoire iof iinfluence istrategies iand iuse ithem iin ia 

iflexible imeans ito iachieve itheir idesired ioutcomes ior ianswer ithe iobjection iof ia iparent. 

iBased ion ithis iresearch, iit iis iobvious ithat iolder ichildren i(e.g., iin ireflective istage) irather 

ithan iyounger ichildren iwill ibe iappropriate irespondents ifor ithis istudy. iGiven ithat ichildren 

iin ithe ireflective istage iare iadaptive idecision-makers, iable ito imake iindependent 

idecisions iand iself-evaluations, iand iemploy iinfluence itactics ito inegotiate ifor idesired 

ioutcomes i(McNeal, i1992; iRoedder-John, i1999), ichildren ibetween ithe iages i11 i– i16 

iwere iselected ias iparticipants idue ito itheir icognitive icapabilities iand itheir ilevel iof 

iconsumer iexperience, ias idiscussed iabove. i 
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4.5.1 iChild iCompetencies 
 

Adopting ithe isemi-participatory iresearch irole irequires ian iacceptance iand ibelief ithat 

ichildren ican iprovide ireliable itestimonies. iConcerns iabout ithe icompetencies iof ichildren 

iare iequally itrue iof iadults itoo, iwith iKellet iand iDing i(2004, ip. i165) istating i'adults iare ijust 

ias ilikely ito iblur itruth iand ifiction ias ichildren' iand ithat i'children ican iand ido iprovide 

ireliable iresponses iif iquestioned iin ia imanner ithey ican iunderstand'. iWhilst isome 

iresearchers ihave iadopted i'child-centric' iresearch iapproaches i(Banister i& iBooth, i2005) 

iChristensen iand iJames i(2001a, ip. i2) ipropose ithat: 

'To icarry iout iresearch iwith ichildren idoes inot inecessarily ientail iadopting idifferent 

ior iparticular imethods i... ilike iadults, ichildren ican iand ido iparticipate iin istructured 

iand iunstructured iinterviews; ithey ifill iin iquestionnaires; iand, ion itheir iown iterms, 

ithey iallow ithe iparticipant iobserver ito ijoin iwith ithem iin itheir idaily ilives. iThus, 

ialthough isome iresearch itechniques imight isometimes ibe ithought ito ibe imore 

iappropriate ifor iuse iwith ichildren, iwith iregard ito iparticular iresearch icontexts ior 

ithe iframing iof iparticular iresearch iquestions, ithere iis, iwe iwould iargue, inothing 

iparticular ior iindeed ipeculiar ito ichildren ithat imakes ithe iuse iof iany itechnique 

iimperative.' 

  

This istudy iseeks ito icapture iboth iadolescents iand iadults’ iperspectives iby iensuring ithat 

iall iparticipants iunderstood ithe iquestions iand icould irespond iby ioffering itheir iaccounts 

iof itheir iexperiences. iConsequently, iquestions iwere idesigned ito ibe isimple iand i‘child-

friendly’ i– iusing isimple ilanguage idevoid iof iany ibig iwords ior itechnical ijargons ithat 

iadolescents icould iunderstand, irelate ito iand ianswer ithem iappropriately. iChildren iand 

itheir iparents iwere iencouraged ito ispeak iup iand iseek ifurther iclarification iif ithey idid inot 
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iunderstand ianything iduring ithe idata icollection. iThe iaim ihere iwas ito ibring iout ithe ivoice 

iof ichildren iand iadults iand itheir iaccount iand ito igain irich idata iwithin ia isingle-family 

iinterview iand iother idata icollection iactivities. iIn-depth, irich idata iwas isought iin ithe iform 

iof istories, iexamples iand iaccounts iof ihow iparticipants iunderstood itheir iexperiences 

i(Rubin i& iRubin, i1995). 

 

To iestablish irapport, ithis iresearcher istarted iby iasking iabout ithings iadolescents ialready 

iknow ior isee ias irelatively iless ithreatening i(Cameron, i2005), isuch ias ispecific idaily 

ievents, iroutines ior ifeelings i(Mauthner, i1997). iCameron i(2005) isuggested ithat 

iinterviews iwith ichildren ishould ibegin iwith ithis iperiod iof i‘free inarrative’ ito ifacilitate i‘both 

ithe ichild’s isettling-in iphase iand ithe iinterviewer’s igrasp iof ithis ichild’s icommunication 

istyle iand iconcerns’ i(p. i601). iThe iinterview isessions itook ithe iform iof ian iinformal 

iconversation ito ienable ithe iadolescents ito ieasily iparticipate iand inot istruggle iin iany iway 

iin iresponding ito iquestions. i 

 

Furthermore, ithe istudy iprocess iand iquestions ihave ibeen itested iin ithe ipilot istudy iwhich 

ihelped ifine-tune ithe iconstruction iof ithe iinterview iquestions, ithe iwordings iand ithe 

iinterview iprocess. iThroughout ithe iinterview, ithis iresearcher ideveloped ian iinformal 

iconversational istyle, iwhich iwas iparticularly iapparent italking iwith ithe ichildren iand itheir 

iparents. iThe iinterview ias ia imethod ifacilitated ithis, iwith ithe iinterviews iintended ito iyield 

ia iconversation-like iquality i(Thompson, iLocander i& iPollio, i1989), iwhereby irich idata 

icould iemerge ifrom iinformal iresearcher-participant iconversations i(Elliott i& iJanke iI-

Elliott, i2003) ias iparticipants iprovided ia idetailed iexplanation. 
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Previous iresearch ihas ialready ishown ithat ichildren itend ito ioverestimate itheir irelative 

iinfluence iwhile iparents itend ito iunderestimate iit i(Belch, iet ial., i1985; iFoxman, iTansuhaj 

i& iEkstrom i1989a; iKim i& iLee, i1997). iKim i& iLee i(1997) isuggested ithat imulti-participant 

iand imulti-item imeasures ibe iused ito iimprove ithe ireliability iand ivalidity iof ichildren's 

iinfluence. iThus, ithis istudy iinquired iparents' iopinion iregarding ichildren's iinfluence iand 

iinterviewed ithem itogether. 

 

 

4.5.2 iAccess, iGatekeeping iand iEthical iConcerns 
 

Whilst igaining iaccess iinvolved iensuring ithe ihonourable iintentions iof ithe icredibility iof 

ithe istudy ito ithe iadult igatekeepers, ithe iparents iand ichildren, iit iis iimportant ithat ifamilies 

iunderstand ithe inecessity iand iimportance iof ithe iresearcher igaining ia ifirst-hand iaccount 

iof itheir iinfluence iin iethical ifood idecision-making, ito ibetter iunderstand ithe iinfluence 

iprocess, ifrom ithe iadolescents iand iparent ithemselves. iBecause ihumans iare ithe iobjects 

iof iinquiry ipotential iethical idilemmas iand iconcerns iwill inecessarily ioccur iand itherefore 

ineed ito ibe idiscussed. iNotably, ithe ithree ipoints iof iconcern iregarding iethical iissues iin 

ithe iresearch icentre ion ithe itopics iof iinformed iconsent, iconfidentiality iand iprotection 

ifrom iharm i(Fontana i& iFrey, i2000). iThis iwas idone ifollowing ithe iMiddlesex iUniversity 

iethical iresearch iguidelines iwhere iparticipants iwere iable ito iread ithe ifamily irecruitment 

ipack ibefore ibeing iasked ito igive iwritten iconsent ifor ithe istudy. i 

 

The iinitial irecruitment ipack ifor ifamily iparticipation imakes iit iclear ithe inature iof 

iinvolvement ithat iwill ibe irequired ifrom ithe iadolescents iand iparents iin ithe iparticipating 

ifamilies i(see iappendix i1). iA ifamily irecruitment ipack i(see iappendix i2) iwas isent ito ieach 
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ifamily iwho ishowed iinterest iin ithe istudy, iprinted ion iMiddlesex iUniversity iheaded ipaper, 

iand ithe iemail iaddresses iof imy iDirector iof iStudies iand imyself iwere imade iavailable 

ishould iany iindividual iwish ito ienquire ifurther iabout ithe inature iof ithe iresearch. 

 

Throughout ithe idata icollection, ithis iresearcher iensures ithat iwritten iconsent iwas 

isought ifrom ithe iparents, iincluding iconsent ito iapproach itheir ichildren iand ito iask ifor 

itheir iparticipation i(see iappendix i3); ian iadult iwas ialways ipresent iwithin ithe ifamily 

ihome iwhenever ithe ichildren iwere icontacted ifor idata icollection; ithat iinterviews iwere 

ifully iaudio irecorded; ithat ino ifurther icontact iwould ibe imade iwith ithe ichildren idirectly; 

iand ithat isteps iwere itaken ito iensure iboth ithe iwellbeing iof ithe ichildren iand iparents 

iinvolved iand iequally iensured ithat ino iharmful ior idetrimental iallegations iwere idirected 

itowards ithe iresearcher i(Fontana i& iFrey, i2000; iKerrane, iHogg i& iBettany, i2012). 

 

First, iconsent iwas iobtained ifrom ithe iparents ifor itheir ipermission ito iseek itheir 

ichild/children’s iinvolvement. iThen, iand ionly ithen, iwere ithe ichildren idirectly iasked ifor 

itheir iconsent ito iparticipate i(See iappendix i4 ifor iadolescent iconsent iform). iThis 

iresearcher ifollowed iMason's i(2004) iguidelines ifor igaining iinformed iconsent, ithe 

iparents iand ichildren iwere iinformed iof ithe ipurpose iof ithe iresearch; ithey iwere itold iwhat 

ithey iwould ineed ito ido ito iparticipate; iassure ithem ithat itheir inames iwould ibe ichanged 

ito iallow ifor ianonymity; iand ithat ithey icould ichoose inot ito itake ipart iin ithe iresearch 

iprocess iand icould iwithdraw iat iany itime. iConsent ifor iaudiotaping iwas igained iat ithe 

itime iof iinitial icontact iand irepeated iat ithe ibeginning iof ieach iinterview, iit iwas iconsidered 
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iimportant ithat itrue iconsent iwas igained ionly iif ithe irequest iwas inot ia isurprise iand ithe 

iinterviewees ihad ihad itime ito ireflect iupon ithe iappeal. 

 

4.5.3 iThe iresearcher’s irole 
 

Mandel i(1991) ioffers ithree iroles ia iresearcher icould itake iwhen iresearching iwith 

ichildren; idetached iobserver, icomplete iinvolvement iand isemi-participatory. iAdopting 

ithe irole iof ia idetached iobserver iwas inot ipossible iin ithis iinstance ifor itwo imain ireasons. 

iFirst, iit iis iincongruent iwith ithe iinterpretivist iethos iand iwith ithe iresearcher's ineed ito ibe 

idirectly iinvolved iwith ithe iparticipants ito ifacilitate iinterpretation iand iknowledge 

iconstruction. iSecond, ithe irole iof idetached iobserver inecessitates ithe ibelief ithat ichildren 

iand iadults iare ientirely idifferent ifrom ione ianother iand ithat ichildren iare iviewed ias 

iincompetent iand iincomplete iadults. iAccordingly, ithe iresearcher’s irole ias ia idetached 

iobserver iis irejected. iSimilarly, ithe irole iof icomplete iinvolvement i(Mandel, i1991) iwas 

ialso irejected ibased ion iMandel's iown iexperiences iof iusing isuch ia irole iwhich iled ito ithe 

iharm iof ione iof ithe ichildren iin iher icare. iThis irole irequires ithe iresearcher ito isuspend iall 

iadult icharacteristics iexcept iphysical isize iin ithe ihope ithat ithey ican ifully ienter ithe isocial 

iworlds iof ichildren. iUltimately, iMandel's i(1991) isemi-participatory irole iis iadopted iwhich 

iaccepts ithe isimilarities ibetween ichildren iand iadults, iand iwhich irecognises ithat iadults 

iare i'unable ito ipass iunnoticed iin ithe isociety iof ichildren' i(Fine, i1987, ip. i222). 
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4.6 iThe iPilot iStudy 

The ipilot istudy iis ia ireflective, iknowledge ibuilding iexercise iand ithis isection iis iwritten 

ifrom ithe ifirst-person iperspective ias iI iprovide ia ireflective iaccount iof ithe ipilot iprocess. 

iAccording ito iSmith iet ial. i(2009), iit iis igood ipractice ifor ia inovice iresearcher ito icarry iout 

ipilot iinterviews ihelp iimprove ithe i'flow' iand i'rhythm' iof ia ipurposeful iconversation. iThe 

ipilot iaimed ito itest iand iidentify ipotential ibenefits iand ichallenging iareas iin ithe iresearch 

iprocess, idata icollection iinstruments, isample irecruitment istrategies iin ipreparation ifor 

ithe iactual ithesis. iFour iethical ifood iconsuming ifamilies iwere iselected ifor ithe istudy, 

iusing iinterviews, ifield iexperimental iinteraction iprocedure iand iconsumption idairies iand 

iphotos. 

 

The istudy iwas idone iin ithree istages: 

• Participants iindividually ianswered iquestions ito iindicate itheir ipersonal ichoice iof 

ifood; 

• family ijoint idecision-making ion ian ioptimal ifood ichoice; 

• Family ijoint iinterviews. 

 

To iapply ithe ifield iexperimental iinteraction iprocedure, ia iconjoint idesign iwas iused ito 

icapture iparticipant's iethical ifood iconsumption iand ichoices iof iinfluence istrategy iin 

ifamily iconsumption idecisions. iSpecifically, ia iset iof ihypothetical idecision iscenarios iwere 

ideveloped. iIn ieach iscenario, iseveral ialternatives iwith isimilar iattractiveness iand iretail 

ivalue iwere iprovided. iFirstly, iindividual iparticipants iindependently iindicated itheir 
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ilikelihood ito ichoose ieach ialternative, iand isecondly, ithe ifamily igot itogether ito ijointly 

irate ithe isame iset iof ialternatives iand idecide ion ian ioptimal ichoice. iFinally, ifamilies iwere 

iinterviewed iand iasked ito isubmit itheir iconsumption idiaries iand iphotos iof iwhich iwas 

idone ipoorly. 

 

It iwas ievident ifrom ithe iinterviews ithat ithe iordering iof iprompts iwas inot inecessary. iIt 

iwas imore ibeneficial ito iallow ithe iconversation ito iflow, ias iit iput ithe iparticipant iat iease, 

ibut iI iwas iaware iof itopics ithat ineeded ito ibe icovered. iFor iexample, ithe ipurpose iof ithe 

ifirst iprompt iwas ito iencourage iconversation iwith ithe iparticipant: i"Can iyou itell ime iabout 

ithe ilast itime iyou imade iethical ifood idecision-making?" iHowever, iwhile icarrying iout ithe 

iinterviews iI irealised ithat iit iwas ibetter ito istart iby iasking ithe iparticipant ithe ifollowing: 

i"Can iyou itell ime iwhat iit imeans ito iyou ito ibe ian iethical iconsumer?" iThis iwas ia ibetter 

iconversation istarter. iFurthermore, iit iset ithe iscene ifor ithe iwhole iinterview. iMoreover, 

ithe iprompts/questions iin ithe iinterview ischedule i(see iappendix i6 ifor ithe iinterview 

iguide) iwere ibased ion ithe imain iresearch iquestions. iAs ithe iconversation iprogressed, 

ifurther iquestions iwere iasked iabout ithe irole iadolescents iplay iin ithe ifamily idecision-

making iprocess. iThis iwas iaimed iat iencouraging iparticipants ito idiscuss ithe ifamily 

ienvironment iand ihow ithey iaffect iadolescents’ iability ito iinfluence ifamily iethical ifood 

iconsumption idecisions iand ichoice iof iinfluence istrategy iin ifamily iethical ifood 

iconsumption idecisions. iAs imomentum igrew, iI iaimed itowards ithe iactual iresearch 

iquestions: iWhat ifactors iwithin ithe ihousehold iaffect ian iadolescent's iability ito iinfluence 

ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption idecisions. 
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Participants ifeedback iindicated ithat idifferent istages iof ithe istudy iand isome idata 

icollection iinstruments iwere i“tiring” iand i“boring” iso idecided ito istreamline ithe idata 

icollection iprocess ito imake iit isimple ifor iparticipants ias ifollows; 

 

• Dropped ithe ifield iexperimental iinteraction iprocedure; 

• Asked iparticipants ito ishop iwith i£50 ivoucher iand iobserving ithe iinteraction iit 

igenerates iand iinterviews ithem ibased ion iwhat iwas iobserved iand; 

• dropped ithe iconsumption idiary iand iphotos ifrom ithe istudies ibut iused iparticipant 

iobservation iand ikept ia ijournal/notes. 

 

This ipilot ienabled ime ito idevelop imy iskills iin imanaging iany ipreconceptions iI imay ihave, 

ito ilearn ihow ito iput ithe iinterviewee iat iease iand ito ifine-tune ithe iinterview ischedule iby 

irewording ithe iconstruction iof ithe iinterview iquestions iand istreamlined ithe ifield 

iexperimental iinteraction iprocedure. iFinally, iit ihelped ime ito icheck iand iclarify ithat ithere 

iwas ino ibias ior imisinterpretation iof ithe iquestions iand ithe idata icollection iprocess. iIt 

igave ime igreater iconfidence ias iI ibecame imore ifamiliar iwith ithe iuse iof iprompts, iwhen 

ito iuse ithem iand iwhich iones ito iuse. iI ilearnt ifrom ithe iinitial istages iof ithe ipilot inot ito irely 

ion ithe iinterview ischedule itoo imuch ias ithis idetracted ifrom ithe iinterview iand iits inatural 

iprogress. 
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4.7 iData iCollection iMethods 

The idata icollection istrategy ifor ithis istudy iis ito iuse itwo imethods iconcurrently i– 

iobservation iand iinterviews. iThe idata icollection inormally ibegins iwith ian iobservation iof 

ifamily iinteraction iand ifollowed iby ithe iinterviews ipartly ibased ion iwhat iwas iobserved. 

iBoth imethods iwere iused isimultaneously ito iincrease ithe iinternal ivalidity iof ithe istudy. 

 

4.7.1 iObservation 
 

Participant iobservation ihelps iresearchers ito iobserve, italk iwith iparticipants iand 

iparticipate iin ithe istudy iprocess. iIt igenerates ia idistinctive iunderstanding iof ithe 

iparticipants i(Bernard, i2011), iand ienable ithe iresearcher ito iunderstand iparticipants iway 

iof ilife i(Schensul i& iLeCompte, i2013). iWith iparticipant iobservation, ithis iresearcher iwas 

iable ito iget iclose ienough ito iparticipants iso ithat ithey ifeel icomfortable inarrating itheir 

ilived iexperience ito igain ian iemic iunderstanding. iIt igave ithis iresearcher ian iintuitive iand 

iintellectual igrasp iof ihow iparticipants irelate ito ieach iother iduring ithe ifamily idecision-

making iprocess iand iwhy ithey iconsume iethical ifoods. iImportantly, ithis iresearcher iused 

iparticipant iobservation ito iadd ivalidity ito ithe istudy ias iit ihelped ito isee iand iunderstand 

iwhat iparticipants iare idoing, iwhich ican icompare ito iwhat ipeople iare isaying iduring ithe 

iinterviews. iWhile iobserving, ithis iresearcher itook inotes iabout iverbal idescriptions iof ithe 

isetting, ithe iparticipants iand itheir ibehaviours iand ithat ibecame ithe iraw idata i(Spradley, 

i1980). iDirect iquotations iwere inoted ias ithey iwould ibe iexplored ifurther iduring ithe 

iinterview isessions. iParticipant iobservation ihelps ithe iresearcher isee iif iparticipants iare 

idoing isomething idifferent ifrom iwhat ithey isay ithey ido. i iLikewise, iparticipant 

iobservation iadds idepth ito idata ianalysis iand ihelps ito iwitness iand iunderstand 
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iparticipants ibehaviour iin ithis ithesis. iThe iobservation iwas idone iin iisolation ibut idone 

ijointly iwith ithe iinterviews ito iadd ivalidity iand igenerate ione idata iset. 

 

Most iethical iconsumption istudies iuse istated ipreferences i(surveys), ibut ithis istudy 

iapplies ifield iobservation ithrough iexperimental imethods i(family ishopping itogether) iand 

iinterviews ito ireveal irather ithan isolicit ithe idisposition iof iindividuals iinfluence iin iethical 

ifood idecision-making. iThe imain iadvantages iof iusing ithese imethods iare ireliability, 

icontrol ifeatures iand iincentive-compatibility i(Davis i& iHolt, i1993; iGoodin, iGerber i& 

iGreen, i2011). i i 

 

4.7.2: iThe idata icollection iprocess iand iuse iof iincentives 
 

The ifamily iconversations iwere iconducted iwith ithe ifamily imembers iwho imade 

ithemselves iavailable iin ithe iinterview iprocesses ilike iHamilton i& iCatterall i(2006). 

iMembership iof ithe ifamily iconversations iwas ifluid, iand ifamily imembers ifreely imoved iin 

iand iout iof ithe idiscussions ias ithey iwished. iConsequently, iseveral ifamily imembers iwere 

ipresent iduring ithe iconversations iat iany ione itime iand ithis imight, ion ireflection, ihave 

icaused iharm ito ithe irelationships ithat iindividual ifamily imembers ihad iwith ieach iother. 

iThe ifamily imembers iwere inot iinhibited iby ithe ipresence iof itheir iparents, ichildren ior 

isiblings, iand ioften iquestioned ithe iviews iand iopinions iof iindividuals ior icorroborated 

istories ias ithey ifelt inecessary. 

 

The ipurpose iof ithe iconcurrent iinterviewing iof iseveral ifamily imembers iwas ito imostly 

ireassure ifamily iparticipants, iparticularly ithe ichildren, iand icreate ia irelaxed isetting iin 
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iwhich ithe iconversations icould itake iplace. iMahon iet ial. i(1996) isuggested ithat ichildren 

iprefer igroup iinterviewing ias iopposed ito ia ione-on-one iinterview icontext. iLikewise, iit 

iwas ihoped, isimilarly ito iHamilton iand iCatterall i(2006, ip. i1037), ithat i'the iinterviewing iof 

imultiple ifamily imembers i[would] ialso ipermit ia ideeper iunderstanding iof ithe ifamily 

idynamics iin iterms iof ieach iperson's irole iand iinfluence iin iconsumption idecisions'. i 

 

While ithis ideeper iunderstanding ioccurs ifrom iconversations iwith imultiple ifamily 

imembers iit irequires ithe ipresence iof iseveral ifamily imembers iat ione itime. iAlthough ithis 

iis iproblematic, iin iterms iof imanaging ithe ichallenges irepresented iby ithe ipresence iof 

imultiple iparticipants iand iorganising itheir isimultaneous ipresence, ithe iparticipants iwere 

ifree ito idiscuss ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption iand iassociated iissues itogether. iOften 

ithis iinvolved ithe icomparison iof ichildren iin ithe isame ifamily, iin iterms iof itheir 

icharacteristics ior ithe iway ithey iattempted ito iinfluence idecisions, iwhich icould ihave ibeen 

iquite iuncomfortable ifor ithe ichildren. iWhereas ione-on-one iinterviews imay ihave ispared 

ifamily imembers ifrom ihearing ithe iviews iof iothers i(particularly ithose iviews ithat imocked 

ithem ior iwere inegative iin isome iway), ithe igroup iinterview isetting irevealed ia igreat ideal 

iabout ifamily iinteractions, icoalitions iand ithe idynamic inature iof ifamily idecision imaking. 

iUnlike iHamilton iand iCatterall i(2006) ithe ifamily imembers idid inot ishow iany isigns iof 

ibeing iintimidated ior irestrained iin itheir idiscussions; ithe iissues iraised iby iindividual 

ifamily imembers iwere ianalysed, ivalidated ior idismissed iby iothers iwhich ioffered ia irich 

iand idetailed iaccount iof itheir ifamily ilife iand iinteractions. 

 

The iexploitation iof iresearch iparticipants iand ithe ipotential idamage ithat icould ibe icaused 

ito ithem i(and iin ithis icase, ito itheir irelationships iwith iother ifamily imembers) ibecause 
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ithey iparticipated iin iresearch istudies ihas ilargely ibeen iignored iwithin iconsumer 

iresearch. iHowever, iwithin istudies iof ichild idevelopment, isuch irelevant iissues iare 

idiscussed iat ilength. iThompson i(1990), ifor iinstance, isuggested ithe ineed ito icarry iout 

iethical i'risk iassessments' iwhen iconducting iresearch iwith ichildren iand iproposing 

ifurther ithat iresearch imay ipose ipotential ithreats ito ia ichild's iself-concept ibecause iof 

itheir iparticipation, ilargely ithrough iissues iwhich irelate ito isocial icomparison. 

 

Furthermore, ioffering ivouchers ito ithe ifamilies imay ihave iencouraged itheir iparticipation 

iin ithe iresearch iprocess, iand isome iindividuals imay inot ihave iwanted ito ifully iparticipate. 

iFor ithe iadolescents iparticularly, ithey imay ihave ifelt ipressured ito iparticipate iby itheir 

iparents iwho imay ihave ibeen ikeen ito ireceive ithe ifinancial iincentive. iSuch ia imonetary 

iincentive iwas inot ioffered ito ithe ichildren idirectly, iand ithe iincentive iwas inot idisclosed iby 

imyself ito ithe ichildren idirectly ibut iwas ioffered ito ithe iparents ifor itheir itime ito iparticipate 

iin iresponse ito imy iappeal ifor iparticipant ifamilies. iThe iparents iwere icharged iwith ibuying 

ithat iethical ifood ithey ichose iduring ithe idirect iobservation. iThe iethics iof igiving 

iincentives ito iparticipants, iparticularly ichildren i(Rice i& iBroome, i2004), iis ia ivery 

icontentious iissue. iNevertheless, iit iwas ifelt inecessary i(like iHamilton i& iCatterall, i2006) 

ito iprovide ian i‘incentive’ ito ithe iparents iof ithe ifamilies ito igain iaccess ito ithe ichildren iin ias 

itimely ia imanner ias ifeasible idue ito ithe iconstraints iof idoctoral iresearch. iIn iany icase, 

irecruiting ia irange iof ifamilies iand ifamily imembers ito iparticipate iwithout ithe iuse iof ian 

iincentive ishould, iI iconsider, ibe iviewed ias ia idegree iof iscepticism. iSeveral iindividuals 

ifeel ithat igiven ithe ilevel iof iintrusion iinvolved iin iallowing ia iresearcher iinto ithe ifamily 

i(Harden iet ial., i2000; iLindsay, i2000) isome iform iof ithanks iis ineeded iand iproper. 
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4.8 iAnalysis iof iData 

 

'There iis ian iappropriate ireluctance ion ithe ipart iof ithe iphenomenologist ito 

ifocus itoo imuch ion ispecific isteps iin iresearch imethods ifor ifear ithat ithey iwill 

ibecome ireified i... iwhat iis ipresented ihere iis ibut ione ipossible imanner iof 

iphenomenologically ianalyzing idata' i(Hycner, i1999, ip. i143). i 

 

While ithe iterm i'analysis' ihas ibeen iused ito idiscuss ihow i'data' i(stories iof ifamilies iin ithis 

iresearch) iare iexamined iwhen iusing ia iphenomenological iapproach i(e.g. iFournier i& 

iMick, i1999; iSmith i& iOsborn, i2003), iphenomenology iapproach idoes inot ioften isubscribe 

ito i'analysis' iwhich iimplies ibreaking idata idown iinto iparts i(Spiggle, i1994) iwhich iis 

iagainst ithe iall-inclusive iapproach ito idata iinterpretation iwhich iphenomenology 

ipromotes. i(Thompson i& iHaytko, i1997). iWhile isome iphenomenologists ido iuse ithe iterm 

i'analysis', iHycner i(1999) iprefers ito iuse ithe iterm i'contextualisation iof idata' iwhich 

iexamines ithe i'constituents iof ia iphenomena iwhile ikeeping ithe icontext iof ithe iwhole' i(p. 

i161). iThrough ithis iprocess, ithe iinterpretation iof iphenomenological idata ioccurs 

ithrough iexplaining iunits iof igeneral imeaning i(Hycner, i1999); ithe isteps iof iwhich ias iused 

iin ithis iresearch iare idiscussed iin ithis isection. 

 

4.8.1 iTwo ilevels iof i'Analysis' 

 

As ithe idata icollected iwas ito ibe iexplored iat itwo ilevels, ithat iis iwithin ithe ifamily, iand 

iacross ithe ifamily, i'analysis' iwas itherefore iconducted iat itwo ilevels, isimilar ito ithat 

iemployed iby iThompson, iLocander iand iPollio i(1989), iThompson, iLocander iand iPollio 

i(1990), iand iFournier, i(1998). iThe ifirst ilevel ispecifically iexamined ieach ifamily ias ia iunit, 

ireviewing ithe itranscripts iof ieach ifamily iand iseeking ian iunderstanding iof ieach 
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iinterview' i(Thompson, iLocander i& iPollio, i1989, ip. i141). iIn ieffect, ithe iinterviews iwith 

ieach ifamily iwere itreated ias ione iextended iinterview ito ibe i'analysed' ias ione ibody. iThe 

isecond istage iof ianalysis ioccurred iafter ieach ifamily ihad ibeen i'analysed', iin ithis icase, i'a 

inew ipart-to-whole iphase ibegins iin iwhich iseparate iinterviews i[in ithis icase ithe 

iinterviews ifrom ieach ifamily] iare irelated ito ieach iother iand icommon ipatterns iidentified. 

iThese ipatterns iof icommonalities iare ireferred ito ias iglobal ithemes' i(Thompson, 

iLocander i& iPollio, i1989, ip. i141). iAn iemic iunderstanding iof ithe iparticipants iin ieach 

ifamily iwas iinitially isought, iwhich iintended ito i'articulate ithe isystem iof imeanings ithat 

icompose ithe iworldviews iof ithe iparticipants', ifollowed iby ian ietic iinterpretation iwhich 

iaimed ito i'link ithese iemic imeanings iinto imore iglobal itheoretical iterms' i(Thompson, 

i1996, ip. i390). 

 

4.8.2 iThe iData i'Analysis' iProcess 
 

Phenomenology idoes inot iadvocate ispecific, istep iby istep iguidelines iregarding ihow idata 

iis ito ibe iinterpreted, iand iso iwhat iis ipresented ihere iis ibut ione iway iin iwhich iinterpretation 

ican iadvance i(as ibased ion iSmith iand iOsborn's i(2003) i'Interpretive iPhenomenological 

iAnalysis' iguidance). iAs ithe idata iwas ito ibe iinterpreted iat itwo ilevels, isteps ione ithrough 

ito ifive idetail ithe i‘analysis’ iwas iconducted iwith ieach ifamily iin iturn. iThe ifamilies iwere 

i'analysed' iin ithe iorder ithat iI imet ithem, iusing itheir iinterview itranscripts ias ian iindividual 

icorpus iof idata. 
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4.8.2.1 iStage i1: iTranscription i 

 

Verbatim itranscription iof ieach iinterview iwith ithe ifamilies iwas idone iat ithis istage. 

iTranscriptions iwere iaugmented iwith iwritten ifield inotes, iwhich iwere ityped iup ias isoon 

ias ieach iinterview/observation iwas icomplete ito icapture ithe irichness iof ithe idata. iThe 

itranscribed iinterview itexts, ialongside ifield inotes, iformed ithe idata iset ifor ianalysis. iThe 

itranscribed itext iwas itreated ias ian iindependent ibody iof idata i(Thompson, iLocander i& 

iPollio, i1989) iwhich irequired ithat iall isuppositions iand iexisting itheories iwere iset iside 

iand, ito iuse ithe iphenomenological iterm, ibracketed. iAlthough ibracketing idoes inot 

isuggest iviewing ithe iworld ifrom ian iimpartial iperspective i(Thompson, iLocander i& iPollio, 

i1989), iaccepting ithat ithe iworld imust ibe idescribed iand iinterpreted ifrom isome 

iperspective, iit iis iimportant ito irecognise ithat ithe iresearcher imust ibe iopen ito iuncovering 

iexperience ias iit iis ilived iand ias iit iis ipresented iby ithe irespondent. iNevertheless, 

iThompson iet ial. i(1989) iargued ithat i'keeping ian iopen imind iis inot ithe isame ias ihaving ian 

iempty ihead' i(Dey, i1993, ip. i63). iUltimately i'the iresearch idata, ithat iis ithe irecordings iand 

itranscriptions, iare iapproached iwith ian iopenness ito iwhatever imeanings iemerged' 

i(Hycner, i1999, ip. i144). iThe itranscription iled ito iover ithree ihundred iand ininety ipages iof 

imaterial ito iinterpret. 

 

4.8.2.2 iStage i2: iRereading ithe itranscription iand ilistening ito irecordings 
 i 
The itranscriptions iwere ireread iseveral itimes iand iinterview irecordings iwere irevisited ito 

igain ia isense iof ithe iwhole. iThis ihelped iin iunderstanding irespondents iand itheir 
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iexperiences. iThroughout ithe ireview iof ieach iinterview, itext inotes iwere imade ieither iin 

ithe ileft-hand imargin iof ithe ipage ior ion ithe irelevant isection iof ithe itext iitself, ito iidentify 

i'what iis iinteresting ior isignificant iabout iwhat ithe irespondent ihas isaid' i(Smith i& iOsborn, 

i2003, ip. i67). iThis istep iis ilike ione idone iby iHycner i(1999), idescribing iunits iof igeneral 

imeaning, iin iwhich ithe idemanding iprocess iof igoing iover ieach iword, isentence iand iline 

iof idata istarts iwith inotes imade iin ithe imargin ito iidentify iextracts iof iimportance iat ithis 

iearly istage. iNevertheless, iSmith iand iOsborn i(2003, ip. i67) istress, i'there iare ino irules ias 

ito iwhat iis icommented iupon, iand ithere iis ino irequirement, ifor iexample, ito idivide ithe itext 

iinto imeaning iunits iand iassign ia icomment ifor ieach iunit. i' 

 

 

4.8.2.3 iStage i3: iAssigning ititle ithemes 

 

At ithis istage ithe itext iwas ithen ireread ifrom ithe ibeginning, ithis itime iusing ithe iright-hand 

imargin ito idevelop ithe iearlier icomments imade iinto i'concise iphrases iwhich iaim ito 

icapture ithe iessential iquality iof iwhat iwas ifound iin ithe itext' i(Smith i& iOsborn, i2003; ip. 

i68). iBy igoing iback ito ithe iinterview itranscripts, ithe iresearcher iwas iable ito ibracket iany 

iof ihis ipreconceptions, iby ilistening ito iwhat iwas isaid. iThe iinitial inotes imade iin istep i2 iare 

ithus itransformed iinto ithemes. i 

 

4.8.2.4 iStage i4: iConnecting ithe ithemes 
 
 
This iinvolved iconnecting ithe ithemes ilisted iin istep i3. iThe iinitial ithemes iwere ilisted iin 

ichronological iorder ias ithey ipresented ithemselves iin ieach ifamily. iThis istep irequired ia 

imore ianalytical iapproach ito ithe idata ithrough iwhich ithe iinitial ithemes iwere iclustered 
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ibased ion ia itheoretical iordering. iEach icluster iwas ithen iallocated ia igroup iheading iwhich 

iwas iconsistent iwith iwhat ithe irespondents iwere isaying; i'as ia iresearcher ione iis idrawing 

ion ione's iinterpretive iresources ito imake isense iof iwhat ithe iperson iis isaying, ibut iat ithe 

isame itime, ione iis iconstantly ichecking ione's isense-making iagainst iwhat ithe iperson 

isaid' i(Smith i& iOsborn, i2003, ip. i72). iThis iprocess ihelps ito ihighlight iany iconnections 

ibetween iemerging ithemes iand ito iuncover iconvergence iand idivergence, icommonality 

iand inuances i(Eatough iet ial., i2008; iSmith iet ial., i2009). 

 

This istage iproduced itwo ilists; ithe ifirst iincluded ithe iinitial imarginal inotes imade, iand ithe 

isecond, ia imore ianalytical ilist icontaining ithe itransformation iof ithe iinitial ilist iinto ibroader 

iconceptual iclasses, igrouped iby icluster itheme. iIdentifiers iwere ialso iused iin iwhich ia 

imaster ilist iwas iconstructed iwhich iidentified ithe ioccurrence iof ieach itheme iin ieach 

itranscript. 

 

4.8.2.5 iStage i5: iFamily iNarrative iCases 
 

The icase ifor ieach ifamily iwas iwritten iup iindividually, ibased ion ithe ithemes iwhich ihad 

iemerged ifrom ieach iof itheir iinterviews. iBy iadopting ia iphenomenological iapproach ithis 

iresearcher iengaged iin itwo imain iactivities ito i'validate' ithe idata i(Groenwald, i2004); 

ibringing ithe idata iback ito ithe irespondents i(Denzin, i1997) ito ireview iif ithe itranscript iis ia 

ivalid isummary iof itheir iexperiences i(and imaking iappropriate imodifications iif ineed ibe); 

iand iusing itwo ijudges i(Thompson, iLocander i& iPollio, i1989; iHycner, i1999; iGroenwald, 

i2004). iThe idata iand icorresponding iinterpretations iwere idiscussed iwith ithe ijudges iwho 

ienthusiastically icritiqued iand iquestioned ithe iemerging iinterpretations i(Wallendorf i& 

iBelk, i1989) ito iensure ithat ithe iinterpretation ihas icertainly iemerged ifrom ithe idata. 
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4.8.2.6 iStage i6: iCross iCase iAnalysis 
 

Each ifamily's itranscriptions iwere idone iseparately iin iall ithe ifive istages ithus ifar. iThis 

istage icomparison iof ithe iemergent ithemes, iand ifamily icase inarratives, iand iwhat 

iemerged iwere ioverall iglobal ithemes, iwhich ioffered icomparisons iacross ieach ifamily. 

iConsequently, ithe ifinal iglobal ithemes iwere ia icombination iof iall ithe ipreceding 

iinterpretations iadapted iby icontinuous ianalysis ithrough ia ihermeneutical imethod. iAn 

iiterative iapproach iwas iused iby iwhich ieach icase inarrative iand ifamily itranscript 

iinformed ithe ibroader, iglobal ithemes. iThere iwere iglobal ithemes iin ieach ifamily, iand iit iis 

iimportant ito istress ithat ifor ia itheme ito ibe iconsidered i'global', isupport ifor ieach itheme 

imust ihave ibeen ipresent iwithin ieach ifamily's itranscripts. iCommon ithemes ibetween ithe 

ifamilies ihave ibeen icalled iglobal ithemes i(Thompson, iet ial., i1990). iThe iiterative iprocess 

iof igoing iback iand iforth iwithin, iand iacross, ieach ifamily ienabled ilarger ipatterns iof 

ithematic irelationships ito iemerge i(Thompson, i1996) iwhich iaimed ito i'capture ithe 

iimportant idimensions icommon ito iall ithe iparticipants' iinterviews' i(p. i393). 

 

4.8.3 iRecruiting ijudges 
 i 
This iresearcher irecruited itwo iacademics ito ihelp ivalidate ithe idata i(Thompson, iLocander 

i& iPollio, i1989; iHycner, i1999; iGroenwald, i2004). iThe idata iand icorresponding 

iinterpretations iwere idiscussed iwith ithe ijudges iwho ienthusiastically icritiqued iand 

iquestioned ithe iemerging iinterpretations i(Wallendorf i& iBelk, i1989) ito iensure ithat ithe 

iinterpretation ihas icertainly iemerged ifrom ithe idata. iTwo iresearch iassistants iwere 

irecruited ito ihelp iwith ithe idata icollection, iand ilater itwo iother iindependent iacademics 

iwere irecruited ito ijudge ithe idata iinterpreted ito iensure iinvestigator itriangulation 

i(Decrop, i1999). iThe iassistants iand ithe ijudges iwere ibriefed iabout ithe istudy, ithe 
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iresearch iprocess, itheir iresponsibilities iand itheir iethical iobligations itowards 

irespondents ii.e. iconfidentiality. iThe idata iand icorresponding iinterpretations iwere 

idiscussed iwith ithe ijudges ito ireconcile ithe ijudgements, iensure ithat ithe iinterpretation 

ihas icertainly iemerged ifrom ithe idata, iand ito iensure itheir iconsistency i[reliability] 

i(Lincoln i& iGuba, i1985). 

 

 

4.8.4 iValidity 

 

The iquality iof iqualitative imethods iof iresearch ihas ibeen ithe isubject iof imany iacademic 

idiscussions i(Bryman i& iBell, i2003), inonetheless, iYardley's i(2000) ivalidation 

ibenchmarks ifor iinterpretivist istudies ihave ibeen iwell-received i(Smith iet ial., i2009). 

iWhile iparticipants' inarratives icannot ibe ijudged iby itheir iobjectivity ior ivalidity, ithey imay 

ibe iperceived ias iexchanges iwith ia ipurpose iassociated ito ipersonal iaccounts ior 

imeaningful iphenomena, itherefore ithese iconversations ireflect ihow iparticipants' imake 

imeanings. iReliability iin iqualitative iresearch imay ibe iunsuitable, isince iit’s iintended ito 

iprovide ijust ione iinterpretation, iout iof imany ipossible iinterpretations i(Yardley, i2000). 

iMoreover, iYardley i(2000) ioffers ifour iextensive ibenchmarks ito iaddress ivalidity iissues iin 

iqualitative iresearch ias ifollows; i 

 

4.8.4.1 iSensitivity ito icontext i 

 

The iinterpretivist iapproach iis isensitive ito ithe iresearch iquestions ibeing ianswered. 

iMoreover, ithis istudy iused ia ismall iparticipant igroup iwith iclose iengagement, ito iresearch 



 
195 

 

ithe i'particular' iof itheir iown iexperiences. iInterviews ienable iclose iengagement iin ia inon-

intrusive ifashion, ithrough ia i'purposeful iconversation' istyle. 

 

4.8.4.2 iCommitment iand irigour i 

 

This iresearcher iwas iattentive ito ithe iparticipants iduring idata icollection iand idata 

ianalysis iperiods iand icleared iup iany ipreconceptions iand ikept ithe ifindings ias iclose ias 

ipossible ito ithe iparticipants' i‘lifeworlds’ i(experience), ias idescribed iby ithe iparticipants. 

iRigour iis iapparent iin ithe iappropriateness iof ithe ichosen iparticipant igroup ito ithe 

iresearch iquestions ithat ihave ibeen ioutlined i(McCracken, i1988). iThis istudy iasked 

iadolescents iand iparents ito italk iabout itheir iinfluence ion iethical ifood idecision-making. 

iTherefore, ihomogeneous iparticipants iwho imatch ithe iresearch itopic iand iquestions 

iwere iselected. 

 

4.8.4.3 iTransparency iand icoherency 

 

To ibe itransparent iin ithis istudy, ithe iresearcher ioutlines ia iclear imethodology iand 

imethods ithat iwould ibe iused iin ithe istudy. iInterview ischedules iand itimetabling iwere 

iused. iCoherence irequires idrafting iand iredrafting. iHowever, icoherence iis imainly ijudged 

iby ithe ireader. iThe ipilot istudy ihelped iin iredrafting ithe iquestions iand ifine-tuning ithe 

idata icollection iprocesses. 

 

4.8.4.4 iImpact iand iimportance i 
 

The ilast itest iof ivalidity iis iin ithe ireading iof ia istudy ireport. iThis iresearcher iread ithrough 

ithe istudy ito ihighlight ithe icontribution iit imakes ito iconsumer ibehaviour. i 
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4.8.5 iSocial iDesirability i 
 

Social idesirability idescribes ithe itendency iof ia iperson ito ideny itraits ithat iare isocially 

iundesirable iand ito iclaim isocially idesirable itraits. iIt ialso iincludes ithe ibias ito isay ithings 

ithat ished ia igood ilight ion ithe iperson imaking ithe istatement i(Atteslander i& iKneubühler, 

i1975). iThe iconceivable iexistence iof isocial idesirability iin iparticipant iresponses iis ia 

iconcern iwith iany iresearch. iParticipants imay inot ibe ihonest iin itheir iresponse ito 

iquestions ibut imay iinstead igive ian ianswer ithat ithey iperceived ito ibe icorrect i(Bryman i& 

iBell, i2003). 

 

Given ithe ifindings ifrom iprevious istudies i(Shaw i& iRiach, i2011), iethical iconsumption iis 

ithought ito ibe ian iexpression iof ione's iethical ibeliefs iand ivalues, iwhich istems ifrom 

ifeelings iof iethical iobligation iand ia isense iof iself-identity i(Shaw i& iShiu, i2002, iRise iet ial., 

i2010). iGiven ithe ipersonal irelevance iof iethical iconsumption ipractices iand ifamily 

iinfluence, iit iwas iplausible ithat ithe iparticipants imay ihave iexaggerated ior icontrived 

icertain ibehaviours ito iprotect itheir iethical iidentity/or iegos. iAlthough iit iis inot ipossible ito 

iavoid isocial idesirability ibias icompletely, ithis iresearcher iaimed ito iminimise ithis iby 

ioffering ianonymity ito iall iparticipants iwith ithe ihope ithat ithis iwould ireassure ithem ithat 

itheir iresponses iwould inot ibe iknown ito iothers. iBesides, iparticipants iwere ireassured 

ithat ithe istudy iis inot imeant ito ijudge ithem ibut ito iunderstand itheir iexperience iof 

iinfluence, iand ithe iwording iof iquestions iwas idesigned ito ihelp iminimise ithe ieffect iof 

isocial idesirability ibias i(Bryman i& iBell, i2003). 
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4.8.6 iTrustworthiness iand ilimitations iof ithe iresearch imethods 
 

All iresearch iparadigms ihave itheir ipreferred imethods iof ijudging iresearch iquality, iand 

ithe icriteria iused ito isignify iknowledge iwithin ieach iof ithese iparameters iwill ivary ibetween 

ithem i(Lincoln i& iGuba, i1985). iFor iexample, ithe iconstructs imost icommonly iassociated 

iwith ipositivist iresearch iinclude ireliability, igeneralisability iand ivalidity i(Healy i& iPerry, 

i2000), iwhilst ithose iresearchers ioperating iwithin ian iinterpretivist iand iconstructionist 

iparadigm ilook ito icriteria isuch ias itransferability, idependability, icredibility iand 

iconfirmability i(Decrop, i2004). iThe ilatter ifour icriteria ioriginally ideveloped iby iLincoln 

iand iGuba i(1985) iand ireferred ito ias iindicators iof itrustworthiness, itend ito imirror ithe 

iquantitative iterminology i(Decrop, i1999, ip. i158), iand iare iset iout iin iTable ibelow. 

 

Table i4.3: iIndicators iof itrustworthiness 

Qualitative iterminology Quantitative iterminology Explanation 
Credibility i Internal ivalidity How itruthful iare iparticular 

ifindings? 
Transferability External ivalidity How iapplicable iare ithe 

ifindings ito ianother isetting 

ior igroup? 
Dependability Reliability Are ithe iresults iconsistent ior 

ireproducible? 
Confirmability Objectivity How iobjective iare ithe 

ifindings, ithat iis ihow imuch 

ihas ithe iresearchers’ ibiases 

iinfluence ithem? 

Source: iDecrop i(1999, ip. i158) i 

 

Significantly, ihowever, imuch itime ihas ibeen ispent iby iacademics iconsidering iwhether 

iterms isuch ias ireliability iand ivalidity ishould ihave iany imeaning ior iuse iwithin iqualitative 

iresearch i(Decrop, i2004; iRolfe, i2006). iIndeed, iRolfe ibelieves ithat; 
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…qualitative iresearchers ishould idevote itheir ienergy ito ichallenging ithe inotion 

of ia iuniversal iset iof iquality icriteria i(whether iqualitative ior iquantitative) irather 

than iacquiescing ito ithem i(Rolfe, i2006, ip. i309, iemphasis iin ioriginal). 

 

Others, isuch ias iSandelowski iand iBarosso i(2002) ipoint iout ithat iit imay ibe iimpossible ito 

inominate ia ifinite iset iof icriteria ibecause iof ithe idisparate iand ivaried inature iof iqualitative 

iresearch imethods, iwhose iresearchers ioften idisagree iwildly iwith ieach iother’s imethods. 

iDespite imuch idebate, ithe iconcept iof itrustworthiness ihas ibeen iwidely iadopted iand 

iappears ifrequently iabout ithe icredibility iand iquality iof iqualitative iresearch. iLincoln iand 

iGuba i(1985, ip. i290) iexplain ithe irationale ibehind itrustworthiness ithus; 

 

The ibasic iissue iin irelation ito itrustworthiness iis isimple: iHow ican ian iinquirer 

persuade ihis ior iher iaudiences i(including iself) ithat ithe ifindings iof ian iinquiry iare 

iworth ipaying iattention ito, iworth itaking iaccount iof? i(Lincoln i& iGuba, 

1985, ip. i290). 

 

 

Regarding ihow iresearchers ican iachieve ithis, iLincoln iand iGuba i(1985) isuggest iseveral 

iactivities iarranged iunder ieach iof ithe ifour icriteria iand iwhich ireflect itheir ihighly 

istructured iapproach ito ithis itopic. iFor iimproved icredibility, ithey isuggest ithat iprolonged 

iengagement, ipersistent iobservation iand itriangulation iare iappropriate. iIn itheir iopinion, 

iprolonged iengagement iis inecessary ito iunderstand ithe iphenomenon, ito idetect iany 

ipotential idistortions iand ito ibuild itrust, iwhile ipersistent iobservation ican iprovide idepth 

ito ithe idata ias iopposed ito iscope. iTriangulation ican ibe iachieved iin iseveral iways, iby idata, 

imethod, iinvestigator ior itheoretical itriangulation i(Decrop, i1999). iData itriangulation 

iinvolves iemploying ia ivariety iof idata isources, imethod itriangulation iis iachieved ithrough 
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iusing imultiple imethods iand iinvestigator itriangulation iis iconcerned iwith iusing iseveral 

idifferent iresearchers ito iinterpret ithe idata. iTheoretical itriangulation ican ibe iachieved iby 

iadopting imultiple iperspectives ito iinterpret ia isingle idata iset i(Decrop, i1999). iHowever, 

iit iis iimportant ito inote ithat ithe iadoption iof itriangulation idoes inot iensure ithat 

iappropriate ianswers iare ifound, iand inor idoes iit iguarantee iinteresting ifindings i(Decrop, 

i1999). iIn iresponse ito iLincoln iand iGuba’s i(1985) isuggestions, ithis ithesis iused iseries iof 

idirect iobservation iand iinterviews ifor iprolonged iengagement iand idata itriangulation iand 

iused idifferent iresearchers ito iinterpret ithe idata. i"a ideeper, imore ipersonal, 

iindividualised ianalysis" i(Brocki i& iWearden, i2006, ip. i99). iThis iresearcher ifocuses ion ithe 

irichness iof idata iwhich iare iimportant ithan ithe isample isize iin iqualitative iresearch 

i(Charmaz, i2005, iMorrow, i2005). iThe iadequacy iof idata iwas itaken iinto iconsideration, 

iquality, ilength, irichness iand ia ivariety iof isources i(Flick, i2002; iMorrow, i2005). iThis iwill 

inot isimply iapply ito ithe idata icollection; ibut ialso iconsider ithe ioutcomes iof ithe idata 

ianalysis. iSecondly, imethod itriangulation i– iinteractive iexperiment iand iinterviews, iand 

iinvestigator itriangulation iwere ibeing iused. 

 

Additional imethods ifor iensuring icredibility iare ipeer idebriefing, ithis iresearcher 

idiscussed ithe iresearch iwith itwo iacademics ito iguard iagainst ibias ior imisinterpretation, 

iand iparticipants iwere iallowed ito icomment ion ithe iresearchers’ iinterpretation iof ithe 

idata iduring ithe iresearch iprocess. iLincoln iand iGuba i(1985: ip. i314) icall ithis ia i“most 

icrucial itechnique ifor iestablishing icredibility” ibut iis inot ialways ias istraightforward ias iit 

imay iappear i- inot ionly iwill iparticipants ihave idifferent iagendas ior ipriorities ito ithe 

iresearcher ibut ialso ieach iperson’s irole iin ithe iresearch iprocess imay idiffer. iFor iexample, 

iwhilst ithe iresearcher’s igoal iis ito idiscuss imultiple irealities, ithe iparticipant’s iconcern iis ito 
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isee itheir ireality i(Sandelowski, i1993). iIn iaddition ito iwhich iis ithe itemptation ifor ithem ito 

iclarify ior ijustify iwhat iwas isaid ithus ialtering ithe itranscripts i(a irecord iof iwhat iwas isaid) 

isent ito ithem ifor iverification i(Poland, i2002). i 

 

Participants iin ithis iresearch iwere icontacted ito icomment ion ithe iresearcher’s 

iinterpretation iof ithe idata ito iensure ithe idata iaccurately irepresents itranspired iduring ithe 

iinterviews. iThe iresearcher iwas iattentive ito ithe iparticipants iduring idata icollection 

iperiods iand icleared iup iany ipreconceptions iand ikept ithe ifindings ias iclose ias ipossible ito 

ithe iparticipants' iexperience, ias idescribed iby ithe iparticipants. iRigour iis iapparent iin ithe 

iappropriateness iof ithe ichosen iparticipant igroup ito ithe iresearch iquestions ithat ihave 

ibeen ioutlined i(McCracken, i1988). i i 

 

Regarding ithe itransferability iof ithe iresearch, iLincoln iand iGuba i(1985) isuggest ithis ican 

ibe iachieved ithrough iproviding i‘thick idescription’ ior idetailed iinformation iabout 

irespondents’ iexperiences ifor ia ijudgement ito ibe imade iabout ithe iresearch iapplying ito 

iother icontexts. iThis icorresponds ito iSandelowski’s i(1993) i‘decision itrail’ iand iRolfe’s 

i(2006) i“‘super’ iaudit itrail” iwhereby ithe iresearcher itakes igreat icare ito iexplain iin idetail 

ithe iunderpinning irationale ifor ithe iresearch, ithe idecisions itaken iin ithe iprocess iof 

icollecting idata iand ithe ifindings iof ithe iresearch. iBesides, iRolfe i(2006) icites iKoch iand 

iHarrington i(1998) iwho iadvise iresearchers ito ipresent iresearch iusing ia icontinuously 

iself-appraising inarrative, ia ipoint ialso isupported iby ide iRuyter iand iScholl i(1998). iThese 

ilatter iauthors isuggest ithat isystematic ioperation iof ithe iresearch iprocess, ifor iexample, 

iby ilinking iparticipant iresponses ito itheoretical imodels ior iasking ithe iquestions 

isystematically ican ireveal ireliability iand iconfirmability. iThey ialso ibelieve ithat ireliability 
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ican ibe igained iby ithe iresearcher ioffering ia idetailed idescription iof ithe iprocess iof idata 

icollection iand ianalysis ito ienable ifuture iresearchers ito i“trace iback” ito ithe ioriginal 

iresearch idesign. iStake i(1995) ihighlights ithat irather ithan igeneralisation, iqualitative 

iresearchers iaim ifor iparticularisation, iwhere ithey iaim ito ilearn ias imuch ias ithey ican 

iabout ithe ihuman iexperience. iSuch ian iaim ican imean ithe iresearcher iexamines ia ibig 

isample, ior ia isample iof ionly ione, ibecause ilearning iintensively iabout ithe iinfluence iin 

ifamily iethical idecision-makers’ ilived iexperience iis imore iimportant ifor ia 

iphenomenological istudy ithan ithe ipredictive iutility iand ivalidity icriteria idemanded iby ia 

ipositivist iapproach ito idata. 

 

For iboth iLincoln iand iGuba i(1985) iand iRolfe i(2006), iit iis ithe ireader iof ithe ithick 

idescription iwho iwill idecide iwhether ithe iresearch iprocess iis itransferable, iwhereas 

iMorse iet ial. i(2002, iin iRolfe, i2006) ibelieve ithat iresponsibility ifor iverification ilies iwith ithe 

iresearcher iand inot ithe ireader iof ithe iresearch. iMorse iet ial. i(2002 ias icited iby iRolfe, 

i2006, ip. i305), ibelieve iissues iof ireliability iand ivalidity ican ibe iachieved iby ithe iresearcher 

iadopting iseveral iverification iactivities iin ithe iresearch iprocess, ibecause; 

 

Together, iall ithese iverification istrategies iincrementally iand iinteractively  

icontribute ito iand ibuild ireliability iand ivalidity, ithus iensuring irigor. iThus, ithe 

irigor iof iqualitative iinquiry ishould ibe ibeyond iquestion, ibeyond ichallenge iand 

iprovide ipragmatic iscientific ievidence ithat imust ibe iintegrated iinto iour 

ideveloping iknowledge ibase i(Morse iet ial., i2002 ias icited iby iRolfe, i2006, ip. 

i305). 

 

 

This ithorough iand idetailed iapproach ito iresearch iis ialso ihighlighted iby iJanesick i(1998) 

iand ishe icites iPatton i(1990), iwho isuggests ithat ia icredible iqualitative istudy ishould 
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iexplain ithe itechniques iand imethods iused ito iensure ithe iintegrity, ivalidity iand iaccuracy 

iof ithe ifindings, iwhat ithe iresearcher ibrought ito ithe istudy iin iterms iof iexperience iand 

iqualifications, iand iwhat iassumptions iunderpinned ithe istudy i(Janesick, i1998, ip. i49). 

 

Following iJanesick’s ithree iquestions, iand iin iconsideration iof iLincoln iand iGuba’s i(1985) 

iinstruction ithat itheir itrustworthiness icriteria inot ibe ideveloped iinto iprescriptions ithat 

imust ibe ifollowed iexactly, ithis istudy iseeks ito iaddress isuch irecommendations iby 

iproviding ia idetailed idescription, inot ionly iof ithe imethods ichosen ibut ialso ithe irationale 

iunderpinning ithe iactions iand idecisions iof ithe iresearcher. 

 

4.9 iReflections ion iMethodological iChanges 

The ithree ifirst ifamily imembers irecruited iwere irequired ito iinitially icomplete 

iconsumption ilogs iand ito itake iphotographs iwith itheir iphones iabout itheir ifamily ilife iand 

iethical iconsumption. iUnfortunately, ithe itasks iwere inot ibroadly icompleted iby ithe 

iparents iand ichildren ialike. iThe iimportance iof ireflexivity iin iconducting iresearch, 

ispecifically iwith ichildren, iis iraised. iAtkinson iet ial. i(2001) isuggested ithat ireflexivity iis 

iessential ito ithe iprocess iof iconducting iqualitative iresearch. iThe ifamilies ifeedback 

iindicated ithat ithey iwould irather iprefer ian iinformal iconversation iand ithat ithe iresearch 

itasks iwere itoo idemanding. iSeeking iresearch ipreference ifrom iparticipants iis ia 

itechnique ialso iused iby iBarker iand iWeller i(2003b) iin itheir ichild istudy. iThe ifield 

iexperimental iinteraction iand iinterview iwas ilater iadopted, iand ithe iuse iof iconsumption 

ilogs iand ithe iphotography iexercise iwere iboth iabandoned. 
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I iam iconceivably ia ibit isurprised iby ithe ireaction iof ithe ichildren ito ithe ilearning ilog iand 

photography imethods. iIt ihad ibeen iconsidered ithat ithese iconsumption ilogs iand ithe 

iphotographs iwhich irequired ithe ichildren ito iwrite ior idraw iabout iconsumption imatters 

iover ififteen idays iwould ibe icreative iand ienjoyable ifor ithe ichildren ito iperform. iIn 

iretrospect, ithe ichildren iof ithe ithree ifirst ifamilies icommented ithat isuch ia itask iwas 

i"school-like" iand i“boring”, iand ithey iafterwards ichose inot ito icomplete ithe itasks. i 

 

While iI ido inot iconsider ithe imethod iof iconsumption idiaries ior iphotograph itaking ito ibe 

iflawed, ithe ifamilies iin ithis istudy idid inot iwish ito iundertake isuch iactivities. iThis icould 

ialso ibe isomewhat idue ito ithe itiming iof isuch itasks iover ithe iChristmas iperiod iwhen ithe 

ichildren iwere ion ia ibreak ifrom ischool. iNevertheless, ithe ineed ito ibe ireflexive iabout ithe 

itechniques iemployed iwhen iresearching iwith ichildren iis iparamount, iand ichildren 

ishould ibe iencouraged ito iparticipate iin idiscussions iwhich irelate ito ithe ichoice iof 

iresearch imethods iwhich ithey iwill iparticipate iin i(Barker i& iWeller, i2003b). i 

Researchers ishould iengage iwith ichildren iabout ithe iresearch imethods ito iuse iin ia imove 

itowards inegotiation irather ithan iimposition i(Hill iet ial., i2006). iIt ishould iequally ibe 

irecognised ithat i'what iadults iperceive ias ichild ifriendly iand iempowering ifor ichildren imay 

ibe iseen iby iparticipants ias iadult icentred iand ian iimposition' i(Barker i& iWeller, i2003b, ip. 

i36). 
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4.10 iConclusions 

This ichapter ihas ihighlighted ithe iexistential iphenomenological ifocus ito idata icollection 

adopted iin ithis ithesis. iA ipure iphenomenology iwas irejected ibased ion ithe icriticisms 

idirected iat ithe itranscendental ilevel iin ifavour iof iexistential iphenomenology iwhich 

iaccepts ithe iresearcher's isituatedness iin-the-world, iusing ithe iresearcher ias ia itool iof ithe 

iinterpretation. iData iwere icollected ifrom itwenty ifamilies irecruited iin ithe iSouth iEast 

iarea iinvolving idirect iobservation iof ifamily iinteractions iand ia iseries iof iinterviews ior 

iconversations. iThe ifamily iinterviews iwere iinterpreted ifollowing iinterpretive 

iphenomenological iguidelines, iallowing iglobal ithemes ito iemerge ifrom ithe idata. 

 

A idiscussion iof ithe iglobal ithemes iis ioffered iin ichapter i6. iThe inext ichapter, ihowever, 

ipresents ithe istories iof ithese ifamilies. iEach istory isheds ifurther ilight ion ithe iinfluence 

iprocesses iof iadolescents ion ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption iand idecision-making. 

iChapter ifive, itherefore, iintroduces ithe ifamilies iand itheir istories, ifrom iwhich ithe iglobal 

ithemes iemerge i(presented iin ichapter i6). 
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Findings and iDiscussions 
 

The ifollowing ithree ichapters iillustrate ithe icontext iof ifamily iinfluence iin iethical ifood 

idecision imaking. iChapter i5 ipresents ithe ifamily istories iand ithe igeneral iprocesses iof 

ihow ifamily imembers iinteract iduring iethical ifood idecision-making. iChapter i6 idiscusses 

ithe istories iof ithe ifamilies iand ihow iinfluence iis iexercised. iChapter i7 idiscusses ithe iglobal 

ithemes ithat iemerge ifrom ithe idata iand ichapter i8 idiscusses ithe igeneral ifindings iof ithis 

ithesis. i i i i 
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Chapter i5: iFamily iEthical 

iConsumption i i 
 

This isection ibegins iby idiscussing ithe ifindings iof ifamilies’ iethical ilifestyle iand ifood 

iconsumption iand iwhat iit imeans ito ibecome ian iethical iconsumer, ithe ichallenges iand ithe 

ireasons iand iinfluences. iFour imain ithemes iare ideveloped ithroughout ithe ichapter. 

iFirstly, irather ithan isimply itaking iethical iconcerns ias ian iadditional iset iof ivariables ifor 

idetermining iconsumer idecisions, ifor ithe iparticipants ian iethical iconsumer iwas 

isomething ito i‘become’. iThis i‘becoming’ ihas imeaning ifor ithe iethical iconsumer's isense 

iof iself iand iis irarely iachieved iwithout iwider iidentity iimplications. iThis iresearcher, 

itherefore, iuses ithis ichapter ito idemonstrate ithe idifficulties iattached ito ibecome ian 

iethical iconsumer iand ithe ipositive igains ito ithe iself. iSecondly, ithe ifindings ireveal ia 

iproblematisation iof iself iand iother-directed iconcerns. iThe ithird itheme iof ithis ichapter iis 

ithe irelationship ibetween iethical iconsumerism iand isocial iand icultural icontexts. iThe 

idata isuggests ithat irather ithan iconsumer iethics ibeing iingrained iin ithe iparticipants 

ithrough itheir isocial iand icultural ibackgrounds, imediated iknowledge iand isocial 

inetworks iprovide ithe iindividual iwith ishared ivalues iwhich ioffer ithe ifreedom ito ibecome 

ian iethical iconsumer. iFinally, iit iwill ibecome iclear ithroughout ithe ichapter ithat ithere iis ia 

idiversity iof imotivations iwhich ihave iinfluenced ithe iethical iconsumer. iThe iparticipants' 

ipaths iinto iand ithrough iethical iconsumerism iare ihighly iindividual, iand ithe iresearcher 

isuggests ithat ino ione itheoretical iposition iis ienough ifor iexplaining ithe imotivations iof ithe 

iethical iconsumer. iThe iresearcher, itherefore, idoes inot idefine iethical iconsumption ias ia 
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ilifestyle ichoice, ior iidentity iposition ithat ican ibe iadopted ior irejected. iThe ifamily 

iparticipants ifor ithis istudy iare ipresented iin itable i5.1. i 

 

Table i5.1: iRespondent idetails 

Family 

iPseudonym i& 

iAge 

Family idetails Family 

imembers 

iparticipated i 

Employment Number 

iof 

ivisits 

Length 

iof ivisit 

Onyajeli iFamily: 

Dad i(39), iMum i 

i(36), iAde i(M, i16), 

iOlu i(M, i12) iand i1 

isibling i(9) i 

Nigerian, 

Live iin iLondon, 

3 iChildren i(1 

iunder iage i11) 

Mr iOnyejeli i 

Mrs iOnyejeli 

Ade 

Olu i 

IT iEngineer 

Supply iTeacher 

 i2 ivisits 2 ihours 

Thakkar iFamily: 

Dad i(48), iMum 

i(43), iAmandeep i(F, 

i15), iGagan i(F, i12) 

i& i2 isiblings i(10 i& 

i7) i 

Indian, 

Live iin iAylesbury, 

4 iChildren i(2 

iunder iage i11) 

 

Mr iThakkar 

Mrs iThakkar 

Amandeep i 

Gagan i i 

Unemployed 

Civil iServant 

1 ivisit 2 ihours 

Jones iFamily: i 

Dad i(59), iMum 

i(49), iKim, i(F, i14) i& 

iTim i(M, i11) i& i1 

isibling i(18) i i i i 

Welsh, 

Live iin iSlough, 

3 iChildren i(1 iover 

iage i16) 

Mr iJones 

Mrs iJones 

Kim i 

Tim i 

Teacher 

Housewife 

1 ivisit 1.5 ihours 

Arshad iFamily: 

Dad i(44), iMum 

i(39), iMo i(M, i13) i& 

iOsman i(M, i11) i& i3 

isiblings i(17, i9, i7) 

Pakistani, 

Live iin iLondon, 

5 ichildren i(2 

iunder iage i11 i& i1 

iover iage i16) 

Mr iArshad 

Mrs iArshad 

Mo i 

Osman i 

Academic i 

School iSecretary 

1 ivisit 2 ihours 

Selwyn iFamily: 

Dad i(47), iMum 

i(47), iToni i(F, i15), 

iDamien i(M, i12), i& 

i1 isibling i(12) 

Jamaican, 

Live iin iHarlow, 

3 ichildren i(1 

isibling iopted iout 

iof ithe istudy) 

Mr iSelwyn 

Mrs iSelwyn 

Toni i i 

Damien i 

Office iManager 

Secretary 

2 ivisits 2 ihours 

Brown iFamily: 

Dad i(61), iMum i(47) 

iSue i(F, i13) i& iAlfie 

Scottish, 

Live iin iWoking, 

Mr iBrown 

Mrs iBrown 

Charity iManager 

Charity iworker 

2 ivisits 2 ihours 



 
208 

 

i(M, i16), i& i1 isibling 

i(19) i 

3 ichildren i(1 iover 

iage i16) i 

Sue i i 

Alfie i 

Lehmann iFamily: 

Dad i(55), iMum i(46) 

iJens i(M, i14) i& 

iClaudia i(F, i11) i2 

isiblings i(20 i& i17) i i i 

i i 

German, 

Lives iin iLondon, 

4 ichildren i(2 iover 

iage i16) 

Mr iLehmann 

Mrs iLehmann 

Jens i 

Claudia i 

Environmentalist 

Insurance 

imanager 

1 ivisit 2 ihours 

 iCohen iFamily: 

Dad i(40), iMum i(41) 

iAbbi i(F, i12), iIllana 

i(F, i15) i& i1 isibling 

i(10) i i i i i i i 

Jewish, 

Live iin iSevenoaks, 

3 ichildren i(1 

iunder iage i11) 

Mr iCohen 

Mrs iCohen 

Abbi i 

Illana i 

Development 

iConsultant 

Housewife 

2 ivisits 2.5 ihours 

Tavares iFamily: 

Dad i(37), iMum 

i(33), iLaura i(F, i12) 

i& i3 isiblings i(16, i9 

i& i8) i i i i 

Spanish/English, 

Live iin iLondon, 

4 ichildren i(1 iaged 

i16 iopted iout i& i2 

iunder iage i11) 

Mr iTavares 

Mrs iTavares 

Laura 

Council iOfficer 

Interior 

iDesigner i 

1 ivisit 1.5 ihours 

Elphick iFamily: 

Dad i(47), iMum 

i(46), iSarah i(F, i16) 

i& iJane i(F, i12) i1 

isibling i(18) i i i 

English, 

Live iin iEpsom 

3 ichildren i(1 iaged 

iover i16) 

Mr iElphick 

Mrs iElphick 

Sarah i 

Jane i 

Estate iAgent 

Local iCouncillor 

 

2 ivisits 2 ihours 

Jannetta iFamily: 

Dad i(40), iMum 

i(43), iAlice i(F, i15), 

iMim i(F, i12) i& i1 

isibling i(11) i i i i 

Scottish/Italian, 

Live iin iSt. iAlbans, 

3 ichildren i(1 

iopted iout) i 

Mr iJannetta 

Mrs iJannetta 

Alice i 

Mim i 

Chef 

Unemployed 

 

2 ivisits 2 ihours 

Greenway 

iFamily: 

Dad i(34) iMum i(34), 

iHenry i(M, i13) i& i2 

isiblings i(9 i& i6) i i i i i 

English, 

Live iin iBasildon, 

3 ichildren i(2 

iunder iage i11) 

Mr iGreenway 

Mrs iGreenway 

Henry i 

 

Court iBailiff i 

Back-up iSinger 

2 ivisits 2 ihours 

O'Brien iFamily: 

Dad i(60), iMum 

i(51), iJim i(M, i15), 

iPeter i(M, i12) i& i3 i i 

isiblings i(19, i17, i17) 

Irish, 

Live iin iLondon 

5 ichildren i(3 iaged 

iover i16) i i 

Mr iO’Brien 

Mrs iO’Brien 

Jim i 

Peter i 

Head iTeacher 

Teacher 

3 ivisits 2 ihours 

Powell iFamily: English, Mr iPowel Police iOfficer 2 ivisits 2 ihours 
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Dad i(32), iMum 

i(35), iCharlene i(F, 

i14) i& i1 isibling i(10) i 

i i i i 

Live iin iDunstable, 

2 ichildren i(1 iaged 

iunder i11) i i 

Mrs iPowell 

Charlene i i 

Customer 

iService 

iAssistant 

Stuleblak iFamily: 

Dad i(40), iMum 

i(39), iAleksandra i(F, 

i14) i& i2 isiblings i(10 

i& i7) i i i i 

Polish, 

Live iin iWatford 

3 ichildren i(2 iaged 

iunder i11) 

 

Mr iStuleblak 

Mrs iStuleblak 

Aleksandra i 

Security iOfficer 

Beautician 

1 ivisit 2 ihours 

Mantikas iFamily: 

Dad i(46), iMum 

i(47), iMaria i(F, i14), 

iEustathios i(M, i11) 

i& i2 isiblings i(17 i& 

i8) i i i 

Greek/American, 

Live iin iHorley, 

4 iChildren i(1 

iunder iage i11 i& i1 

iover iage i16) 

 

Mr iMantikas 

Mrs iMantikas 

Maria i 

Eustathios i 

Charity iWorker 

Accounts 

iManager 

1 ivisit 2 ihours 

Evans iFamily: 

Dad i(31), iMum 

i(29), iIke i(M, i15) i& 

i1 isibling i(10) i i i 

Welsh, 

Live iin iWatford, 

2 iChildren i(1 

iunder iage i11) 

Mr iEvans 

Mrs iEvans 

Ike i 

 

Council iWorker 

Sales iPersonal i 

2 ivisits 2 ihours 

Moreau iFamily: 

Dad i(38), iMum 

i(37), iAurélie i(F, 

i15), iThierry i(M, i12) 

i& i1 isibling i(8) i i i i i 

French, 

Live iin iDartford, 

3 iChildren i(1 

iunder iage i11) i 

Mr iMoreau 

Mrs iMoreau 

Aurélie i 

Thierry 

Mechanic 

Interpreter i 

 

 

2 ivisits 2.5 ihours 

Alcock iFamily: 

Dad i(45), iMum 

i(43), iOliver i(M, 

i16), iArchie i(M, i14), 

iLuke i(M, i11) i& i1 

isibling i(8) i i i i i 

English, 

Live iin iWatford, 

4 iChildren i(1 

iunder iage i11) i 

Mr iAlcock 

Mrs iAlcock 

Oliver i 

Archie i 

Luke i i i 

Carpenter 

Estate iAgent 

3 ivisits 3.5 ihours 

Dodson iFamily: 

Dad i(33), iMum 

i(31), iCraig i(M, i14) 

i& iPete i(M, i14) i i i i i i 

English, 

Live iin iBasildon, 

3 ichildren i(1 

iunder iage iof i11) i 

Mr iDodson 

Mrs iDodson 

Craig i 

Campaign 

iManager 

Shop iManager 

2 ivisits 2 ihours 

 i 
     

 iFootnotes: i iF i- ifemale; iM i- imale 

 i 
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5.1 i‘Becoming’ ian iethical ifood iconsumer 

This istudy ibegins iby isuggesting ithat irather ithan isimply itaking iethical iconcerns ias ian 

iadditional iset iof ivariables ifor idetermining iconsumer idecisions, ifor ithese iparticipants ian 

iethical iconsumer iwas isomething ito i‘become’. iThis i‘becoming’ ihas imeaning ifor ithe 

iethical iconsumer's isense iof iself iand iis irarely iachieved iwithout iwider iidentity 

iimplications. i 

"The iutility iof ibeliefs iregarding ithe imotivational irole iplayed iby ithree iclasses 

iof ioutcomes iin ipredicting ienvironmentally iconcerned ibehaviour iwas 

iexamined iwith isurvey idata icollected ifrom itwo isamples i- iundergraduate 

istudents iand icommunity iresidents. i... iMultiple iregression ianalyses iindicated 

ithat idesires iregarding iprincipled iand isocial ioutcomes iexplained ia isignificant 

iamount iof ivariance iin ibehavioural ireports ifor ithe istudent isample, iwhereas 

idesires irelated ito itangible ioutcomes idid iso iwith ithe icommunity isample. iIn 

isupport iof ia imultivariate iapproach ito ithe istudy iof ienvironmentally 

iconcerned ibehaviour, ithreat iperception, iissue iimportance, iand iefficacy 

iconstructs ialso iaccounted ifor ia isignificant iproportion iof ivariance iin 

ibehavioural ireports" i(Axelrod i& iLehman, i1993: i149). 

 

This iresearcher ibegan iby iunderstanding iwhy irespondents ibuy iethical ifoods iand ithe 

ifollowing isections ipresent irespondents’ iresponses iand ithe ifindings ithereof. 

 

I igrew iup ishopping iand ibuying iorganic iand iFairtrade istuff iwith imum iall ithe 

itime. iWe ishopped ithem iat ithe ilocal ifarmers imarket, ithe iCooperative ibut inow 

iI ido ia ilot iof ishopping ionline ifor idelivery i[Craig iDodson] 

 

... ione ibecame imore isensitive ito ithe ienvironment ilater iafter iI igot imarried, iI 

ibecame iaware iof iwhat iFriends iof ithe iEarth iwere idoing ithrough imy ihusband 

iand iI ithink ithe ifirst iimpact icame ifrom ireading, iurn, ithat ibook iSilent iSpring iby 

iRachel iCarson i[Mrs iJones] 
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I istarted iwhen iI iwas ia ichild. iI igrew iup ieating iethical ifoodstuffs iat ihome ievery 

iday ias imy imum iwas iinvolved iin iethical iconsumerism…. i[Pete iDodson]. 

 

My iparents iwere iboth istaunch isocialist iMarxists iso iI iwas ialways ivery 

istubborn, iconflict iwas ialways ia imassive ipart iof imy ilife. iMy imum iused ito ibe ia 

ilocal icouncillor. iMy idad iwas ialways ishop istewarding iand iinvolved iin itrade 

iunions iand igoing ito imeetings iso i…. iit's ifunny iactually ibecause imy idad iwas 

ialways ivery iinvolved iin ithe iwork iside iof ithings, imy imum ihas ialways ibeen 

ivery iinvolved iin ithe ihealth iside iof ithings, iand iI ijust igot iinto ithe 

ienvironmental iside iof ithings. iI ithink iit iwas iprobably idown ito, idown ito, ithe 

ifact ithat iI iwanted ito iget iinvolved iin isomething iquite irevolutionary iand ithe 

itiming ijust ihappened ito ibe ithat, iyou iknow, ia ilot iof ipeople iwere iinterested iat 

iuniversity iand ithat iwas iwhat istruck ime ias ibeing iurgent i[Mr iLehmann]. 

 

 

When iasked iparticipants iabout itheir istories iof istarting ito iconsume iethical ifoods, 

ialthough ithese istories imay ibe imediated ithrough ireflexivity, ithe iparticipants ihave iclear 

iideas ias ito iwhy ithey iare iethical ifood iconsumers. iThe iconnection ibetween iconsumption 

iand iethics ihas ibeen iadvanced ialong itwo ipositions. iFirstly, iby ioccupying ia icritical 

iposition iin ithe iextended inetwork iof icontemporary icommodification iprocesses, 

iconsumption irepresents ia iprivileged ioutlet ifor ithinking iabout ipolitical iand iethical 

iresponsibility i(e.g. iHartwick, i2000). iSecondly, iit iasserts ithe iactive iand icreative 

idimensions iof iconsumption, iconsumption iis ialso iconstructed ias iso imany ipractices iof 

iidentity iformation iin iwhich iordinary icapacities ifor iautonomous iaction iand ichoice iare 

iroutinely iexercised i(e.g. iJackson, i1999; iGregson i& iCrewe, i2002). iResearch iin 

isociology iand iothers ihas ishown ithat ieveryday icommodity iconsumption iis ia irealm ifor 

ithe iactualisation iof icapacities ifor iindependent iaction, ireflexive imonitoring iof iconduct, 

iand ithe iself-fashioning iof irelationships ibetween iselves iand iothers i(Miller, i1995; i1998). 

i i 
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The iability ito idescribe ian ioriginal imotivation ifor ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer 

isuggests ithat ithe istories iparticipants itell iare iimportant ito ithem. iRather ithan ithe icold 

icalculations iof ibehavioural ioutcomes iand iissue iimportance idemonstrated iby iAxelrod i& 

iLehman i(1993), ithe istories itold iby ithe iparticipants iare ifull iof ipersonal isentiment iand 

icomplex inotions iof iwhat iit iis igood ito ibe: ithey igive ithe iimpression ithat ithe iindividuality 

iof ithe inarratives iwill iconsistently idefy iany iclassification idetermined iby imultiple 

iregression ianalysis. iIt ican ibe ideduced ifrom ithe iclarity iof ithe iparticipants' inarratives 

ithat ithe idecision ito iintroduce icertain iethics ito itheir iconsumption ipractices iis ian 

iimportant ilife ichoice iand ithey iare iprepared ito igo ito igreat ilengths ito ipreserve iit. iIt iwas 

ievident ithat ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer iis iimportant ito ithe iparticipants. i 

 

 

5.1.1 iChallenges iof i‘becoming’ iethical ifood iconsumer 
 

Participants’ istories isuggest ithat isuch imoments ireflect ia ihistory iof i"becoming" ian 

iethical iconsumer. iThis iassumption iis ireinforced iby ithe iconsumers' iexplanations iof ithe 

ichanges ito ithe iself iand ithe idifficulties iinvolved iin ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer. iThe 

ifollowing iare ithe idescription iof ithe idifficulties ithe iparticipants ifaced: 

 

But iethical iconsuming icame ion irelatively igradually, ium, iit's inot isomething 

ithat iyou ican isuddenly idecide iyou iare igoing ito iget iinto, iit iis ia imatter iof iwhat 

ichoices iare iavailable i... iThe ibiggest ithing iis ithe iconvenience ifactor. iIt iis ifar 

imore idifficult ito iput iyourself iout ithan iit iis ito italk iabout iwhat iis iavailable i[Mr 

iPowell]. 

 

 i….. iWell, iI iliked ithe iarguments ibehind ibeing ivegan, iI ijust ithought iI iwas itoo 

iweak ito ibe ivegan, iI ididn't ithink iI icould ipull iit ioff. iI ithought iit iwould ibe itoo 

ihard. iI ihad ito ido ithat igradually. iUrn, iI isaid iright ithe ionly iway iI'm igoing ito 

ipull ioff ithis ivegetarian ithing iis iif iI istill iallow imyself ito ieat ichicken iwhen iI igo 
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ito iChinese irestaurants. iSo ionce ior itwice iin ithe ifirst icouple iof imonths iwhen iI 

iwent ito iChinese irestaurants, iI iate ichicken iand ithen iI iwas iable ito igive ithat 

iup. iI inever ihad iany icravings iwhatsoever, inot ifor iburgers. iThe ionly icravings 

iI iever ihad iwere iwhen iI ibecame ia ivegan iand iI iwould idesperately iwant iice-

cream ior ichocolate ibars. iSo ithat iwas ia ibit idifficult. iI iwent ivegan ivery 

igradually ias iwell. iI iwas ionly ia ivegan iat ihome, ibut iwhen iI iwent iout iI imight 

ibuy ia ichocolate ibar, iso iyeah iI idid iit iall ivery igradually i[Mrs iEvans]. 

 

 

My ifriends icall ime iweird ibecause iI idon’t ieat iall ithose ijunk ifoods ithey ieat 

iwhen iwe igo ito ischool ior igo iout ito iplay ithis imakes iit idifficult ifor ime ias iI iwant 

ito ifeel ibelonged i[Alfie iBrown]. i i 

 

Although ithere iare ispecific idifficulties iattached ito ieach iissue iaddressed iby iethical 

iconsumerism, inone iof iit iis idone iwithout isome icost ito ithe iindividual i- i(these icosts iare 

ioffset iby ithe iless irecognisable igains inecessary ifor irational iaction, ii.e. ifeelings iof 

iempowerment, ipositive iself-image). iLuke isaid; 

 

… iI itell imy imates ithat iI’m iso iproud imy iactions iare ihelping isave iour iplanet 

i[Luke iAlcock] 

 

It’s iso iexpensive ibuying ithese iorganic ifoods, iyet ithey’re iscarce ito iget ion ithe 

imarket i[Ike iEvans] 

 

Such icosts iwere imore itime iand iprice iorientated ito ithe ienvironment iand iFairtrade 

iethics. iEthical iconsumers ican ioften ifeel iside-lined i(Adams i& iRaisborough, i2010). iAll 

ithe iparticipants iwere iaware iof ithis ipossibility iwhich iwas igenerally ithwarted iby ithe 

ipresence iof ithe iimage iof iconformity iin itheir ilanguage: 
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You iare igoing idown ithe iaisles iand iyou iare ilooking iat ipeople iwho iare iactually 

ireading ilabels ithese idays i. i. i. iyou iread ithings iin inewspapers inow ior 

imagazines ior itrailers ion iYoutube i. i. i. iit’s ieverywhere, ia ibig iboost itoward 

imaking ipeople ithink iabout iethical ilifestyles i[Mr iMoreau] 

 

The iparticipants ialso icountered ithe imarginalization, iwhich ithey ifelt iwas ipresent iunder 

ithe isurface, iby iputting iforward iexamples iwhere ithey ihad inoticed itheir ilifestyle ibeing 

iapproved iof iby iothers iwithin itheir ifamily, ifriends ior isociety iat ilarge: 

 

I ibelieve ithat ia ilot iof ithe ithings iwe ihave idone, iand iother ipeople ido iare iin ithe 

iminority iand iit’s iactually inice ito ihave ia ipat ion ithe iback iwhen iyou isee iadverts 

ior ihear ipeople italking iabout iit. i[Oliver iAlcock] 

 

The iconsumer ienvironment iis istill istructurally ideficient iin iterms iof iproviding iany iform iof 

iequality iof ichoice. iIn ithe icases iof ivegetarianism iand iveganism, iand ias ishown iby iMrs 

iEvans iand iMrs iElphick iabove, ithese icosts ibecome imore ipersonal, ibeing iboth ihard ito 

iachieve iphysically, ithrough ithe iovercoming iof idesires iand inutritional iculture ishock, iand 

iby idisrupting inormal iconsumption ibehaviours. iAs ia ichange iin idiet iis ian iextremely 

ivisible iprocess irequiring ithe ifamily ito istructure imealtimes idifferently ifor ichildren iand 

ihostesses ito iaccommodate idifferent iways iof ieating, iit iinvolves ieffort ifrom imore ithan 

ijust ithe iself, iespecially iif ithe iconversion ihappens ias ia ichild. iIn ithe icase iof iMrs iOnyajeli, 

ishe idescribes iherself ias iquite ia itimid ichild igrowing iup, iand iso ibecoming ivegetarian 

iwould ihave imeant istepping ioutside iof ithe isocial inorm, ireluctantly iaffecting iher ichosen 

ipatterns iof iconformity iboth iwithin isociety iand ithe ifamily. iAs iWarde iand iHetherington 

inote, ibecoming iand istaying ia ivegetarian iin ian iomnivorous ifamily icontext iis ivery 

idifficult i(1994: i772). iIt iwould iappear ifrom ithe iparticipants ithat, iwhether iyou iwant ito ior 
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inot, ichoosing ito iadd icertain iethics ito iyour iconsumption iequation irequires i"becoming" 

ian iethical iconsumer. 

 

It itook ime iabout isix imonths ito isay; imy isister ihad igone ivegetarian iand 

istopped iafter ifour imonths iand iI ithink i[my iparents] ijust ithought i"Oh iGod, iit's 

ianother ifad", ibut iactually ithey iwere ireally igood iand ithey ijust iagreed ito 

idisagree iabout ithings. iLater, ithey ijoined iin iwith ius iand iit’s ibeen ian ienjoyable 

iexperience isince ithen i[Mr iTavares] i 

 
 i i i 

In ikeeping iwith ithe iargument ithat iyou i'become" ian iethical iconsumer, irather ithan 

isimply iadding ion iethics ito ithe ilist iof iconcerns iin iconsumer ichoices, iis ithe ifact ithat ithe 

iconsumers icould itell istories iabout ithe ireactions iof iothers. iEthical iconsumerism iincites 

iopen, ioften iverbally iaggressive ireaction ifrom ifriends iand irelatives. iConsider ithe 

ifollowing iquotes: 

 

Um, ioh iI iwas ireally, iit ijust isort, iwell imy imum ijust ithought iI iwas istupid iand iit 

iwas ia iphase iand imy igranny ion imy imum's iside i... ishe ithought iit iwas ia iphase 

iI iwas igoing ithrough iand iI iwould ijust igrow iout iof iit, ijust ilike imy ileft-wing 

itendencies: i"oh iit's ijust ia iphase, ishe'll igrow iout iof iit i[Mrs iJones]. 

 

 

My ifriends ioften icall ime ia ijerk. iThey iused ito ibully ime iuntil imy iDad ihad ia igo 

iat ithem i[Damien iSelwyn] 

 

 

Though ithe iparticipants iwere ikeen ito ishare itheir ifeelings ifor iethical iconsumerism, iand 

ithus ito iignore ithe inegative iaspects, ieven ithose iwho idenied ithat ithere ihad ibeen iany 

inegative ireactions ito itheir ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer icould iunintentionally itell 

istories iabout ithe icomments iof ifriends, icolleagues iand irelatives. iJust ias iMead isaw ithe 

iconcept iof ithe iself ias ihaving imeaning ithrough ihow iothers ireact i(cited iin iCampbell, 

i1995, ip. i115), iso itoo ihas iits imeaning ifor iothers. iThe ireasons ifor ithis iare iseveral: ithe 
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idenial iof ishared ivalues; ithe iethical iconsumers' iclaims ito ibeing iright; iand ithe 

iconventional iconsumer iprobably idoes inot ibelieve iin iethical iconsumerism. iUsually, inew 

isocial imovements ihave ialways ibeen iregarded ias ian iaffront ito ithe iestablished imorality 

i(Campbell, i1995, ip. i56). iWhilst ithis imay ibe iunfortunate ifrom ithe iposition iof ithe 

i"established" imorality, iit iremains isomewhat iremoved ifrom ithe iself. iWhile ithe 

iparticipants iusually itried ito iassure ime ithat ithey idid inot ipreach iabout itheir iethical 

iconsumption, iit ibecame iapparent ithat ifor imany iof ithem ithis idecision iwas ibased iupon 

inegative iexperiences iof idoing ijust ithat. i 

 

The iparticipants ispoke iabout iethical iconsumerism ias ibeing isomething i"all-consuming" 

iat ithe istart iand ibeing i"very iintense" iwhen ithey ihad ijust ibecome iethical iconsumers. 

iSuch ifeelings iwould icertainly ilead ito ibehaviour ilikely ito icause itensions ibetween 

iconventional iand iethical iconsumers: 

 

I ilearned iquite iquickly inot ito ispeak ias imuch iabout iit ito ipeople iwho iobviously 

iweren't iinterested, iespecially ias iI iwas istill ifinding imy iown ifeet ianyway iand 

iyou ican't ibe itoo idogmatic” i[Alfie iBrown]. 

 

... iI idon't iknow, iI iam igoing ito icarry ion idoing imy ibit, imaking 

people ifeel iguilty i[Maria iMantikas]. 

 

Humanity ihas icontinually iheld inumerous imoral idiscourses, iand iconsumer isociety iis ino 

iexception. iTherefore, ito isketch iout isome icontradictory idiscourses, ienvironmental 

iprotection iis iimperative iand iyet iso itoo iis iconsumerism ias ia itool ifor ieconomic iand 

icultural igood; ithe iUK iis ia ination iof ianimal ilovers iand iyet iintensive ifarming ibecame ia 

inecessary ievil iin ithe iwake iof irationing iafter ithe iSecond iWorld iWar; ireligions ihave 
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ialways ibeen ibased iupon isome isense iof ijustice iand iequality, ibut iequality iof itrading 

irelations iis iopposed ito icapitalism. iWhilst ithe iformer iparts iof ithese idualisms imay ireflect 

ithe isentiments iof isociety i(through ihegemonic idiscussion ifrom ipolitics, ireligion iand ithe 

imedia), ithe ilatter iparts ihave ibecome ithe istandardised icontext ifor iconsumer ibehaviour. 

iThis idivide ibecomes iapparent ias ithe idifference ibetween iattitude isurveys ishowing 

imany ipeople ibelieving ithat iethics iare iimportant iconsiderations iin iconsumption ichoices, 

iand ithe ireality iof ivery ifew iethical ipurchases iin ipractice ii.e. ithe iattitude i– ibehaviour igap 

i(Carrington, iet ial., i2016; iHassan, iShiu i& iShaw, i2016). i 

 

Resentment itowards ithe iethical iconsumer iconcurs iwith ithe iethical iconsumer's iown 

ibeliefs iabout ithose iconsumers iwho iappear imore i"ethical" ithan ithemselves. iIn ishort, 

iethical iconsumerism iis iseen ias iirrational ibehaviour iby ithe inorms iof isociety. iCertainly, 

ithe iirrationality iof iethical iconsumerism iis imanifested iby ithe iwhole iraison id'etre iof 

iconsumer isociety, iboth ithrough ithat iconsumption iliterature iwhich itheorises ithe iideal 

iconsumer ias ia ipleasure-seeking ihedonist i(Bourdieu, i1994; iMaffesoli, i1997; 

iPohjanheimo, iet ial., i2009) iand iin iits iinterface iwith ifree-market icapitalism: 

 

When iI iworked iat ithe iCommonwealth iSecretariat iit iwas ilike, iurn, ibeing 

iconcerned iabout ithe ienvironment, iit iwas ilike ia iswearword, iyou iknow 

ibecause iyou iwere ianti-growth iand iI iwas ianti-trade i[Mrs iThakkar] 

 

Moral idiscourses iin isociety ihave itraditionally ibeen iabout irejection iand iprevention, iand 

ivegetarianism iand ienvironmentalism ihave ibecome ipart iof ia inew ipattern iof irejection 

i(Schulze, i1997, ip. i39-40). iIn ia iconsumer isociety iwhere ihedonism iand ian iethic iof iself-

interest iare ifrequently iregarded ias ithe iconsumer's iright iand iduty, ithe iethical 
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iconsumer's iperceived irejection iruns icounter ito ileading iideologies iand ithe iperceived 

ipossibilities ifor iself-love iand ihappiness: 

 

. i. i.and ithere iwere ithings iat iChristmas itime, ithey'd isay i"oh igo ion itreat 

iyourself" iand iyou iwould iget ireactions ilike ithat. iAnd iit's ilike i"look ithat iis inot 

iactually ithe ipoint" i[we iboth ilaugh]. iI'm inot idenying imyself isomething, iI 

iactually idon't iwant ito ieat imeat. iSo, iyou ihave igot ithings ilike i"Oh igo ion, idon't 

ibe iso ihard-hearted ion iyourself, itreat iyourself" i[Toni iSelwyn]. 

 

[My inan] iwill iget ime isomething iand iI'll isay, i"oh iNana iit's igot ithat iin iit" iand 

isometimes iI'll ijust itake iit ibecause iit's ieasy iand ishe ireally ifeels ilike iyou imiss 

iout ibecause iyou idon't ihave ichocolate, ibut ithere iare iso imany iproducts iwhich 

iyou ican ihave. iThis iis ithe ithing. iI ithink ipeople ithink ithat iit iis ia isacrifice iand 

idenial iand ireally ihard iwork, iand iit iis inot iat iall i[Claudia iLehmann] 

 

5.2 iEthical iconsumption ias ia ilifestyle 

The iresponses iof iparticipants iwere ifull iof iexamples iabout ithe ichange ithat iethical 

iconsumerism ihad ishaped iin itheir ilives. iFor ithese iparticipants, iethical iconsumerism iwas 

inot ijust iregarded ias ia imatter iof ichanging itheir iconsumption ipractices, ibut ias ia ibroader 

iprocess iof iself-development iand iconscious iraising: 

 

I iused ito ibelieve ithe iold isaying ithat i"ignorance iis ibliss", ibut ionce iyou iknow 

iyou ican't iturn iback, ithere iis ino iway iyou ican iturn iback i[yeah], ijust ithere iis 

ithis iconscience iinside, ithis isoul ithat iknows ithat ithe ionly iway iis iforward, iso 

iyeah. iYeah, iI ihave ibeen idoing iit ifor ia ilong itime iin imany iways iand ieach ilittle 

iaddition iis ijust isomething ielse, iand imost iof iit iis ijust ia iway iof ilife i[Mr iArshad]. 

 

For ime ithis iis ime iand iwho iI iam, iit’s imy ilifestyle. iA ilifestyle ichoice, iwhich iis ia 

iforce ifor igood ifor ithe ienvironment i[Mr iCohen] i 
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Moreover, ithe iparticipants iwere ipersuaded iof ithe ipermanent ilifestyle: iwhen iquestioned 

ithey iwere isure ithat ithey iwould inever istop iconsuming iethically, ialthough ithey iknew 

ithat iother ipeople idid. iParticipants igenerally ifelt ithat ithey iare iempowered ithan 

iconventional iconsumers, icertainly ieven ian iamount iof isympathy ifor ithose istill iunable ito 

ienjoy ithe icontrol iheld iby ithe iconsumer ito idetermine ithe ishape iof ithe iworld. iSeveral 

iparticipants iexpressed ia isense ithat ithey ihad iachieved ia irelease ifrom icoercion iand 

imanipulation iwhich ithe iconventional iconsumer ihad ifailed ito iachieve. iMr iDodson, ias ian 

ienvironmental iactivist iover-and-above ibeing ian iethical iconsumer, iis ian iextreme 

iexample iof ithis: 

 

….. iI ithink ithat iif iI icould ichange ithe iway ithat ipeople ithink iand imake ithem 

imore iaware iof itheir ilives iand iif ithey iquestioned iwhat iwas igoing ion ireally, iI 

iwould ibe idoing ithem ia ireally ibig ifavour iactually i'cos ithe ioblivion ithat ithose 

ipeople ilive iin, ithe iignorance ithose ipeople ilive iin iis iquite idepressing iand isad 

ireally i[Mr iDodson] 

 

 

These ipeople ihave ibeen ibrain-washed iby ithe ibig icorporations iwho ispend ia 

ifortune ion iglossy iad icampaigns ito isell ithem ijunk ifoods. iI ijust ihope ithey 

irealise ithe idamage ithey’re idoing ito ithemselves i[Aleksandra iStuleblak] 

 

 

Mr iDodson iand iAleksandra’s iviews iand iall iparticipants ifeel ilike ia iminority igroup iand 

iwish ito iproject itheir iviews ion iothers iwhich imay isupport ia iradical iviewpoint imore iso 

ithan ia idemocratic ione. iTo ithe iparticipants, iethical iconsumption iis iabout idoing 

isomething idifferent ifrom iconventional iconsumption. iIt iremains ian ieconomically iand 

ihedonistically irational iactivity. iThe ireactions iof iconventional iconsumers ionly ifurther 

iendorsed iethical iconsumers' ifeeling ithat itheir iconsumption ipractices iconstitute ian 
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ialternative iway iof iliving, iif inot ithinking. iAlternative iconsumption ipractices icritically 

iaddress icontemporary iconsumer iculture ifrom iwithin: 

 

…. i[My imum] idoesn't ireally iunderstand iit. iWhen iI iwas ihaving iAurélie ishe 

ithought iI iwouldn't ibreastfeed iand ishe isaid i"I'm ireally iworried iyou iare inot 

igoing ito ibreastfeed" iand iI isaid i"Why inot?", iand ishe isaid i"Because iyou idon't 

ibelieve iin imilk" i[yeah] iand iI isaid i"Mum, iyou've igot iit icompletely iwrong i[I 

ilaugh], ithere iis inothing iwrong iwith ime ifeeding ia ibaby ior ia icow ifeeding ia 

icow, ibut iI idon't iwant imy ibaby ito idrink ia icow's imilk." iand ishe ihad ijust igot 

iinto ithis istate iof icomplete ipanic ithat iI iwasn't igoing ito ibreastfeed ithis ibaby 

ibecause iI iwas iagainst imilk. iShe imust ihave ithought ithat iI'd ijust iwoken iup 

ione imorning iand iturned iagainst imilk. iShe idoesn't iunderstand iat iall i[Mrs 

iMoreau] 

 

 

5.3 iSelf-interest ior imorality? 

Consumers ipurchase iethically ifor ia irange iof ireasons iincluding iperceptions iabout itheir 

ipositive iimpact ion ione’s iself-identify iand ihealth, iand ithe ilives iof iothers i(Carrigan iet ial., 

i2004; iGriskevicius, iTybur i& iVan iden iBergh, i2010; iSudbury-Riley i& iKohlbacher, i2016). 

iHowever, ieven iamong ithe imost iethically iorientated iconsumers, ithe iability ito ibuy 

iethically ion iall ioccasions imay ibe iimpossible i(Devinney iet ial., i2010). iThere iare itwo 

ipredominant iarguments iregarding iethical iconsumerism. iFirst, isome iargue ithat iall 

iconsumption iis iethical; ithis iresearch ihas itried ito ishow ithat ithere iare idifferences 

ibetween iethical iconsumption iand iconventional iconsumption, iwithout ihowever idenying 

ithat iall iconsumption ican ibe iethical, ifor iexample ithrough inotions iof ilove iand icare i(see 

ide iVault, i1991; iMiller, i1998). iSecond, isome iargue ithat ithere iis ino isuch ithing ias iethical 

iconsumption. iIf ithis icomment irefers ito ithe iimpossibility iof ipurchasing iany iproduct 

idevoid iof inegative iimpacts, ithen ithere imay ibe isome ivalidity ito ithe iclaim. iHowever, iif 
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ithis iargument iis isupposed ito isuggest ithat ithere iis ino isuch ithing ias ialtruism iand ithat 

iwithout ialtruism ithere iis ino isuch ithing ias iethicality, ithen ithe iissue ihas iintriguing 

iimplications ifor ithe imotivations ito ibecome ian iethical iconsumer. i i 

 

This inext isection, itherefore, iexamines ithe irelationship ibetween ithe iconsumers' istories 

iof itheir ioriginal iinspirations ito iconsume iethical ifoods iand inotions iof imorality iand iself-

interest. iThe idata ibegin ito ishow ithe istriking idifferences ibetween ithe iconsumers' 

imotivations, iwhich idefy ieasy iportrayal. 

 

Sociological istudies ihave irelated ienvironmental iand ianimal iwelfare ibehaviour ito 

isociality, iidentity iand ilifestyle iconcerns, iunderpinned iby ia ivariety iof ipsychological 

iprocesses. iParticipants icombined iseveral iof ithese ifactors iin icomplex iways. iHowever, 

ithe istories iof ithe ioriginal ifactors iencouraging ithe iintroduction iof iethics ioften ishow 

isurprising imotivations: ifor isome isocietal-centred, ifor iothers iself-interest, ibut imostly 

iexisting ibetween ithese itwo ipolarities. i 

 

For ime ipersonally, iit’s iabout imaking isure ithat iwhat iI iput iin imy ibody iis 

ihealthy iand idoesn’t igive ime ihealth iissues iyears ito icome i[Jim iO’Brien] i 

 

I iwhat ito ido imy ibit ito ihelp ithe iplanet iand iprotect ithe ienvironment iat iall icost 

i[Kim iJones] 

 

 

This iresearcher ishall iexamine itwo imain iareas iwhere iethical iconsumption ican ibe 

itheorised ias iself-interest: ihealth, iand iidentity iand ilifestyle iconstruction. i 
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5.3.1 iThe irole iof ihealth 

 

Health ihas ibecome ia ivigorous idiscourse iacross ifood iissues iin irecent iyears, iand iwhilst iit 

iis inot iso iexplicit iin iother iconsumer iarena, ihealth iissues iare isimilarly irelevant ito iareas 

isuch ias ihousehold icleaners iand ipersonal ihygiene iproducts. iSince ithe imarked iincrease 

iin ithe ilinks ibetween ihealth iand idiet, ifood ihas ibecome iinextricably icaught iup iwith 

iimages iof irisk iand igood! ibad ithings ito ieat i(e.g. iRich i& iEvans, i2005; iEvans iet ial., i2008). 

iConcern ifor ihealth ihas ibeen iidentified ias ione iof ithe imajor ireasons ibehind ithe imove 

itowards ipurchasing iethical ifoods iwithin ithe iliterature i(Lockie iet ial. i2002; iMagnusson iet 

ial. i2003). iMuch iof iwhat ican ibe iclassified ias iethical ifood ichoices ican ialso ibe iseen ias 

ihealth ichoices: ifor iexample, iorganic iproduce ican ibe iseen ito ireflect iconcern ifor ithe 

ienvironment ior ianimal iwelfare, iand iat ithe isame itime iviewed ias ifar ihealthier igiven 

iintensive ipesticide iuse; ivegetarianism ihas ipassed ithrough ithe idays iof ibeing iassociated 

iwith ivitamin ideficiencies iand ianaemia iand iis inow iviewed ias ia ihealth-conscious idiet 

i(Sassatelli, i2004). i 

 

Some iof imy ifriends iwho iused ito ishun ime ifor ibeing ivegetarian iare inow isaying 

iI ihave ia ivery igood ibody ishape. iTwo iof ithem ihave ibecome ivegetarians 

irecently, iand iothers iare iconsidering iit iseriously i[Aurélie iMoreau] i 

 

Children, ifor iinstance, idevelop iresponsibility ifor ihealth-related ibehaviours iand 

iattitudes ithat iaffect itheir ifuture i(Milligan iet ial., i1997; iNeumark-Sztainer, iet ial., i1999). 

iFood-related iattitudes iand ibehaviours iare iparticularly iimportant iduring ithese 

ichildhood iyears i(Neumark-Sztainer, i& iFrench, i2002) ias ieating ihabits ideveloped iduring 

ithis istage iin ilife icontinue iinto iadulthood i(Videon i& iManning, i2003). i 
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Choosing ito ibecome ian iethical iconsumer iout iof ihealth iconcerns ioffers ian iarena iwhere 

iself-interest icould iprove ito ibe ia imore ilikely imotivation ifor icertain iconsumers ithan 

imoral iresponsibility; 

 

I ibecame iinterested iin, ier, iwholefoods iand ivegetarianism iwhen iMim iwas ia 

ibaby, ibecause iI ilost ithe iuse iof imy iback ineck imuscles iand iI ihad ito igo ito ian 

iosteopath, iand ihe ichanged imy idiet icompletely. iI imet ia icouple iwho iwere 

iinterested iin iwholefoods iand iwe iwere ivegetarian, iand iI ihave ibecome 

iinterested iin ipesticides iand iall iwe're idoing ito iourselves. iAt ithe isame itime, 

inot ibefore ithat iAlice ihad ito igo ito ithe ihospital iwhen ishe iwas itiny iand ithere 

iwas ione iday iwhen ishe ihad ito igo idown ito ithe ichildren's iday icentre ibecause 

ishe icouldn't ihave iany ifood ithat iday. iSo, iwhile ithey iwere ieating, iI itook iher 

iaway i'cos ishe iwas igoing idown ito ithe itheatre iafterwards. iAnd ithis ichildren's 

iday icentre iwas ipacked, iabsolutely ipacked iwith ichildren. iAnd iI isaid ito ithis 

iguy i"which iclinic iis ithis?" iand iit iwas ithe ileukaemia iclinic i[right]. iAll ithese 

ichildren ihad ileukaemia iand ithere ihad ibeen ia iterrific iupsurge iin ichildren's 

ileukaemia iand ithe idoctors ithought iit iwas ito ido iwith ifrozen ivegetables 

i(really'?]. iAnd iit iwas iseveral iyears iago iand ithat ishocked ime iand ithat imade 

ime istart ito ilook iat iwhat iI iwas igiving ithem. iSo ithat iwas ithe ibeginning iof imy 

istarting ito ilook iat iBird's iEye itrifles iand iAngel's iDelight iand iall ithose ithings 

icame ioff ithe ishopping ilist iand ifrozen ithings, iwe istarted ito igrow iourselves, 

iand iprepacked ifoods, ipre-prepared ifoods iand iI iwent iover ithe itop iafter ithat 

ireally i[Mrs iJannetta]. 

 

I ibuy iorganic ifood ibecause ithey iare ihealthy iand imakes ime ifeel igood imy 

ieating ihabit iis inot idestroying ithe ienvironment i[Craig iDodson] 
 i i 
…..I iwould irather ispend imy imoney ion ibuying ifood ithat ikeeps ime ifit iand 

ihealthy i[Aleksandra iStuleblak] 

 

 

……..my imum iand idad iare idiabetic. iWhen ithey iwere igrowing iup, ithey iate 

ianything ithey ilaid itheir ihands ion, ibut iI iwant ito ieat ihealthy ijust, iso iI idon’t 

iend iup ilike ithem iin ithe ifuture i[Amandeep iThakkar] 

 
 i 

Over ihalf iof ithe iparticipants iadmitted ithat itheir iforemost ireasons ifor iconsuming 

iethically iwere ihealth-related. iNearly iall iof ithem, ihowever, imentioned ihealth ias ithough 

ito ireinforce ithe ifact ithat itheir ichoices iwere ithe iright iones. iHealth i(a ileading idiscourse 
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iin imodern isociety, iand iparticularly iwhen irelated ito ifood) iis ihighly iinterwoven iwith 

inotions iof i"good" iand i"ethical" iin ithe iinterview itranscripts. i 

 

The iparticipants ijustify itheir iethical iand itheir iconventional iconsumer ichoices ithrough 

itheir ibeliefs iin iwhat iconstitutes i"healthy". iAt ithe isame itime, ian iethical ichoice iwhich iis 

istrongly ibelieved ito ibe iunhealthy iis iless ilikely ito ibe iconsumed ithan iother iethical 

ichoices. iMoreover, iBeardsworth iand iKeil i(1997, ip. i234) ifound iin itheir iwork ion 

ivegetarians ithat ithe imotivations ito iconsume iethically ichanged iover itime, ias ithe 

icontinuing iexposure ito irelevant iinformation iallowed ithe iself-interested ito ibecome 

imore iaware iof ithe iethical iside iof itheir ifood iavoidances, iand ivice iversa iand iMrs iO’Brien 

icertainly ifollowed ithis ipattern: 

 

I isaw ia iprogramme ion iChannel iFour iTV iabout ichicks, iand ihow ithese 

ibeautiful ichicks iare ion ia iproduction iline iand iwere ijust ithrown iin iplastic ibags 

ialive iand ijust idiscarded, iand iI've inever ieaten ichicken isince ithen: iso ithat 

iwasn't ia ihealth iissue iwith ichickens, ibecause iI icouldn't istand ito isee ithem iand 

iI ididn't iwant ito ibe ia ipart iof ithat i[Mrs iO’Brien] 

 

 

The ireinforcement iof ione imotivation iwith ianother iallows ithe iparticipants ito ifeel imore 

irational iin iher ichoices, ireducing ithe ipessimism isurrounding iethical iconsumerism: imuch 

iof ithe iinformation iacquired iby ithe iparticipants iis iused ias ievidence iof ithe irationality iof 

itheir ilifestyle. iRemarkably, iall iof ithe iparticipants iwho iwere ivegetarian ifor ihealth 

ipurposes ihad ian ion-off icommitment ito ivegetarianism, isuggesting ithat ihealth iis inot ias 

istrong ia imotivator ifor iethical iconsistency ias iis imoral iresponsibility i- iunsurprising igiven 

ithe itwin idiscourses iof ihealth iand iindulgence irelated ito ifood i(Warde, i1997; iHonkanen 

iet ial., i2006). 
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I’m ivegetarian iby ichoice ifor ihealth ireasons iand istruggled ion ia ifew ioccasions 

ias iI iwould ifind imyself ieating ichicken iand iconvince imyself ithat ithey iare iafter 

iall igood isource iof iprotein i(Mr iOnyajeli). i 

 

I ihave ibeen ivegetarian iby ibirth ias ia iSikh iand iI ihave inever ieaten imeat iand 

iI’m ihappy ithis iway i[Amandeep iThakkar] 

 

 

5.3.2 iChallenges ias ian iethical iconsumer 
 

Naturally igiven ithe inegative ireactions ireceived iby ithe iethical iconsumers isometimes, 

ithe ipublic iperceptions iof iwhat itype iof ipeople iethical iconsumers iare, iis inot iexactly ithe 

imost iflattering. iThe ireactions ireported iby ithe iparticipants iare ibelievable ithat ithe iimage 

iof ian iethical iconsumer iis inot iexactly ifilled iwith iglamour: 

 

In ithe iUnited iStates iwhen iI iwas igrowing iup iVegetarianism iwas 

like isaying iyou ibelieved iin ia iflat iearth ior isomething i[Mrs iMantikas]. 

 

Most ipeople, iespecially ifriends ithink iI’m ia ibit ibatty i[Sarah iElphick]. 

 

I ithink imy ifriends ithought ithat ithat iwas ithe ichoice iI imade ibecause iI iwas isoft 

iand isweet, ithat iis ithe ikind iof ifeedback iI iwould iget ifrom iit i[Maria iMantikas]. 

 

 

If ione iof ithe iprincipal ifunctions iof imodern iconsumption iis ito iuse ithe isigns iconveyed iby 

iobjects ito icreate ian iidentity ifor ione's iself, iwhere ilies ithe irelationship ibetween iethical 

iconsumption iand ithe iconstruction iof isocial iidentity? iparticipants iwere icalled inames 

isuch ias i"Gullible", i"weird", i"idealistic", i"embarrassing" i“batty”, i“jerk”. iGiven ithe 

inegative iperceptions ithat isome iconventional iconsumers ihold iabout iethical iconsumers, 
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iit iwould iseem ilikely ithat ithe iparticipants iwere iholding ia imoral iposition iin ithe iface iof ian 

iundesirable isocial iidentity. i 

 

I ichoose ito ibuy iethical iproducts ibecause iI ibelieve itheir iproduction, 

iconsumption iand idisposal iminimises iharm ito ihumans, ianimals ithe 

ienvironment i[Oliver iAlcock] 

 

If ieverybody iplays itheir ipart iand ichange itheir ilifestyle iand iconsume 

iresponsibly, iwe ican imake ithe iworld ia ibeautiful iplace ifor iall i[Laura iTavares] 
 i i 

 

Almost iall iadult iparticipants iand isome iadolescents iwere ieither iprimarily iinvolved iin 

isome iform iof icampaigning iwhich ioccupies ia isubstantial iamount iof itheir ilife. iSome 

iparticipants ifreely iadmit ito itheir iethical iconsumption ibeing ilinked ito itheir ihealth 

iproblems, iwhich iin iturn idictate itheir ilifestyles. 

 

With ithe iclear imoments iof imotivation iexpressed iby ithe iethical iconsumers, iit ibecomes 

ipossible ito iprobe ideeper ias ito iwhether ithe idecision ito ibecome ian iethical iconsumer iwas 

ian iexpression iof iwhat ithe iindividual ifelt iit iwas iright ito ibe ior iwhat ithey iwanted ito ibe. iI 

ishall iinterviewees' istories iabout ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer, ito isee ihow ithey irelate 

ito ilifestyle ichoice iand isense iof iself. iFirstly, iMrs iMantikas isays ithat ishe ihas ialways ibeen 

ia inatural inon-conformist, inever ihung iaround iwith imainstream ikids, iand isays ithat 

ischool imates idisliked iher ias imuch ias ishe idisliked ithem. iShe igot iinto ipunk imusic 

ithrough ia idislike iof ipop imusic iand ibecause iit iwas ithe ionly iplace iwhere ipeople iwere 

icriticising iPresident iRonald iReagan. 

 

It iwas ithrough ipunk irock ithat iI igot iinto ivegetarianism i[right]. 

Since isort iof ithe imid ito ilate i80s iit ihas ibeen, iurn, ithe ihard-core ipunk iscene iit 

ihas ibeen ion ithe irise, ivegetarianism, iveganism i[right]. iAnd, iurn, iI iused ito iget 
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ilots iof imagazines, ilots iof ifanzines iand ione iof ithe imost ipopular iones ione iyear 

iwas ia ivegan icookbook i[oh iright] iwhich ihad iloads iof irecipes iand iessays iin iit, 

iso iI igot ithat iand ithen iI ibecame ivegetarian i….. iI isuppose imost iof ithe ipeople 

iI icorrespond iwith iare, iurn iI ihave igot ithese ipenpals iwho iare ipunks iall iaround 

ithe iworld iwho iare ivegan iand idon't idrink iand idon't ismoke, ilike ime. iIt's icalled 

istraight iedge, ihave iyou iheard iof iit? i[no]. iStraight iedge iright. iIt's isomething 

ithat istarted iin iWashington iD.C. iin ithe iearly i1980s iand iit iwas ibasically ipunks 

iwho ididn't iwant ito itake idrugs ior ismoke i[oh iright] ior ifornicate i[laugh] iand iit 

ibecame iimmensely ipopular iin ithe iscene, isort iof ias ipersonal ipolitics irather 

ithan idirect iaction, iand iit ihas isort iof igrown iever isince. iIn ithe ilate i80s, iurn iit 

ialso icame ito imean ivegetarian ior ivegan ias iwell. iThis iband i[points ito iher 

ishirt] iis ione iof ithe ifirst ivegetarian istraight iedge ibands iand ithey ising iabout 

ianimal irights, iand iso ion. iAnd iso inow ithere iare iscenes iall iover ithe iworld iand 

iI iget inewsletters iwhich ihave iscene ireports ifrom iLatvia, iSingapore iand iso 

imost iof imy ifriends iare ipenpals iin iBelgium iand iFrance iand iAustria iand iI ido 

imy iown iZine i[right], imy iown istraight iedge iZine. iAt ithe imoment 

ivegetarianism iand iveganism iis ireally ihigh iprofile iin ithe ihard-core iscene. iI 

isuppose iit imakes iit ieasier iwhen iI iknow iall ithose ipeople ithat iI ihave ithings iin 

icommon iwith i[Mrs iMantikas]. 

 

These i'personal ipolitics' i(which iare iabout iapplying iyour ipolitics ito iyourself) ithen ihelp ito 

idetermine iMrs iMantikas iconsumer istance. iThe iwhole iThink iGlobal, iAct iLocal iscenario 

iof iconscientious iconsumption ifits iin iwith ithe irest iof iher ilifestyle icommitments. iMrs 

iMantikas iidentifies iimplicitly iwith ithe icultural iscene isurrounding iher imusic, ito ithe 

iextent ithat ishe isays ishe ihas ino ispecific iideas iwhen ito istop ias ia imum iand ia iwife, 

iclaiming ishe iis i"typical igeneration iX". iShe ifits ieasily iinto ia iprofile iof ia iconsumer ibuying 

ito iconstruct ithe idesired iidentity, ifar imore iso ithan iany iidea iof ifollowing ithrough ia 

ipersonal imoral istandpoint. iShe isees iherself ias ibeing ipart iof ithe igroup, ito iwhom ishe 

irelates iin ithe isense iof ian iimagined icommunity ior imember iof ia isub-culture. iAny 

inegative iaspects iof isocial iidentity iassociated iwith iher ivegetarianism iare iminimised iby 

ithe isense iof igroup ibelonging, iand ithe idesire ifor inon-conformity, ialthough ishe ifinds ithe 

i‘more iopen-minded iattitudes iof ithe iEnglish’ itowards iboth ivegetarianism iand isub-

cultures ia irelief ifollowing ithe icontinuous istares iof iher icountrymen. 
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5.3.3 iIdentity iand iethics 

 

This iwas ian iextreme iexample iof ian iidentity-led iexplanation iof ithe imotivations ito 

iethically iconsume. iFor iethical iconsumers ilike iMrs iMantikas, iethical iconsumption ican ibe 

iviewed iusing iconsumption-identity itheories iwhich isuggest ia imore isocial iproposition ifor 

iidentity. iThis iis ia ilifestyle iconstructed ilargely ifor isocial idisplay iand iclose iidentification 

iwith iother ipunks isharing ia isimilar iset iof ilifestyle ipractices. iWhilst iit iis ibased iupon iMrs 

iMantikas ivalues, iit isays ilittle iabout ian iethical irelationship ito ithe iproducer/produced. 

 

Most iof ithe iparticipants imentioned iconcepts iof iwhat ithey ibelieved iit iwas igood ito ibe, 

ioften itelling istories iof irole imodels iwho ihad iinfluenced itheir idecisions ito ibe iethical 

iconsumers. iThis imeans ithat iethics iand iidentity iare iintricately ilinked, ibut iin ia imore 

iintricate irelationship ithan ipurchasing ian iethical isocial iidentity. iMr iLehmann ihas ino ieasy 

iidentity ilinks ito iethical iconsumerism. iThis iis inot ito isay ithat ithere iare ino ilinks, ibut ithese 

icannot ibe iclassified ias iprimarily iabout iidentity iconstruction. iMr iLehmann isays ithat ihe 

ihas ialways ibeen ivery icritical iof iconsumption iactivities, ihaving igrown iup iin ia ifamily 

icrippled iby iconsumer idebt. iAt ithe iage iof i14, ihe iwas iwriting iessays iat ischool 

ihighlighting ithe i"evils iof iconsumer idebt". iAt iuniversity, ihe ibecame ipoliticised iby ithe 

imany iissues, ibut ihis iconsumption iactivities iwere ilimited ito itaking ihis itime ito ipurchase 

ithe iloss ileaders iacross ia irange iof isupermarkets. iHe iwas ifollowing ia ipretty iconventional 

ilifestyle iuntil: 

 

I ihad ithis ivision iof imyself ias isuccessful. iI imet iPam iand iwanted ito imarry iher, 

iI iwas ia ihigh-flier iin ithe iGerman iCivil iService, iI ihad imy iwhole ilife istretched 

iout iahead iof ime; ifamily, ifriends, igood ijob, ia inice ihouse iand iit iappalled ime, 

iso iI ipicked iup ithe iphone iand icalled i[German iService iOverseas] iand iasked 
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ithem iif ithey ineeded ipeople iwith imy ibackground, iand isix iweeks ilater iI iwas ion 

ithe itraining icourse iand ioff ito iZambia i[Mr iLehmann]. 

 

 

After imarrying, iand ispending ia ifew iyears iworking iin iboth iGermany iand iZambia, iMr 

iLehmann, ireturned ito iUniversity. iIt iwas ion ihis icourse ithat ithe ioriginal imotivation ito 

iconsume iethically icame. 

 

I ihad ia imarketing icourse iand iwe ihad ia icase istudy ion ipet ifood iand iI idecided 

iI iwasn't igoing ito ibuy, iwasn't igoing ito ihave ipets, ibecause iI ididn't ithink iit iwas 

iright ithat, iat ithat itime ilifeboat itheory iwas ivery ipopular iand ipeople iwere 

isaying ithat ithere iwasn't ienough ifood ifor ipeople iin ithe iThird iWorld iand ithey 

ineeded ito ibe ijettisoned iand iread ithat iKissinger iwas italking iabout 

iBangladesh ias ia ibasket icase iand isaying ithat ithere iwere icertain icountries 

ithat icouldn't ibe ideveloped iand iso ithey ishouldn't ibe ihelped. iAnd iat ithis itime 

iAmerican ipets iwere iconsuming ian ienormous iamount iof ihigh-quality iprotein 

iand iit iwas ibecause ithey ihad ieffective idemand, ithe iowners icould iafford ito 

ibuy ithe ifood iand itherefore ithey iwere igoing ito iget ithe ifood iwhere ipeople iin 

ithe iThird iWorld iweren't iAnd imy iconscience iwouldn't ilet ime ipurchase ifor imy 

ipets iin ithat icontext, iand iI istill iwon't ihave ia ipet, imy idaughter ihas ia itarantula, 

ibut iI iwon't ihave ipets ithat iI ihave ito ipurchase ipet ifood ifor. iI ithink ithere's 

isomething ialmost isick iabout ia isociety ithat iinvests ias imuch iof iits idisposable 

iincome iin ipets iand ianimals. iSo ithat iwas imy ifirst iconsumer iconscious, iwhere 

iI ihad ian iethical idecision iand iI irefused ito iconsume ia iproduct ibecause iof iit i[Mr 

iLehmann] 

 

 

Mr iLehmann ihad irejected ia isuccessful iand iconventional ilifestyle, ifor ione ithat ihe ifelt 

ihappier iwith, iseveral iyears ibefore ihis ifirst idecision ito iethically iconsume. iEven ias ia 

ischoolchild ihe ihad ibeen ireading iliterature ion iconsumption iissues iand iexpresses ihis 

idecision ito inot ihave ipets ias ipolitical. iHis idecision ito iwork ifor iCSO, iand iremain iin ia 

irelatively iunmaterialistic ilifestyle, iwould inow ibe iviewed ias i"down-shifting" ior 

i“voluntary isimplicity’’ i(Pravet i& iHolmlund, i2017), iand ias isuch ilinked ito ian iethical 
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iconsumer ilifestyle, ibut ithese iconsiderations iwere inot ibrought itogether iat ithat itime. 

iThe istart iof ihis iconsumer iethics iis idifficult ito iredefine ias ian iidentity istatement, ior ias 

istrict iself-interest: ideciding inot ito ihave ia ipet iout iof iconcern ifor iThird iWorld ijustice iis 

ihardly ia iconveyer iof icommodity isigns. iHowever, iin icommon iwith iall ithe iother 

iparticipants iwho icame ito iethical iconsumerism ithrough iThird iWorld iconcern, iMr 

iLehmann ifamily iclaims ithat ihe iwas ivery ireligious, ialthough ihe ihad ilost ihis ioriginal ifaith 

iand ibecome ia iHumanist, iand ilater iwent ion ito ijoin ithe iQuakers ibecause ithey ishared ihis 

iviews ion idevelopment istrategies i- isuggesting ia ideeper inotion iof ithe ilinks ibetween 

iidentity iand iconsumption. 

 

Mr iLehmann’s idecision ito iintroduce iconsumer iethics iwas ia imoral idecision. iHowever, 

ithe iformer irejection iof imateriality iallowed ihim ithe ifreedom ito iintroduce iethical 

iconsumerism iinto ihis ipurchasing ipractices iwithout icompromising iany iother iarea iof ihis 

ilife. i iMr iLehmann ieventually ibecame ihighly iinfluential iacross ithe iethical iconsumer 

imovement iand iwas iinvolved iin iearly ienvironmental iand idevelopmental inetworks. iThis 

iunity iof ilifestyle, iconsumer ipractices iand iethical ibeliefs ibe iproviding ia iconsistent isense 

iof iself iover ithe ilong iterm. iIndeed, iMr iLehmann ihimself imentions icertain iconsumer 

ichoices ias iallowing ihim ito ifeel iconstancy iof iself i(and inot ia icreation iof ia idesirable isocial 

iidentity). 

 

The icloseness iof iconsumption ito iother iareas iof ilife iwas iemphasised iby iseveral iother 

participants, iwho igave itheir iwork iwith ienvironmental iand idevelopmental iorganisations 

ias ithe imotivation ifor icertain iareas iof iethical iconsumption. 
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I isuppose ione iof ithe ithings iis ithat iethical iconsumption iis inot ian iisolated ipart 

iof ilife, iit iis irelated ito ithings iwe ido ion ia icampaigning ilevel, iand ithe imoney 

ithat iyou ispend irelates ito ithe iother ithings ithat iyou iare iconcerned iabout, iso 

isome iof ithe iother icampaigns iI iam iinvolved iin itouch iparticularly ion iethical 

iconsumption i... ithose iare iall iagain ivery imuch iabout ilinking ithe itheory iof 

iwhat iought ito ihappen iwith iwhat iyou ido iin ipractice i[Mr iCohen]. 

 

In ithis icases iwhere iethics, ilifestyle iand iself-identity ihave ia icertain iunity, ithe iinterface 

ibetween iethics iand iidentity ican ibe iinformed iby iTaylor's i(1989) inotion iof ithe iself, iwhere 

iall ichoices iare ibased iupon ia imoral iframework iwhich ilimits iour iagency iby ipositioning ius 

itowards iour isense iof ithe i"good". iThis isuggests ithat ithese iconsumers ido inot ifind iethical 

iconsumerism ia ibarrier ito idesirable iself-identity, iand icertainly, ithe iparticipants iseemed 

ito iget ia ipositive isense iof iself ithrough ilooking ithemselves ias iintimately ientwined iwith 

itheir ipersonal ibeliefs. i i 

 

This iis iquite ian iobvious ipoint, ifor isome ipeople iidentity iconstruction iand ilifestyle ichoice 

ihave ilittle ito ido iwith iethical iconsumerism i– ias ishown iby ithe iinterviewees iwho 

idescribed itheir ioriginal iincentives ifor iethical iconsumerism ias ihealth-related iin ithe 

iprevious isection. iFocusing ion iAurélie iMoreau’s iethical iconsumption ibiography, iwhich 

iposes ichallenges ito ithe iprevious iconsumption iidentity itheories. iTake iAurélie’s 

iexplanation iof ithe imoment iwhen ishe idecided ito ibecome ia ivegetarian. 

 

 Aurélie I ihad ithis ipork ichop iwhen iI iwas i11, iI ithink iit 

iwas ia ipork ichop, iyeah iif iit iwas ia ipig iit iwas 

ipork. iAnd iit iwas iabout ithat isize i[shows ime 

iwith iher ihands], ithis ibig ibit iof igristle, iand iI 

icut iinto iwhat iI ithought iwas ijust iflesh, iI icut 

iinto ithis ibit iand itasted iit iand iit iwas isort iof 

ijust ioffal, iand iit iwas ilike i"Oh iGod, ithat's 

idisgusting", iand iurn, ion ithe ibits iof igristle 
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isticking iout iit iwas ilike istrands iof ihair i[right] 

iand iI ijust ilike, iit iwas ilike ipigs ihair isticking 

iout ior ipigs ibristle, iand iacross ithe ibits iof 

igristle iwere ithe iskin iand ibone isticking, iand 

ithere iwas ia inumber istamped ion ithe iback, 

iand iit iwas ijust isort iof ilike, ier, iI'll inever ido 

ithat iagain. 

 Interviewer You isaid iyou imade ia iconnection ithere, ican 

iyou iexplain iwhat iyou imeant? 

 

 Aurélie Well, iI imean ijust ithat ithe ihair ibeing ithere 

ifirst iof iall, iand ilike ithe iactual itaste iand ifeel 

iof iit ithat iwas ilike i"Oh iMy iGod". iI ijust ididn't 

ireally ipay iattention ibefore i[tight], iit iwas 

ijust imeat iand itwo iveg, ibut ithat iwas ijust 

isort iof ilike ithis iis i[lost iin ibackground inoise], 

iespecially iwhen iI isaw ithe inumber istamped 

ion ithe iback ias iwell. 

 

 

 Interviewer So ithat iwas iwhen iyou irealised ithis iwas ian 

ianimal? 

 

 Aurélie Yeah.  

 Interviewer So, idid iyou inot iwant ito ieat iit ibecause iit ihad 

ibeen ialive ior iwhat? 

 

 Aurélie Well, ijust ithat iit ihad ibeen ialive, iand iit ihad 

ibeen ikilled ion imy ibehalf. iIt itasted 

idisgusting ianyway. iIt's inot ithat iI ifound 

imeat idisgusting, iit's ijust ithat iI icould itake ior 

ileave iit. iI ijust iused ito ieat iwhat iwas iput iin 

ifront iof ime, ibut ionce iI ifound ithat iout, ithat iI 

ijust ithought i"Well, iI idon't ireally ilike iit ithat 

imuch ianyway, iit's inot igoing ito ikill ime ito 

igive iit iup" 

 

 i 
 

 

So, iAurélie's idecision ito ibecome ian iethical iconsumer iis ibased iupon ia imoment iof 

igustatory irevulsion, iwhich iled ito ian iethical iconnection, irather ithan ihaving ianything ito 

ido iwith iidentity iconstructs ior ilifestyle ichoices. iThe ilove ifor ifood ihas icollapsed: imeat ino 
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ilonger imeans itasty ifood, ihealthy ifood, igood ifood i(Fiddes, i1991), iit imeans idead ianimal. 

iThe idissociation iof imeat ifrom ianimal i(Kunst i& iHohle, i2016) ihas ibeen iovercome, ithe 

iintermediaries iin ithe icommodity ichain iwhich iseparate ius ifrom iour iconsequences 

i(Lachs, i1981, ip. i12) ihave ibeen iremoved, iand iAurélie, ian iadolescent, ihas iaccepted 

iresponsibility ifor ithe ideath iof ian ianimal. iAurélie iremoves ifor iherself ithe ibarriers 

ibetween iaction iand iinconvenience iby istressing ithe iunimportance iof imeat iin iher ilife. 

iThis irepresents ia imoral irelationship, iwhich ihas iincreased iover itime, iwith iAurélie 

ieventually ibecoming ivegan, irather ithan ia ilifestyle ichoice. 

 

However, ieven iin icases iwhere isocial iidentity iplays ino irole iin ibecoming ian iethical 

iconsumer, ithere iare iimpacts iupon ia iconsumer's isocial iidentity. iThroughout ithe 

iinterviews, iparticipants iresented ithe iidea ithat itheir ilifestyle iwas iin iany iway ialternative. 

iAurélie isaw iherself ias iordinary, idown-to-earth iand iindependent ito iany iother iethical 

iconsumers. iUnlike iseveral iof ithe iethical iconsumers, ithe iMoreau iFamily idisplayed inone 

iof ithe i"badges" iof iethical iconsumerism. iFor ithem ibeing ian iethical iconsumer iwas iabout 

iwhat iyou ibuy iand inot iabout iidentity istatement. iAnd iyet, ieven iif ithe iMoreau iFamily iis 

inot imaking iany idirect istatement iabout itheir iidentity iby ibecoming ivegetarian, ithis iis inot 

ito isay ithat iother ipeople ido inot isee iit ias isymbolising isomething imore ithan ian iethical 

ijudgement. iFor imost iof ithe iparticipant ifamilies, iidentity-value ihad inot icompletely 

ireplaced iexchange-and-use-value, ibut iat ithe isame itime iBeck iand iGiddens i(cited iin 

iWarde, i1994: i881) iare icorrect iin ibelieving ithat i"actors iare ideemed ito ihave ichosen itheir 

iself-images iand ican ithus ibe iheld iaccountable ifor ithe iend-results". iEthical iconsumers 

iwho iare iunwilling ito iaccept ian iimposed i(and iusually ihighly iunwanted) isocial iidentity 

iwork iresist iit: 
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…. iPeople isay ito ime i"you idon't ilook ilike ia ivegetarian" iand iI ithink 

"what iare ivegetarians isupposed ito ilook ilike i... iI ithink ithat iis ijust ibecause 

[people] iare isticking ito ia istereotype. iIf iyou ibreak iaway ifrom iit ipeople 

Notice i[Charlene iPowell]. 

 

However, ias iDad i(Arshad iFamily) ipoints iout, ibreaking iaway ifrom ithe istereotype iis inot 

iso ieasy: 

 

 

I ithink iprobably ithe imore iyou ido, ithe imore iyou iare 

forced iinto ia icertain ilifestyle. iBecause iI isuppose iyou iare ilikely ito imeet 

like-minded ipeople iand ithen iprobably ithe ithings ithat iyou iwear iwould 

be islightly idifferent iand imaybe ithe iwork ithat iyou ido ior ithe ifood iyou ibuy ior 

ieat i[Mr iArshad]. 

 

 

So, ifor ithose iconsumers ilike iAurélie iand iher ifamily, ilifestyle ichoices iand iidentity 

iconstructs ihave ia idegree iof iseparation ifrom itheir iethical iconsumption ipractices. 

iInstead iof iusing iconsumption ipractices ito iestablish ian i"ethical iconsumer ilifestyle", ithe 

icombination iof ia ilifestyle ichoice iand iconsumer iethics ihas ia imore icomplex 

idevelopment. iMeaningful ipractices, isocial inetworks, ieven iemployment ibecome 

iaffected iby iethical iconcerns. iThe istrength iof ithese iconcerns iallows ithe iindividual ito 

icontinue iconsuming iethically ieven iif ithey ihave ilost isome iof itheir icapacity ito iexpress 

iwhat ithey iwould ifeel ito ibe ia imore iappropriate isocial iidentity ior ilifestyle. iSo, ito 

isummarise ithe iargument iabout ithe ilinks ibetween iidentity iand iethical iconsumerism, 

ithis iresearcher ibelieves ithat ino ione iidentity itheory ican ioffer ia irealistic iexplanation iof 

ithe iprocesses iinvolved iin ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer. i i 
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5.4 iThe ifreedom ito ibe iethical 

The idata ifurther isuggest ihowever ithat imany iethical iconsumers iconstruct ithemselves 

ias iacting iupon itheir iown ibeliefs iin iisolation ifrom ieveryone ielse iin isociety, ithere iare 

icertain ifactors iwhich ioffer ithe iethical iconsumer ia isocial inorm imore ilikely ito iallow ithe 

iconsumer ithe ifreedom ito ibe iethical. iThese ifreedoms ican ibe ian iextension iof ithe 

iunderlying icontingencies iof iethical ibehaviour, isuch ias itime, imoney iand ithe iquality iof 

ilife ithat iallows ithe ipossibility ifor iconcern ifor iissues ibeyond ithe iimmediate. iThis isection 

iis ifocused iupon ithe irole iof isocialised iethics ifrom ia ifamily iperspective iand iparticularly 

iinfluences iof ithe ifamily iwhich iis ithe ifocus iof ithis iresearch. 

 

5.4.1 iFamily iinfluence 

 

Many iof ithe iparticipants isaw itheir iactions ias ibeing iinfluenced iby itheir ifamilies iwhom 

ithey iadmired, iespecially ifriends iof itheir iparents iif ithe iindividual ibecame ian iethical 

iconsumer iin ichildhood, iwhich isupports ithe ireferent ipower ibase iof ithe isocialisation 

itheory i(French i& iRaven, i1959; iFlurry i& iBurns, i2005). iAlfie iBrown iis ithe istrongest icase 

iof iparental iinfluence. iHis iparents ibrought ihim iup iconsuming inot ionly iethical ifoods iand 

iother iethical iproducts iwhilst ihis ischool ifriends iresisted ihim ibecoming ian iethical 

iconsumer. iAlfie idescribes ithe iinfluences iof ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer ithus: 

 

 Alfie Basically, imy imum iand idad, ithey iused ito ibuy ime 

ifood iand ipresents, iFairtrade ipresents iand 

iorganic ifoods iwhen iI iwas iyounger i[hmm], ibut iit 

ididn't ireally ioccur ito ime iwhat ithey iwere, iit iwas 

ijust ibeautiful iAfrican istuff. i... i[Vegetarian] ithe 

ithing ithat ireally irepelled ime iwas ireading ian 

iarticle, iI ithink iit iwas iin iThe iGuardian, ithat imy 
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idad ibrought ihome, iabout ibattery ichickens iand 

ithat iwas iwhat istarted ime. 

 Researcher Why idid iyour ifather ihave ithe iarticle ilying 

iaround? 

 

 Alfie ... iI ithink ithey ishowed iit ito ime, ithey iprobably 

ishowed iit ito ime ibecause imy idad iwas ia 

ivegetarian iby ithis ipoint, imy iauntie, ithis iis iwhere 

iit iall iemanated ibasically ibecause imy iauntie iwas 

ialways iinto isocial iissues iand ishe's ia ivery istrong 

iChristian. 

 

 

 

 

Alfie's istory iraises ia idifficult iquestion iabout iwhether ihe ibecame ian iethical iconsumer 

ithrough ia idesire ito iplease, isome iform iof isocialised iethics ior ia ichoice ibetween ithe itwo 

isets iof isocial inorms icreated iby iher iparents. iMo iArshad, ilike iAlfie, isays ithat ihe ihad 

iethical iconsumption ibred iinto ihim; i 

 

"... iorganic iand iFairtrade ifood iI isuppose iwas ikinda ilike iabsorbed iinto ime iin ia 

iway igrowing iup i[Mo iArshad] 

 

Almost ias ia isubconscious idisposition, iand ithere iis isome ielement iof isocialised inorm 

iinvolved iin ia ichild ifollowing ithrough itheir iparents' iethics. iHowever, ithe iparticipants 

ionly idemonstrate ione iside iof ithe istory: iafter iall, ithey idid idecide ito icontinue ito iconsume 

iethically. iThese ifindings iseem ito isuggest ieventual iethical ifood iconsumption ibehaviour 

iare ico-constructed iand iinformed iby iother ifamily imembers iand ithrough ifamily 

iinteractions iand inegotiations. iNarratives iwhich iinvolve ithe iethical iconsumers' ichildren 

ishow ithat ithe iprocess iof isocialising inorms iis inot ias iclear icut, iwith ichildren ioften 

irejecting itheir iparents' iconsumption ichoices. 
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The iparticipants iwho ihad ibecome iethical iconsumers ibefore itheir ichildren iwere iborn 

ifound iit ia inatural idecision ito iextend itheir iethics ito iincorporate itheir ichildren's 

iconsumption. iParent, iparticularly imothers itend ito ifulfil inormative iexpectations 

i(socialisation) iabout imothering ithrough ithe iprovision iof ifresh, ilocally isourced iand 

ichemical-free ifoods iwith ithe iview ito ikeep ichildren isafe ifrom ithe iharmful iimpurities iof 

ian iindustrialised ifood isystem. iThis iideal iis ialso ivisible ithroughout ithe ispaces iwhere 

imothers iare ilikely ito ishop ifor i‘pure’, ihealthy iand iorganic ifood i– ispaces ithat icarry 

iproduct ibrands isuch ias i‘Babyganics’ ior i‘OrganicKidz’ iand isell ibooks ilike iThe iOrganic 

iBaby iand iToddler iCookbook i(Vann i& iRazazan, i2011). iThe iparticipants iargued ithat, iin 

ifeeding ithe ifamily iwith iethical ifoods, imothers iare ideemed iindividually iresponsible ifor 

iproducing ia ihealthy ichild iand ia ihealthy iplanet. iWhen ithe ichild iis iyoung ithis iis ieasily 

iachieved ibut, ias ithe ichild istarts ito iform ioutside inetworks, iconsumer iethics iwhich iare iat 

iodds iwith ithe ivalues iof itheir iparents ibegin ito ienter ithe idomain iof ithe ihousehold. iAs 

iSilverstone, iHirsch iand iMorley i(1992, ip. i19) ipoint iout, ithe imoral ieconomy iof ithe 

ihousehold iis ialways imore ior iless iinfluenced iby ithe iinterferences iof ithe ioutside iculture. 

iMrs iOnyejeli iwas iacutely iaware iof ithe iimpact ithat ithe iexternal iintervention iof 

iadvertising icould ihave ion iher ichildren’s iconsumer idemands. iAs ia iconsumer 

idetermined ito iminimise iher ipurchasing, ishe iattempted ito ipre-empt ithe iunavoidable 

itargeting iof iher ichildren's i"pester ipower". 

 

What iI idecided iright ifrom ithe ibeginning iwhen iI ihad ithe iboys, ithat iurn, iI 

iwasn't igoing ito ilet ithem ieat iany ijunk ifoods iand ilet ithem iwatch icommercial 

itelevision. iI imean istopping ithem iwatching itelevision ialtogether iI ithink iis ia 

ibit idrastic, ibecause iyou iknow, iI ithink iit imakes ithem ia ilittle ibit ileft iout iwhen 

ithey igo ito ischool. iBut ione iChristmas iI ihappened ito ibe iwatching iTV iand iit 

iwas ia ichildren's iprogramme iand iI ithink i5 iout iof ithe i7 iadverts iwere ifor 
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ieither ijunk ifood, ioverpriced iChristmas itoys ior isweets. iYou iknow iit iwas ijust 

icrazy iand iI ithought i"I idon't iwant ithem ito iwatch ithat" i(Mrs iOnyejeli). 

 

And iaccording ito iMrs iOnyjeli, ithis istrategy iis ipaying ioff, iwith iher ichild iseemingly 

ifollowing iher ilifestyle. iDirect iadvertising iis ionly ione imethod iof icreating ikids' idesires 

iwhich iconflict iwith iparents' iconsumer iethics. iFear iof ibeing idifferent ifrom itheir ipeer 

igroup ihas ia iconsiderable iimpact ion ichildren. iJust ias ithe iparticipants iencountered 

idifficulties iby ibeing iseen ito iconsume i"differently", iso itoo ido ithe ichildren iwho ihave 

inever iknown iany iother iway iof iconsuming. iMrs iArshad iwas ikeenly iaware ithat ithe 

iunusual iconsumer iethics ishe ihas iinstilled iin iher ichild ican iinflict isocial istigma, iat ithe 

ivery ileast iin iher ichild's imind, iand ishe iacts ito iminimise ithe iimpact: 

 

 Mrs iArshad My idaughter ilikes ithis ithing icalled iCheatin' iHam 

ibecause iit ilooks ilike ishe ihas imeat isandwiches iat 

ischool. iThat's irecently icome iin ibecause ishe's iat ia 

ischool, iat imy ischool iwhere iI iwork imostly, iwhere 

ithere's ino iother ivegans iand ivery ifew iother 

ivegetarians. iAnd iI inoticed ishe iwas ieating iher 

ilunch ilike ithis i(mimes iout iopening iher 

isandwiches isurreptitiously ito isee iwhat iis iinside). 

iSo, iI ifound ithis iCheatin' iHam iin iBumblebees. iI 

idon't imind, ithat's ifair ienough, ishe imust ifeel 

ipretty ioutcast iabout ithat. 

 

 Interviewer So, ido ithe iother ikids itease iher…?  

 Mrs iArshad No, iit iis iher. iI idoubt ithey ieven inotice iwhat 

ishe ihas iin iher isandwiches, ibut iI ithink ishe 

imust ibe ione istep iahead. iShe isees iwhat ithey 

ihave, iwhich iis imeat. 

 

 

The iparticipants idescribed isimilar ipatterns iof ibehaviour iwhich iwere ihighly iage-

dependent. iThey iadmitted ithat iwhen itheir ichildren iwere iyounger, ithey iwere 
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iperfectly ihappy iwith itheir iparents' ivalues, ias ithis irepresented ithe inorm ito ithem. 

iBut ias ithe ichildren istart ischool iand isocialise ioutside ithe ihome ithe itwo isets iof 

inorms ibegin ito ibecome idifficult ito inegotiate. iPeer-group iconscious ichildren istart 

ito ibe iembarrassed iby itheir iparents' iconsumer iethics. iSome iparticipants iadmitted 

ihaving itension iand isometimes iconflicts iin itheir ihouseholds iin ihelping ito ikeep itheir 

ichildren iconsuming iethical ifoods iwhile ithey iwere igrowing iup iinto iadolescents. 

iWith isupport iand iencouragement itheir ichildren ibegan ito ifind ispace ito iwork iout 

itheir ivalues, iand icontinued ito iethical iconsumerism: 

 

 

And ias ithe ikids iwere igrowing iup, iin ithe ibeginning, imy ison, iin iparticular, itook 

ia ikind iof ipride iin ithinking ithe iway iwe i[mum iand idad] idid, iand ibecause ihe 

iwas igoing ito iSunday iSchool iand iQuaker imeetings iand ithat's ihow ipeople 

ithought iand istuff. iAnd ithen iit ibecame iembarrassing ifor ithem iand iall itheir 

ifriends ihad itrainers iwith istrong ibrand inames, ibut iunethical ibusiness 

ipractices, ion ithem iand iI iwould ibuy ithem istuff ithat iwasn't i... iBut ias ithey igot 

iolder iand imy idaughters imore ithan imy ison, ithey istarted ito ifind iit 

iembarrassing, iyou iknow, ithese iweird iparents iof itheirs ithat ididn't ibelieve iin 

isuch iand isuch. iBut, iwhile ithey iwere ieating iethical ifoods iat ihome, ithen ithey 

igrew iout iof iother iethical iproducts iand ideveloped itheir istyles iand ithings iand 

ihad ithe iconfidence ito imake itheir iown idecisions. iAnd iI ithink itheir iupbringing 

ienabled ithem ito ibe imore icritical iof ipeer ipressure iand iwhat ithey iwere ibeing 

iasked ito ido. i[Mrs iCohen] 

 

We ican isee ithat ihaving ia ipersonal iattachment ito ithe isocialised iethics ifrom itheir 

iparent's iethical iconsumerism iappears ito iform ipart iof ithe iequation. iAlice iJannetta italks 

iabout ibecoming imore iattracted ito iher iparents. iIn ithat, ishe iwanted ito isituate iherself 

icloser ito iher iparent's ilifestyle ithan iher ifriends. iMo iArshad itoo iclaims ithat ieven ithough 

ihe ihad iethical iconsumption isocialised iinto ihim, ihe ivery imuch iadmired ia ifriend iof ithe 

ifamily iwho iwas ian iethical iconsumer iand ihad itherefore ibeen iinfluenced iby ihim. 

iHowever, ithis iresearcher idoes inot iwish ito iimply ithat ithe iprocesses iinvolved iin 
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imotivating iethical iconsumption iare ireducible ito ia istraightforward ichoice ibetween itwo 

iways iof iconsuming. iA ifurther idimension iis iadded ito ithe iinfluence iof ifamily iwhen, ias iin 

ithe icases iof iAlcock iand iBrown ifamilies, iit iis ithe ichildren iwho iintroduce iethical 

iconsumerism ito itheir iparents, ia icontextualised iexample iof ireverse isocialisation i(e.g. 

iGrønhøj i& iThøgersen, i2012; iKim, iLee i& iHan i2018) i(see isections i2.5.2.2 iand i2.7.1 ifor 

ireverse isocialisation). iThe iparticipants irealised ithat itheir ichildren iwere iright iin itheir 

ibeliefs, iwhich ileft ithem iwith ino ilegitimate iground ifor icontinuing iwith iconventional 

iconsumption, ias ithey iwere iperfectly iaware iof ithe ialternatives. iFrench iand iRaven 

i(1959) idescribe ithis iinfluence ias ireferent ipower, ia iparent iwishing ito iemulate itheir 

ichildren’s ianticipated ipreferences ito ifeel icloser ito ithem i(Flurry i& iBurns, i2005). iThis 

iinfluence iof ichildren ion ithe irest iof ithe ifamily iwas idescribed iby iMrs iMoreau iand iMr 

iStuleblak, iwho isaid ithat iafter ithey ibecame ivegetarian iother imembers iof ithe ifamily idid 

ithe isame. iThe iseparation iof iawareness ifrom iaction ihas ibeen iovercome iby iothers 

ialready iacting ion itheir ibeliefs. iIn ithese ifamilies, ithe isocial inorm ithat iwould ihave iheld 

ithe iconsumer iinactive iis ino ilonger ia irational ior iacceptable ibarrier. 

 

5.5 iIssues iaffecting iethical iconsumption 

In ithe icase iof ione iparticipant, ithe iissue iof ivegetarianism ihas ibeen iimportant ifor iso ilong 

ithat iit, i"just iisn't ia idecision ianymore" i(Gagan iAmandeep); iindeed, ifor imany, itheir 

ivegetarian istance ionly ibecame iapparent iwithin ithe idiscussion iof iother iconcerns. 

iVegetarianism ifor ithese iconsumers, itherefore, ihad ibecome ipart iof itheir iself-identity. 

iAll ithe iparticipants iexpressed itheir imotive iand ia istrong ipreference ifor iethical ifood 

iconsumption. iThey idescribed iethical ifood iconsumption ian ialternative iset iof 
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iconsumption ibehaviours iwhere ithey iconsume iwith isensitivity ithrough iselecting iethical 

ialternatives iand ipractices iand ithey iwere iemphatic iin itheir iattitudes, ibeliefs iand 

iinterest. iParticipants iused idifferent iterminologies ito idescribe iethical iconsumption 

iincluding iethical iconsumption, ienvironmentally ifriendly iconsumption, iethical ishopping, 

ipolitical iconsumption, ipolitical iconsumerism, iand iconscious iconsumption. i i 

 

Participants imake itheir ifood ipurchasing idecisions ibased ion ivalues iand iattitudes 

iconcerning ihuman irights iviolations; ipoor ilabour ipractices; iunethical ieconomic ipolicy; 

ienvironmental ipollution iand isustainability; ifood ishortages iand ibiosafety iconcerns, 

ifairness, isocial ijustice, isocial iand ienvironmental isustainability iand inon-economic 

iissues irelating ito ipersonal iand ifamily iwell-being iand iethical ior ipolitical iassessment iof ia 

ifavourable iand iunfavourable ibusiness, igovernment ipractice, ianimal iwelfare iand 

ihuman irights ibut ialso ithe ideveloping ieconomies iand ihow iproducers iget ifair 

iprices/wages i(Fairtrade) iand iimproved iworking iconditions. iFurthermore, iparticipants 

ialso iconsidered iissues isuch ias ienergy iefficiency iand ireduced iconsumption ibehaviours, 

ipurchase iof ienvironmentally ifriendly ior iFairly itraded iproducts iand ithe iavoidance iand 

iboycott iof icertain igoods iand icompanies. iTheir iconsumption iof iethical ifoods ihas isocial 

ichange imotivations ias ithey ido iso iintending ito ichange iunpleasant iinstitutional ior 

imarket ipractices. 

 

It iwas iapparent ithat iparticipants iconsumption ibehaviours iand ipractices iare iaffected iby 

iissues ibeyond ithe iordinary iutility iof ithe iproduct ibut iinclude isocial, ipolitical, 

ienvironmental iand ihealth iconcerns. iParticipants’ idesire ito ipay ia ifair iprice ior isometimes 
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ipremium iprice ifor itheir iethical ifoods i(rather ithan ichoosing iconventional ialternatives 

iwith ithe icheapest iprice) iappears ito iindicate ia isense iof iethical iobligation, iFreedom, 

ichoice iand iflexibility iechoing iShaw iet ial.’s i(2005) icontention ithat iethical iconsumers iare 

iguided iless iby iself-interest ithan iby iethical iobligation ito iothers. iIndeed, ithese 

iparticipants iseem ito ihave iattained ithe ipost-conventional ilevel iof iKohlberg’s i(1969) 

itheory iof icognitive imoral idevelopment i(CMD), iwhere ihuman ineeds iare icharacterised 

iby ia imoral isense ithat iextends ibeyond ihis ior iher iimmediate iand ipersonal ineeds. 

 

They iachieved ithis iby iavoiding ifoodstuff ishipped ifrom iafar, ishopping iin ilocal istores, 

ibuying ilocal iproduce, iOrganic ifoods, iFairtrade ifoods ibut ialso iengage iin iother iactivities 

ithat ithey iperceive ito iprotect ithe ienvironment, ipromote isocial ijustice iand iprotect 

ihuman irights ilocally iand iaround. 

 

I icare iabout ithe iworld igenerally iso iI itry ivery ihard ito iavoid icruelty ito ianimals 

iand ihuman ibeings iand iit iis ia iconscious ipurchasing idecision… ibuying icertain 

ithings…because iI iam ivegan ias iwell iso iI idon't ihave iany ianimal iproducts iin imy 

idiet iand iI iavoid iproducts ithat ihave ibeen itested ion ianimals ias iwell…and ias 

ifar ias ipossible iI itry ito ibuy ifair itrade…if ithey iare iavailable iI itry iorganic ithings 

ias iwell…so iI'm iincreasing imy ilevel iof ieffort… i i[Mrs iDodson] i 

 

 

 

5.5.1 iWelfare ifor iothers 
 

The iemphasis iparticipants iplaced ion isuch ivalues iindicated ia iconcern ifor ithe iwelfare iof 

iothers iand iis iassociated iwith ithe iuniversalism ivalue itype, iwhose imotivational igoals iare 

iunderstanding, iappreciation, itolerance, iand ithe iprotection iof iall ipeople iand inature 

i(Schwartz, i1992). iRegarding ithe iorigin iof itheir iconcern ifor iequity, isocial ijustice, 
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ifairness, ithe ienvironment, iseveral irespondents irelated ipersonal iexperiences iwhich 

iaffected itheir iattitudes, irecalling iKohlberg’s i(1969) isuggestion ithat ipeople imove 

ithrough idifferent istages iof imoral idevelopment iaccording ito itheir ieducation iand 

ipersonal iexperience. iOne ipertinent iexample icomes ifrom iMr iThakkar, iwhose icomments 

irevealed ithat ihis ibusiness icareer iin iAfrica ihad iheightened ihis iunderstanding iof iequity 

iand ijustice; 

 

…the ibusinesses ithat iI’ve ibeen iinvolved iin ibuilding, iwhich ihave ibeen ivery 

ilarge, iand ihave ibeen iin ihealthcare, icancer icare, iyou iknow, ithings ilike ithat. 

iSo, iyou iknow iyou iare itrundling iaround ithe ihospitals, iyou isee ipeople 

isometimes iclose ito ideath, iyou iknow, iyou ibuild iup ia ivalue istructure.... iyou 

ibecome ivery isensitive ito isituations iwhich iare iunjust i[Mr iThakkar]. 
 i 

It icould ibe iargued ithat iMr iThakkar’s iclose icontact iwith ipoverty iin iAfrica ihad itriggered 

ian iawareness iof ilife’s ipotential iinequity iand iprompted ia isense iof icognitive iimbalance 

i(Kohlberg, i1969) icompelling ihim ito iactively iredress ithis. iHe idid ithis iby isharing ibusiness 

iinformation iwith itraders iand ipurchasing ilocal igoods iand ihe irevealed ithis iattitude iwhilst 

idescribing ihis imost irecent iholiday ito iTunisia; 

 

…I isaw ia ilevel iof ipoverty, iwhich iwas iquite idisturbing, iand iI've iseen ia ilot iof 

ithings iin imy ilife i– ibut iit iwas ireally iquite idisturbing. iSo, iyou iknow, iI itry, iwith 

imy iwife, iand ido ithings i– iwe ibuy ilocal iproducts iwe ifound iin ithe isouk iin iTunis, 

ia iwomen’s ico-operative iwhich iwas imaking iproducts iand inow iwe’ve igot ione 

iof ithese iproducts iin iour ibathroom iwhich iwas ia ihandmade iloom icarpet iand 

iwhen ipeople iask ius iwe isay i‘we ibought ithis iin iTunisia’ i[Mr iThakkar] 

 

The iuniversalism ivalue itype iassociated iwith iequity, isocial ijustice iand ifairness iis ialso 

ievident iin iother iparticipants. iMrs iOnyjeli, ifor iexample, imentioned iher iinitial 
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iunderstanding iof ithe ipotential iinequity iof ihuman ilife icame ifrom iearlier itravels iin iless 

ideveloped icountries iwhen ishe ifirst ibecame iaware iof ithe idiscrepancy ibetween iwhat 

ilocal ipeople icould iafford iand iwhat ishe icould iafford ias ia itourist. iShe ithen ilinked ithis 

iexperience iwith iher icurrent iconcern iover iwhether ithe iprice ibig iretailers ipay ifarmers ifor 

itheir iproduce iis ienough ifor ifarmers ito isurvive; 

I idon’t iknow ienough iabout iit, ibut iI iam ia ibit isceptical ibecause iI ithink iprobably 

ithe ibig isupermarkets iand iother imultinationals ifrom iour icountry iand iother 

iwestern icountries ibuy ifood iproducts ifrom ithese ipoor ifarmers icheaply, iso 

ithey ican isell ithem ion ito ius iand imake ibillions ito ithe idetriment iof ithese ipoor 

ifarmers iand itheir icommunities i[Mrs iOnyejeli] 

 

 

5.5.2 iValue iof isharing 
 

Closely irelated ito ithe ivalues iof iequity, isocial ijustice iand ifairness iis ithe ivalue iof isharing. 

iThe iparticipants irevealed ian iattitude iof isharing i- iincluding iknowledge, ipersonal ibeliefs, 

iexperiences, iresources i(both ieconomic iand ienvironmental), ior ithe ifinancial ibenefits 

iaccrued ifrom iethical ifoods ii.e. iFairtrade. iThis ivalue iwas ialso irelated ito isustainable 

ilifestyle iand istewardship, ibecause iof iparticipants’ iemphasis ion isharing ithe iworld’s 

ienvironmental iresources iwith ifuture igenerations. iSignificantly, isharing iresources i(by 

isupporting ilocal ifarmers ias ijust ione iexample) iwas inot ijust ia ifood iconsumption iactivity 

ibut ialso ia ilifestyle ipriority ifor iall iparticipants. iRegarding ivalue itypes, isharing idenotes 

inot ionly iuniversalism ibecause iit iconcerns iequity iand ifairness, ibut ialso iin ithis icontext iit 

icontains ielements iof ibenevolence, imainly idue ito iparticipants’ ikeenness ito iensure itheir 

ifood iconsumption idid inot iwork iagainst ithe iwelfare iof iothers, imost inotably ithe ifarmers, 

ichild ilabourers iwithin ithe isupply ichain. 
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….. iI ibuy ifrom ithe ilocal ifarmers imarket ito isupport ilocal iorganic ifarming 

iwhich ihelps iin ireducing icarbon ifootprint i[Craig iDodson] 

 

We iboycott iany icompany ithat iuses ichild ilabour ior idon’t ipay itaxes… i[Henry 

iGreenway] 

 

Furthermore, ithere iis ian iimportant ipersonal icharacteristic ithat iaffects ithe iconsumption 

iof iethical ifoods: ipersonal ivalues. iFindings iin iprevious iresearch i(e.g. iPepper, iJackson i& 

iUzzell, i2009; iMaaya, iet ial., i2018) ishow ithat iconsumers iwith ia ipreference ifor ialtruistic 

ivalues iare imore ilikely ito iengage iin iethical iconsumption ichoices. iIt iis, itherefore, 

ireasonable ito iexpect ithat ithey imight iexperience istronger ifeelings iof iguilt ior ipride. iThis 

itype iof iexperience iis iespecially icommon iamong iconsumers iwho iare istrongly iengaged 

iin isustainability iand itry ito ibe iconsistent iin itheir iconsumption ibehaviour iacross 

icategories. iParticipants iin ithis istudy idisplayed isuch ialtruistic itendencies; 

whenever iI'm imaking ia ichoice iwhich iis iperhaps imoral iI isuppose iI iwill ithink 

iabout ithe iperson iwho iI iam iand ithe iperson iwhom iI iwas ibrought iup ito ibe, 

iand iwhile ithese itwo iimages iare irelated…this ione iis imore iabout imy ifamily, 

ithis ione iis imore iabout imy iown isense iof iconscience, iwhat ikind iof iperson ido iI 

iwant ito ibe… iwhat itype iof iconsumer ido iI iwant ito ibe iin ithis isituation i[…] iIt's 

ijust imy iown isense iof ithe iperson iI iam iand ithe iperson iI iwant ito ibe iand ime 

ipractising imy iwords…Adhering ito ithe iperson ithat iI iam iand ithe iperson ithat iI 

iwant ito ibe. i[…] iI ithink ithat iresponsible ipeople ihave ito ithink iglobally, ithink 

iof ithe iimpacts iof itheir iactions inot iin ia inarrow, iblinkered iway i[Mr iSelwyn]. 

 

The iimportance iof ipersonal ivalues iis ialso idemonstrated iby ithe ifoodstuffs icollected iby 

iparticipants. iWhen ithe iexperience iof iconsuming iethical iproducts istems ifrom ithis 

ipersonal iexamination iof ione’s iconduct iabout ideeply iheld ivalues, iconsumers ichoose 

iproducts ithat ifocus ion ithe iself iand icommunicate ithe isense iof ipersonal iresponsibility 

iattached ito ithe idecision. iParticipants iportrayed ithe iprocess iof iself-examination iand ithe 
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iemotional ireaction ithat imight iemerge ifrom iit. iConsumption irepresents ilooking iin ithe 

imirror iand iexamining ione’s ibehaviour iwhich icould ilead ito ipride ior ihappiness ior iin iother 

icases ithe ifeeling iof iguilt ithey iexperience. 

 

This ifinding iis inot isurprising. iIt iis ireasonable ito iexpect ithat ipeople iwith iethical ior 

isustainability-related igoals, iwill iexperience istronger iemotions. iThis idoes inot imean, 

ihowever, ithat iemotions iare iexperienced ionly iby ithose iwith ialtruistic ivalues. iThe 

iinterviews ishow ithat, iin imost icases, icontextual ifactors isubjectively iexperienced iby ithe 

iparticipants iaffected itheir iemotional ireactions. iOne iimportant ivariable iis ithe iperception 

iof iwhether ithe iethical ifeature iembedded iin ithe iproduct ipresented iinvolves ia iclear 

imoral ievaluation. iIf ithe iissue iis iperceived ias iraising imoral iimplications, ithe iprocess iof 

iself-control iwill ibe ienhanced, iand iit imight ilead ito istronger iemotional ireactions. 

I icould iunderstand iperhaps iif iyou ipay ithe iemployees iless…if ithey iare iin ianother 

icountry iand iyou ipay ithem iless…but iit ihas ito ibe iadults. iChildren iare inot isupposed 

ito iwork, ithis iis ijust isomething ithat iI icould inot iaccept i[…] iI ithink inow iin iour isociety 

ithis icould inot ibe iaccepted, iit iis ijust iwrong i[Mrs iGreenway] 

 

Participants iwith ilower iinvolvement iin iethical iconsumption ifeel imore iuncertain iabout 

isustainability. iHowever, iwhen ithey iaccept ithe imoral irelevance iof ia icertain iissue, ithen 

ithey iscrutinise itheir ipersonal ichoices iand ijudge itheir idecisions ibased ion imoral 

istandards. 

 

… iit iis inever isuch ia isimplistic iissue. iI ithink ithis icould ibe ia icontradiction 

ibecause ithis ifarming iis icreating ijobs iand iis igiving ibenefits ito ithe icommunity 

ion ithe iground ibut iat ithe isame itime, iit iis iendangering ithe iforest iand ithe 

iorangutans, ielephants iand iall ithose ibeautiful ianimals iso iI ithink ithere iis ia 
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icontradiction ithere. iHowever, iif iyou iare iaware ithat iyou iare icontributing ito 

iunfairness isomewhere ialong ithe iline ithen ithis ishould iaffect iyour ichoices. 

iBecause iif isomething ihappens ito isomebody inext idoor ito iyou, iyou iwould 

iprobably itake iaction ibut ijust ibecause iit ihappens ito isomebody ithousands iof 

imiles iaway iwhy ishouldn’t iyou itake iaction? iIt idoesn’t imind iwhere ithis iis 

ihappening ibasically, iit iis ihypocritical inot iacting iwhile iif iit iwill ihappen ito iyour 

ilocal icommunity iyou iwill iprobably itake iaction. iIf iyou iknew ithat ia iproduct iis 

imore iethical ithan iyou ishould ibuy iit ibecause iotherwise, iyou iwould ifeel 

iimmoral… i[Mr iMoreau] 

 

 

 

5.5.3 iAvailability iof iinformation 

 

Some iparticipants iexperience ithis itension ias ia iproblem iof iinformation iavailability. iThey 

ifeel iconfused iabout ithe ipractices iused iby icorporations iand ifeel ithat ithey ido inot ihave 

ienough iinformation ito imake isound idecisions. iConsumers ican ialso iengage iin iwilful 

iignorance ito iavoid inegative ifeelings i(Ehrich i& iIrwin, i2005). iThe imain ifactors 

iinfluencing iethical idecision-making irelated ito ia icombination iof ithe ieffect iof iinformation 

isources iand inormative ifactors. 

 

I ithought iabout iit ithe iother iday iwhen iI iwent ito iH&M iand iI ibought ithree 

idresses iand ithey iwere inine ipounds…so, ion ione ihand, iI iwas ivery ihappy 

ibecause iI imanaged ito iget ithree idresses ifor inine ipounds ibut ithen iI idid ithink 

iabout iit…when iI've ipaid…how ican ithey ipossibly ibe iso icheap? iSo, ithis 

iworries ime ithat isomewhere ithere iis isome ithree-year-old iworking ion ithe 

inight ito imake ithese ithings ifor ime ito iwear…but, iyeah iI ido ifeel iguilty. iIn 

iterms iof ithings ilike icoffee iand itea ino, ibut ifor ithings ilike imeat iand iclothes iI 

iwould ifeel iguilty iand iI imean ithe ionly ithing ithat ihelps ime iis inot ihaving i100% 

iperfect iinformation iabout ithe ifacts. iI ido ifeel iguilty, ibut iI isay ilet's ijust 

ipretend ithat ieverything iis iokay i[Laura iTavares] 
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The ieffect iof iinformation irelated iin ithe ifirst iinstance ito ithe iquantity ireceived iby 

iparticipants. iFor iinstance, iin iterms iof iher isubscription ito ithe iEthical iConsumer 

imagazine, ione iparticipant inoted: 

 

I igot ito ihear iabout ithe imagazine ithrough ithe ianimal irights imovement... iI 

iwas iled iin, ilike iyou... iI iwas iunaware iof iwhat icompanies iare iup ito iin iother 

iareas. iI iwas itotally iunaware iof ithe i'Nestle iissue', ifor iexample, iuntil iI igot 

ithe imagazine. iI ithink iyou ijust ikind iof ilead iinto idifferent iareas, ifrom ithe 

iinformation ithat iyou igather. i[Mr iStuleblak] 

 

This iresponse iemphasises ithe iimportance iof iinformation iin ihelping ito iform iethical 

ibeliefs iand iserves ito isupport ifindings ifrom iearlier iresearch iby iothers i(Burgess, iHarrison 

i& iFilius, i1995; iStrong, i1997). iContrary ito isuggestions iby iSorell iand iHenry i(1994) ithat 

iconsumers imay inot ibe iholistic iin itheir iecological ibehaviour iin iethical iconsumption iand 

ithis iresponse ihighlights iawareness iof iaggregate icorporate iactivity. iIndeed, ithe 

iacquisition iof iinformation iled ito isome iindividuals ifeeling i"involved" iand i"empowered", 

ialthough iin isome icases iit iled ito itensions iwithin ithe iindividual iwhen imaking ichoices. 

iOne iparticipant isummed iup isuch ifeelings: 

 

I've ibeen isubscribing ito ithe imagazine isince iissue ione. iWhen iI ifirst igot iit, 

iI iwent iat iit iall ifire iand igusto. iAt ithe iend iof ithe iday ievery ishopping itrip iwas 

ijust ian iabsolute inightmare ibecause ithere iis ijust ino iway ithat iyou ican 

icompletely iavoid imultinational icompanies, ithere iis ino iway iyou ican 

icompletely iavoid icompanies ithat iaren't idoing isomething ito isomebody ior 

isomething iout ithere iin ithe iworld i[Mr iMantikas] 

 

This iquote iunderlines ithe iconstraints iplaced ion irespondents iand ireinforces iBurgess, 

iHarrison iand iFilius' i(1995) iconclusion iof ithe ineed ito itarget iinformation i'locally', imaking 
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iit imore imanageable ito iaddress iimportant iconcerns. iIndeed, ithe iissue iof iinformation 

ioverload ihas ibeen ihighlighted ielsewhere i(Andorfer i& iLiebe, i2015). iInformation, iwhich 

idoes inot irecognise ithese ilimitations ion ithe iindividual, ican iresult iin inegative ifeelings; 

ione irespondent isummed iup isuch ifeelings iin isaying ithat i"you ican't icope iwith iit". 

 

Despite ithese inegative ifeelings, ithe iacquisition iof iinformation ion iethical iissues iwas istill 

iregarded ias iimperative, ias iit iwas iviewed ias iessential ito ibalancing icomplex iethical 

iconcerns. iThis isuggests ithat iinformation iplays ia imore idirect irole iin idecision-making. 

iAjzen iand iFishbein i(1980) irecognise ithe ieffects iof i'external' ivariables ionly ias ian 

iindirect iinfluence ion iexisting imodel imeasures. iThe iabove iquote isuggests ithat ithe irole 

iof iinformation iis iimportant ibeyond isuch ian iindirect iinfluence, ibut irather icontinues ito 

iinfluence idecision-making iafter ibeliefs, iattitudes iand isubjective inorms ihave ibeen 

iestablished. iSimilarly, ithis iimplies ithat iwhen iconsumers ido inot irecognise ithe iissue ias 

imorally isalient, ithey ido inot iexperience iany iemotional ireaction. 

 

“Basically, iI iwould icompletely iignore ithat iinformation; iI iwould ijust igo ifor 

ithe iproduct ithat isuits ime. iI iwould isay ithat iif ithere iare itwo iidentical 

iproducts ithen iI imay ibe iswayed. iBut iyou inever iget itwo iidentical iproducts, 

ido iyou?” i[Mrs iPowell] 

 

 

The iprocess iof iattribution iof imoral irelevance ito icertain iproduct ifeatures iis iexpressed iby 

ithe ipackaging iof ithe iproducts. iThey iencapsulate ithe idilemma iof idefining iwhether ithe 

iissue iis imorally irelevant iand iovercoming ithe iconfusion ioften iexperienced iby 

iconsumers. 
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5.5.4 iCredibility iof iethical ialternatives 

 

Another iimportant itheme iis ithe icredibility iof ithe iethical ialternative. iParticipants ifeel 

imore iemotionally iconnected ito ithe idecision iwhen ithey iconsider ithe iethical ialternative 

ias ia icredible isolution ito ithe isustainability ichallenge. iIf, ion ithe iother ihand, ithere iare 

iperceived idoubts ion ithe icredibility iof ithe icompany ithat iis isuggesting ian iethical 

ialternative, iparticipants iwill inot iget iinvolved iat ia ipersonal iand iemotional ilevel iin ithe 

ichoice. iFairtrade iis ioften imentioned ias ia isource iof ireassurance. iConsumers ifeel ithat 

ibuying ifair itrade irepresents ia icredible iethical ioption iand itherefore iattribute ito ithis itype 

iof ipurchase irelevant iimplications ifor ithe iself ithat iare ipotentially iable ito igenerate 

iemotional ireactions. 

 

I ithink ithat's ione iof ithe ibetter-promoted ilabels, iFairtrade…It igives ius 

isomething ito ichoose ifrom, iI ithink iit iis ivery idifficult ifor ius ito iresearch ievery 

iitem…In ia isupermarket iso iif iyou isee ia ilogo ithat iyou itrust iit imakes ichoosing 

iand ishopping ieasier i[Mr iO’Brien] 

 

Among iparticipants, ithere iis ia iwide irange iof iviews ion ithe icredibility iof iethical iclaims 

imade iby icorporations. iThe iself-control iprocess iis iaffected iby ithe iperceived icredibility iof 

ithe isource iof iinformation. iSo, iconsumers iwho ido inot itend ito iengage iin ia iprocess iof 

iself-control ican ieither iconsider iany iethical ilabel ias iintrinsically iquestionable ior iprotect 

ithemselves iby iassuming ithat ithe ileading ibrands iin ithe imarket iemploy iethical ipractices. 

iIn iboth icases ithe iprocess iof ipersonal iself-control iis ilimited. 

 

 

“I'd itrust ithe itop ibrands ithat iI ibuy, iif iI ibuy iLindt ior iMarks i& iSpencer's ibrands, 

iwithout iactually ichecking…I itrust ithe ibrands ithat ithey idon't iuse ipalm ioil 
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iproduced iwith…I idon't iknow…child ilabour ior ibad icircumstances iwhere ithey 

ihardly ipay itheir iemployees…I iwouldn't igo iinto iresearching iabout iit imyself” 

i[Mrs iElphick]. 

 

What ialso iaffects ithe iemotional ireaction iis ithe iperception iof ia itrade-off ibetween 

iconsumers’ iselfish iinterest iand ithe isupport ifor iethical iproducts isuch ias ifood. 

iParticipants itend ito iexperience ipride iwhen ithey iperceive ithat ithey iare igiving iup 

isomething ito isupport ian ienvironmental ior isocial iissue. iIn ithe isame iway, iconsumers 

itend ito iexperience iguilt iwhen ithey ifeel ithey ihave igained isomething, idisadvantaging iin 

ithe iprocess iother ipeople ior ithe ienvironment. iThis iprocess iis iassociated iwith ia isense iof 

iexistential iguilt iwhen iconsumers iare iforced ito icompare itheir iprivileged icondition iwith 

ithe imisfortunes iof iothers i(Izard, i1977). 

 

in imy icase ithis iwould imake ime ifeel isome iguilt; ifirst iof iall, icomparing imy 

ilifestyle iwith ione iof ithe iothers iand ithen ion itop iof ithat ifor ithe ifact ithat iI ihave 

inot ibeen ilooking ifor ibrands ithat imake isure ithat iworkers iare ipaid iat ileast ia 

iliving iwage…if iI ican iafford ifoodstuff ilike ithese, iwhich iis ia iluxury, iI ishould 

iperhaps ipay iattention ito ithat irather ithan ito iwhat ia ifriend ihas isuggested iyou 

ishould ibuy iand ithis iwould imake ime ifeel iguilty i[Mrs iTavares]. 

 

 

Despite ithe irestrictions ion itheir ilifestyles, ithe icomments iof iothers, ithe iincreased icost 

iand ithe iinconvenience, iall ithe iparticipants iwere igenuinely ipleased ito ibe iethical 

iconsumers. iIn ian ioverall i"cost-benefit ianalysis" ithese iparticipants isaw ithemselves ias 

ihaving igained ifrom itheir iincreased iawareness iand icontrol. iThey ihave ifound ia iway ito 

ideal iwith iglobal iimperatives iwhich ihave inot ileft ithem iimpotent, iforced ito iunthinkingly 

iparticipate iin ipractices ithey iview ias iunethical ior iharmful ito ithe iself. iIt iis ithis ipositivity 

iwhich icompels ithe iethical iconsumer ito itackle ievery inew iissue iwhich ithey ifeel ito ibe iof 
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iimportance, ithereby iensuring ithat iethical iconsumerism idoes inot ibecome ia ifossilised 

iset iof ipractices, ibut ian ion-going iprocess iof ibecoming. 

 

5.6 iSummary 

The ifindings iindicate ithat irather ithan ithe iconsumer iadding ia ifurther ifactor ito itheir 

iconsumer ichoices, ifor ithese iparticipants, iethical ibeliefs ihave iconstituted ibecoming ian 

iethical iconsumer. iThis iis inot iin iany iway ithe isame iprocess ifor iall ithe iconsumers, 

idifferences iappearing iacross iages, iinfluences iand ieven imoral iimperatives. iAt ithe isame 

itime, iit iis inot ian ieasy iprocess, iconstrained iby inegative ireactions ifrom iother iconsumers, 

iand iinconvenience ito ithe iself. iThis inegativity iis ireduced iby isome imeasure iof isocial 

inorms iwhich imean ithat ithe iconsumer idoes inot iact iin icomplete iisolation, iand iby 

ifeelings iof iempowerment iwhich iallow ithe iconsumers ito ifeel igood iabout ithemselves. 

iOnce ithe iconsumer ihas iaccepted iresponsibility ifor ione iset iof iissues, ithey iare ifar imore 

ilikely ito iact iupon iothers iwhich ithey ibecome iaware iof, iif ithey ibelieve iin ithat iissue. 

iHence, iethical iconsumerism ifor ithese iparticipants iis ia icontinual iprocess iof ibecoming, 

irather ithan ia itemporary ireflection iof imedia iconcerns. 

 

It iimplies ithat idifferent iissues ihave idifferent imotivations ilink ito ia idifferent itime iand 

isocial inorms. iThe ireasons ifor ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer iare ia icomplex iweb iof 

iinfluences, ivalues, isocial inorms iand ilifestyle ichoice, iwhich imerge iwith ithe iindividual's 

iunderstanding iof iwhat iit iwould ibe igood ito ibe. iThis irenders ithe idecision ito ibecome ian 

iethical iconsumer iless ideterminable ithan ithe ifactors iportrayed iby isocial-psychological 

iaction itheories. iThe icomplexity iof ithe iprocess iof ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer, iand 



 
253 

 

ithe inegative isocial iidentities ilinked iwith iethical iconsumerism, ibegin ito iexplain ithe igulf 

ibetween iattitude iand ibehaviour iso ifrequently inoted iby isocial isurveys. iThe inext ichapter 

iintroduces ithe ikey idimensions iof ithe ifamily istories iwhich iare icommon iacross ithe 

ifamilies. iThis inext idiscussion irevolves iaround ithe iglobal ithemes iof igatekeeping, 

iinfluence istrategies iand ifamily imicroenvironments iand ithese ithemes ished ifurther ilight 

ion ithe iprocesses iinvolved iin ichildren's iattempts ito iinfluence ifamily iconsumption 

idecisions. 
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Chapter i6: iFamily iinteractions 
 

 

The ifamily istories iare ipresented ias iin iFournier i(1998), iHolt iand iThompson i(2004), iand 

iThompson i(2005). iThe iparent-adolescent iinteraction iand isibling ito isibling iinteractions 

iwere icaptured iand ipresented. iThe iinterviews iguided ithe iliterature ireviewed, iand ia ifinal 

ifamily istoryline i(Fournier iand iMick, i1999) iemerged ithrough ithe iiterative iprocess iof 

imoving iback iand iforth ibetween ithe iinterview itext iand irelevant iliterature. iThis ichapter 

ibegins iby ibriefly iintroducing ithe ifamilies iand idiscuss ithe ikey iaspects iof itheir ifamily 

istories. iThe icommon ithemes iacross ithe ifamily iand ithe iglobal ithemes iwill ibe idiscussed 

iin ichapter i7. 

 

6.1 iIntroduction 

This iresearch iaims ito iexamine iinfluence iin ifamily iethical ifood idecision imaking, iwith ia 

ifocus ion iadolescents. iAs iin iPalan i& iWilkes, i1997; iThomson i& iLaing, i2003; iLawlor i& 

iProthero, i2011; ikerrane, iHogg i& iBettany, i2012), ithis iresearcher iwent i"back ito ithe 

ithings ithemselves" i(Smith iet ial., i2009, ip. i12), iand iobtain i"a ideeper, imore ipersonal, 

iindividualised ianalysis" i(Brocki i& iWearden, i2006, ip. i99) iof ithe ifamily istories ipresented 

iin ithis ichapter. iThe iinterviews iguided ithe iliterature ireviewed, iand ia ifinal ifamily 

istoryline i(Fournier i& iMick, i1999) iemerged ithrough ithe iiterative iprocess iof imoving iback 

iand iforth ibetween ithe iinterview itext iand irelevant iliterature. i i 
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6.2 iFamily iinteractions i 

Family ipurchase idecisions iare ioften inot ithe iresult iof ian iindividual ifamily imember, ibut 

ithat ithey iinfluence ieach iother ito ireach ian ioutcome i(Hamilton i& iCatterall, i2006, 

iHaghighian, iet ial. i2017). iThis isection idiscusses ithe ifinding iof iprocesses iof ihow ifamily 

imembers iinteract iand iinfluence ieach iother iduring iethical ifood idecision-making. iDuring 

ithis iprocess, ia ichild’s iinteraction iwith imembers iof itheir ifamily iworks ito iinform iand 

ishape ithe isubsequent iuse iof ian iinfluence istrategy itype. iThe iadolescents ilearnt ithrough 

iinteraction iwith iother ifamily imembers ihow ito ibest iframe itheir ipurchase irequests ito 

itheir iparents, iusing ithis iunderstanding ito ihelp ico-construct iand iguide itheir ilater iuse iof 

iinfluence istrategies. iThis isection ifocuses ion ithe iinfluence iof ithe ifamily idecision-making 

iprocess. iIt irefocuses iresearch iattention iand icaptured ithe ivoices iof iadolescents iand 

itheir iparents iwithin ithis istudy iwhich iseeks ito iexplore ihow ithey iinfluence ieach iother 

iduring idecision-making. 

 

Most iof ithe iparent iparticipants iadopt ia i'relay' iapproach ito iparenting i(Dienhart, i2001) ito 

iaccommodate itheir iemployment icommitments; iboth iparents ishare iparenting iduties ias 

iand iwhen iit iis isuitable. iHarris iand iMorgan i(1991) ihighlight ithe iimportance iof iwork ito 

iwomen iand irecognise ithat isuch iwork icommitments ihave inecessitated ithe iincreased 

iparticipation iof ifathers iin ifamily ilife. iWhilst iLaRossa i(1988) istresses ithe itraditional 

idisparities iin imen iand iwomen's iparticipation iin ichild-rearing, iPleck i(1997) iand iLevine 

iand iPittinsky i(1997) isuggest ithat iwe imay ibe icloser ito igender iequity iin iparenting ithan 

ithe iliterature isuggests. i i 



 
256 

 

Although iwives ienjoy iworking, ithey iare iclear ithat ihusbands iare ithe imain ibreadwinners 

iof ithe ifamily, iwith isome iwives ichoosing ito iwork ito iget ia ibreak ifrom ilooking iafter ithe 

ichildren. iThis ifamily iarrangement, iin iwhich ithe ihusband iis imainly iresponsible ifor ipaid 

iemployment iand iwife ithe iunpaid ifamily iwork, ihas ibeen itermed i'specialised' iby 

iPatterson, iSutfin iand iFulcher i(2004). iThe ibenefit iemployment ibrings imothers ihas ibeen 

idocumented, iwith iHart iand iKelley i(2006) isuggesting ithat imothers ibenefit ifrom 

iincreased iself-esteem iand iless idepression iif ithey iwork ioutside ithe ifamily ihome. iSuch 

iwas isome iof ithe iwives’ idesire ito iwork ithat ithey ieven ibrought itheir ichildren ito iwork iwith 

ithem; 

 

I ineeded imy isanity. iWith iEustathios i[little ison] iI iworked ipart-time, ibut iI itook 

ihim iwith ime. iI iused ito irun ian ioffice. iWell, iI isay ian ioffice, iit iwas ime iin ia icabin 

irunning ian ioffice ifor isomebody, idoing itheir iaccounts i... iand ithen iwhen ihe 

igot ia ibit ibigger, iand ihe iwas ia ilittle imore ivocal, ihe istayed iwith imy iMum, iand 

ilater iI istopped iworking. iThere icame ia itime iwhen iI ineeded isome i'me itime' 

ibecause iI inever igot iaway ifrom ithe ikids. iThat isounds iawful, ibut iI ineeded ito 

iget iaway ito ihave isome itime i[Mrs iMantikas]. i 

 

 

 

Lee iand iBeatty i(2002) ialso iclaim ithat imothers iwho iwork ioutside ithe ifamily ihome ihave 

iincreased ipower iin ifamily idecision-making. iIndeed, ialthough iMrs iMantikas ionly iworks 

ipart-time, iand ionly icontributes ia ismall iamount ito ithe ifamily's iincome, ishe iholds imuch 

ipower iin ithe ifamily. iThis iseems ito icontradict iDavis's i(1976) iclaim ithat iwomen isubmit 

ito itheir ihusbands ibased ion itheir ihusbands' isuperior iincome icapacity iand iBurns' i(1992) 

isuggestion ithat iwomen iare ipowerless iin ithe ihome. iAlmost iall iwomen iare ifar ifrom 

ipowerless. iSome iattended iparenting iclasses ito ihelp ithem ideal iwith itheir ichildren iand 
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ito iincrease itheir iconfidence ias iparents, icreate ia iweekly irota idetailing ivarious ichores 

ithe ifamily imembers iare iresponsible ifor iand ideal iwith ithe ifamily's ifinances iadopting ia 

i'female iwhole iwage isystem' i(Pahl, i1995) iin iwhich ithey iare iresponsible ifor imanaging 

ithe ifinancial iaffairs iof ithe ihousehold. i 

 

The ichildren iare ioften iconfused iwith iregards ito ithe iparental itransition iat iweekends, 

iand i(even ithough isome imothers iare ioff iduty iand ihave itheir iemployment icommitments 

iat iweekdays, iweekends, iand isome ievenings) iwill istill iask itheir imothers ifor ithings 

idespite ithe ipresence iof itheir ifather. iMothers ifeel ithat ithe ichildren ihave ia icloser ibond 

iwith ithem, ibelieving ithat ithis iis ithe ireason ias ito iwhy ithey iask ithem ifor imore ithings ias 

iopposed ito ifathers, iwith iThierry iMoreau isimilarly isuggesting ithat: i 

 

we iknow iher i[mum] imore, ishe istays iat ihome ilike iall ithe itime. iLike iwith imy 

iDad, ihe idoesn't icome ihome iuntil ilike isix ior iseven i[Thierry iMoreau] i 

 

 

Parents iconsidered itheir iolder iadolescent ichildren ito ibe ithe imore idemanding iof ithe 

iother isiblings, iconsistent iwith iSchachter iand iStone's i(1985) idifficult isibling/easy isibling 

icomparison itheory, iwith iMrs iCohen iclaiming ithat iAbbi idoesn't iask ifor imany ithings, 

imuch ito iher isister's iannoyance iand idisagreement. 

 

 Mrs iCohen For ithe ipast itwo iChristmases, ishe's ihad ia imobile 

iphone 

 

 Illana No, iI ihaven't!  
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 Mrs iCohen She isaid ithat ishe's inot ihaving ione ithis iyear. iHe 

isaid ithat ishe ican ihave ianything ielse ibar ia imobile 

iphone 

 

 

 Illana No, iI ihaven't! iI igot ione ilast iyear ibecause imine 

iwas idecked, iI icouldn't ieven ihear ipeople italking, 

iand iI igot ithat ione ifree ioff iEmma. iAnd iDad ibroke 

imy iphone 

 

 Mrs iCohen It's ijust ibeen iwhat ido iyou iwant ifor ia ipresent? 

i'Mobile iphone, imobile iphone'. iSo, ihe isaid i'no, 

ishe's inot ihaving ione'. iHe isaid ithat ishe ican ihave 

isomething ielse. iThis ione i[Abbi] idoesn't iask 

 

 

 Illana: Yes, ishe ihas, ishe's iasked ifor, ishe's iabout icircled 

iall ithe iArgos icatalogue 

 

 

 Mrs iCohen: She's iticked ithings, ishe's iticked ithings. iShe's inot 

iasked i 

 

 

 

  

6.2.1 iChildren’s iinfluence iattempts 
 

During ia iseries iof idecision iepisodes iover itime i(Flurry i& iBurns, i2005), ithe ichildren 

iappeared ito ibe ihighly iattuned ito itheir ifamily isetting, iand ithey ihad ilearnt iwhich 

iinfluence istrategies iproved ito ibe ieffective ithrough itheir iprevious iinteractions iwith itheir 

iparents i(Götze iet ial., i2009). iWhilst itraditionally ichildren ihave ibeen ifound ito isimply iask 

ifor ithings i(Isler, iPopper i& iWard, i1987), iin ithe iCohen ifamily, ifor iexample, iboth iIllana 

iand iAbbi idisplayed iother iinfluence istrategies. iFrequently ithis iinvolved ihaving itemper 

itantrums ito iattempt ito ichange itheir iparents' idecisions i(Waksler, i1996), icrying i(e.g. 

iCowan i& iAvants, i1988), ithreatening ito irevoke itheir ilove iif ithey idid inot iget itheir iway 

i(Bonn, i1995), iand imaking ipromises iof igood ibehaviour i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997); isuch 

istrategies ihave ibeen ilabelled i'emotion iladen' iby iSpiro i(1983). iMum ialso ifeels ithat ishe 

iwas imore isusceptible ito ithe ichildren’s iinfluence iattempts. iIn ia iway iAbbi’s ipersonal 
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ihistory iacted ias ia ibasis ifor ithe isuccess iof iher iinfluence istrategies ias idid iher isweet iand 

icheery idisposition i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997); 

 

I ithink iin ithe iearly idays iI iused ito iovercompensate, iparticularly ifor iAbbi, iI 

ithink iif iyou iwere ito ispeak ito iIllana iparticularly ishe iwill isay ithat iAbbi igets 

iaway iwith iblue imurder. iBut iI ithink iI idid, iand istill ido, iovercompensate 

ibecause ishe ihas ia iparticularly imiserable itime ivery iearly ion, iand ibecause ishe 

iwas isweet, iand ibecause ishe icould ismile iand ishe ilooks ilovely iand ipeachy 

i[Mrs iCohen] 

 

 

The iabove ibehaviour iconfirms ithat ichildren ilearn iwhich iinfluence istrategies iprove ito ibe 

ieffective ifor ithem ito iemploy iin iinfluencing idecisions i(Thomson iet ial., i2007; iGötze iet ial., 

i2009). iChildren’s ipurchase iinfluence iis iembedded iin ia iseries iof idecision iepisodes iover 

itime, iand ichildren iare ibelieved ito irecount idecision ihistory iand isuccesses iwhen 

iselecting iappropriate iinfluence istrategies ito iutilise i(Flurry i& iBurns, i2005). iUltimately, 

ichildren itend ito istick iwith ia ispecific istrategy iif iit ihas iworked ibefore i(Palan i& iWilkes, 

i1997; iGötze iet ial., i2009). iWhen ithis itrial-and-error iprocess ileads ito ithe idiscovery iof 

istrategies ithat iwork, ithe ichild’s iconfidence ialso igrows iwith ihis/her iself-perceived 

irelative iinfluence i(Bao iet ial., i2007), iand ichildren iare ibelieved ito irepeat irewarding 

ibehaviours iuntil ithey iare ino ilonger isuccessful i(Flurry i& iBurns, i2005). iChildren iare ialso 

isuggested ito igauge iexpected ilevels iof iparental iresistance iduring ipurchase irequests, 

iwith ichild iinfluence istrategies iclosely imatched ito iparental iresponse istrategies iand 

ilevels iof iparental iresistance i(Götze iet ial., i2009). iRecognising ithat iinfluence iattempts 

ido inot inecessarily ihave ito ibe iutilised iand ithat ithreats iof iaction iand icoercion 

i(Schwartzwald i& iKoslowsky, i1999) iare ienough ito ichange ithe itarget's ibehaviour iand 
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ibeliefs i(Raven, i1993; iMoore, iWilkie i& iAdler, i2001), iThe ichildren ihave iperceived 

iinfluence iwithout inecessarily ihaving ito iactively ideploy iit. 

 

 

The istrategies ithe ichildren ideploy ialso idiffer. iAbi iCohen iis ioften icompared ito iher isister, 

iwith isibling icomparison icommon iby iparents i(Schachter i& iStone, i1985; iHoffman, i1991; 

iHarris, i1995), iand iwith iher imum icommenting ithat i"one's ithe istudious ido-gooder iand 

ione's ia ilittle idevil". iToni iSelwyn, ioften iwanting ito ibe ithe icentre iof iattention, ialso ihas 

ivolatile irelations iwith iher isiblings, iwhich ifrequently iresults iin ithem iganging iup iagainst 

iher. iViolence iis ialso ioften iused iby ithe isiblings ito iget itheir iway i(McHale iet ial., i2002). i 

 

Due ito ithe icoalition ithat iforms ibetween isiblings, ithe ichildren iadopt ia irange iof iunilateral 

iinfluence istrategies i(Bonn, i1995), iinvolving idirect iasking i(Williams i& iBurns, i2000; iSu 

iet ial., i2019), ithe iuse iof inegative iaffect i(Falbo i& iPeplau, i1980) ithrough icrying i(Bonn, 

i1995; iPalan i& iWilkes, i1997) iand ishowing idisapproval, ibegging i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997), 

ipestering, ishowing ipersistence i(Cowan i& iAvants, i1988), imaking iappeals iof ientitlement 

iwhich iutilises ithe ilegitimate ipower ibase i(Carli, i1999) iand iapproaching ithe iother iparent 

i(Cowan, iDrinkard i& iMacGavin, i1984), isometimes iwithout ithe iparent's iawareness, 

ioffering ito ihelp iin ithe ihope iof igaining isomething iin ireturn i(Cowan i& iAvants, i1988); 

inagging, iidentified ias ia ipersistence istrategy iby iCowan iand iAvants i(1988), ideceiving ihis 

iparents i(Bonn, i1995), iacting isugar icoated iand i'cute' i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997) iand iby 

imaking ideals iwith ihis iparents i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997), iidentified ias ia ibargaining 

istrategy iby iJohnson, iMcPhail iand iYau i(1994) iand iSpiro i(1983). iSarah iElphick iuses ia 

ivariety iof iother istrategies ito iget ithe ithings ishe iwants ion ian iindividual ibasis. 
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 Sarah I've istill igot ito ipay iMum iback  

 Interviewer What ihave iyou igot ito ipay iMum iback ifor? 

 

 

 Sarah For ithis iVegan istarter ipack ithat ishe ibought ime 

ifrom iPETA iand iI ihave ito ipay iher ia itenner iback 

 

 Interviewer Well ithat's ifair ienough  

 Mum It iis iwhen iyou ihad ione ithe iweek ibefore iand ithen 

iyou iweren't iallowed ione ithe ifollowing iweek 

 

 Interviewer So iwhat idid iyou ido?  

 Sarah i The ipack iwas ithirty ipounds, iand iI iwas iten iless. iI'm 

ipaying iher iback iwith ipennies 

 

 

 

For iinstance, iJens iLehmann, iSarah iElphick iand iHenry iGreenway ialso iuse ithe ithreat iof 

iviolence, iif ithey ido inot iget itheir iway, ito iinfluence itheir iparents. iIndeed, ion ione 

ioccasion iAde i(Onyjeli ifamily) ifollowed ithrough iwith ihis ithreat iand ibroke ia iwindow. iAde 

iattempts ito iinfluence ihis iparents imore ithan ihis ibrothers, iand ihe iis iaware iof ithis; i''the 

ifirst ithing ithat iI isaid iwhen iI iwas ia ibaby iwas ican iI ihave? iCan iI ihave? iThat's iwhat iMum 

isays". iHer imum ialso ifeels ithat ishe igives iin imore ito iAde, iprimarily ibecause iof ithe 

itrouble iand iupset ihe icould icause iin ithe ifamily ishould ihe inot iget ihis iway; i 

 

Tayo i[Mr iOnyjeli] iwould isay ithat iI igive iin ito iAde imore, ithat's ionly ibecause 

ihe's ia ihandful. iIt's ieasier ito inip iit iin ithe ibud. iTayo isees iit ias igiving iin, iI isee iit 

ias inipping iit iin ithe ibud, iyou iknow, igoing ipartway ithere i[Mrs iOnyjeli] 

 

 

 

 

Kim iJones iand iMo iArshad, ion ithe iother ihand, iprefer ito iuse isweet italk i(Palan i& 

iWilkes, i1997) iand ito iperform igood ideeds i(Cowan i& iAvants, i1988) ito iinfluence ihis 
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iparents. iIn idoing iso itheir iparents ifeel ias ithough ithey iare ialso idiverting i(possibly 

inegative) iattention iaway ifrom ithemselves iand ithe ithings ithey ihave idone; 

 

Kim iwill itry iand iplease, ishe's ivery imuch ia ipleaser iso iif iI'm iannoyed, isay ilike 

ishe's inot idone iher ihomework iand iI'm iannoyed iwith iher iand ishe's ibeen ion ia 

ireport ifrom ischool ifor inot idoing iit, ierm, iKim iwould ibe ilike i'would iyou ilike ia 

icup iof icoffee?' iAnd iI'd ibe ilike, i'Kim, istop iit! iPlease istop iit'. iI iunderstand ithat 

iyou iknow iI'm icrossed, ibut idon't itry, ismooth-talking iis inot igoing ito iwork 

ibecause iit ijust, iit's ilike, ishall iI itake ithe idog ifor ia iwalk? i... iI ithink ishe idoes iit 

ibecause ishe ithinks ishe's igoing ito iget isomething iback, ishe idoes itry ito iplease 

ibut iit's ikind iof iif il imake iyou ia icoffee ithen iyou're inot igoing ito ishout iat ime, iare 

iyou? iIt's ikind iof ia iget-out iclause, iso ijust iin icase iyou igo iupstairs iand isee imy 

ibedroom's ia imess iI'll imake iyou ia icup iof icoffee ifirst. iIt's ikind iof idamage 

ilimitation. i[Mrs iJones] 

 

 

Maria iMantikas’ iactions ihave inot inecessarily ibeen ireceived ifavourably iby iher ibrothers 

idespite ithe icoalition ithat iforms ibetween ithem. iHer ibrother i(aged i11) ihimself iprefers ito 

isimply iask ifor ithings i(Bonn, i1995). iHowever, iMaria iuses iviolence itowards iher ibrothers 

i(to iinfluence itheir ibehaviour) ishe idoes idisplay ia igreat ideal iof iviolence i(McHale iet ial., 

i2002) iusing iher iphysical isize ito idominate iher isiblings. iAlthough ithe iactual iuse iof 

iviolence iis icommon, iMaria ialso ithreatens ito ihurt iher ibrothers, iissuing iwarnings ito 

imake ithem ichange itheir iactions; i"you're igoing ito iget ia ibeating iin ia iminute". iThe ithreat 

iof iviolence iis ian ieffective iinfluence istrategy iused iby iMaria ion ihis ibrothers, iwith 

iHoward, iBlumstein i& iSchwartz i(1986) icategorising ithe iuse iof ithreats ias ia icompliance 

igaining istrategy. iSome iof ithe ichildren iprocrastinate ito iavoid idoing ithings iwhen iasked, 

imake ideals ito iget iwhat ithey iwant i(Cowan i& iAvants, i1988; iPalan i& iWilkes, i1997; iSpiro, 

i1983) iand imakes iappeals ifor iequality iwhen ione iof iher isiblings igets isomething 

i(identified ias ia ibargaining istrategy iby iPalan i& iWilkes, i1997). 
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Most iof ithe iinfluence istrategies ithe ichildren ideploy iare idirected itowards ione iof ithe 

iparents iat ia itime, iwith iCowan iand iAvants i(1988) iclaiming ithat imost ichild iinfluence 

istrategies iare idirected itowards imothers irather ithan ifathers. iHowever, isome imums 

iattempt ito iresist ithe ichild iinfluence istrategies iby ithreatening ito iinvolve itheir ifather, 

igrounding ithe ichildren i(or ithreatening ito), imaking icompromises iand ideals iwith ithe 

ichildren, iissuing iwarnings, irevoking iprivileges i(such ias iaccess ito itelevision iand 

icomputer igames) iand ieven ithreatening ito iget irid iof ithe ifamily ipet ishould itheir 

ibehaviour inot ichange, iall iidentified iby iPalan iand iWilkes i(1997) ias iparental iresponse 

istrategies ito itheir ichild's iinfluence iattempts. 

 i 

 

6.2.2 iParenting istyles 
 

Within ithe ifamilies, iparenting idiffers. iIn ithe iCohen ifamily, ifor iexample, iparenting 

idiffers, ihighlighting ithat iparenting ican idiffer ifor ieach ichild iwithin ithe isame ifamily 

i(Harris, i1995). iUltimately ithis iaffects ihow ithe itwo igirls iattempt ito iinfluence itheir 

iparents' ibehaviour iand idecisions. iWhereas iThiery ilargely idoes inot ineed ito itry ihard ito 

iget ithe ithings ishe iwants, iIllana idoes. iIllana iadopts ia irange iof iinfluence istrategies 

iidentified iin ithe iextant iliterature, iincluding irefusing ito ieat iuntil ishe igets iher iway i(Kim iet 

ial., i1991), icrying ito iact ion iher iparent's iemotions i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997; iSpiro, i1983) 

iitself ia iform iof inegative iaffect i(Cowan, iDrinkard i& iMacGavin, i1984), itelling iher iparents 

i(as iopposed ito iasking ithem) ito iget iher ithe ithings ishe iwants i(Atkin, i1978), idisplaying 

iaggression i(a icommon iinfluence istrategy iof irejected ichildren; iBonn, i1995) iand imaking 

ideals i(a iform iof ibargaining istrategy ias iidentified iby iPalan iand iWilkes i(1997) iand iSpiro 

i(1983). 
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Illana ialso ideploys ia irange iof iother iinfluence istrategies iwhich iare imuch imore 

isophisticated. iFor iinstance, iwith iher iparents iadamant ithat ishe ishould inot ihave ia 

iparticular iethical ifood ithey isuggested ishe ioffer ian ialternative ifood ichoice, iin ieffect ia 

iform iof iparental iresponse ito ithe iinitial iinfluence istrategy i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997). iIllana 

iproposed ianother iVegan ifoodstuff, iknowing ifull iwell ithat ithis iwas ia icostly ialternative, 

iand iher iparents isubsequently idecided ithe icheaper ivegan ifood iwas ia ibetter ichoice; i"so, 

iwe're ilooking iat ithe iprices iof ithose ifoods iand ilooking iat ithe iprices iof ivegan ifoods i... iand 

ithis ivegan ifood's iappealing ito ime ian iawful ilot imore ithan ithe ilast ione" 

 i 

Moreover, iin ithe iAlcock ifamily iOliver's imain iinfluence istrategies iused iare imaking ideals 

iand irecruiting iothers ito iget ihis iway, iare ikey iexamples iof ibilateral ipower istrategies 

i(Falbo i& iPeplau, i1980) iin iwhich ithe iinfluencer iinteracts iwith ithe itarget iof iinfluence. iIn 

isuch isituations iin iwhich ithe itarget's ipower iis igreater ithan ithe iinfluencing iagent's, ias iis 

ithe icase iof ithis iparent-child iinteraction iwith iparents isaid ito ihold imore ipower iover itheir 

ichildren i(Cowan i& iAvants, i1988; iRaven, i1993), idirect istrategies imay ibe iinappropriate 

ifor ifear iof iimmediate iresistance iand idismissal i(Bonn, i1995); iHer imum icomments ithat 

ishe itends ito i"lose iit" iwith iOliver iand iblock ihis iinfluence iattempts. 

 

With iOliver iholding ia irelatively ipoor istanding iin ihis ifamily, ithe iuse iof idirect istrategies, 

iwhich iare iassociated iwith ipowerful iindividuals i(Ohbuchi i& iYamamoto, i1990), ido inot 

iprove ifruitful. iThat iis inot ito isay ithat iOliver idoes inot iuse idirect istrategies iat iall, ihe idoes 

iask ifor ithings ifrequently, iwith ihis imum ilikening ihim ito ia i'dripping itap', ibut iit idoes 
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iappear ito ibe ithat iwhen iOliver iuses idirect iinfluence istrategies ihis iinfluence iattempts iare 

inot iproductive; 

What iOliver itends ito ido, ihe's ilike ia idripping itap. iAnd ihe idrips, idrip, idrip, idrip, 

idrips iuntil iyou iget ithat ifed iup iof iit ihe iends iup iwith inothing. iAnd ihe's inot iyet 

isussed ithis iout. iIf ihe idoesn't imither, iand ihe ijust, iall ihe's igot ito ido iis imention 

iit i[Mrs iBrown] 

 

Mr iand iMrs iBrown ihold ithe ipower ito iblock iand iresist ithe ichildren’s iinfluence iattempts, 

iwith imum ialso irestricting idad's iaccess ito icertain iactivities. iShe iassumes ithat ishe i(as ia 

imother) ishould ibe iconsidered ithe ioracle iof ifamily ilife i(Thompson i& iWalker, i1989). 

iAlthough ishe istates ithat ishe idoes i"everything", ishe idoes inot ienjoy iother ifamily 

imembers icontributing ito ifamily ilife. iFor iinstance, ishe idiscourages iher ihusband, ia ikeen 

icook, ifrom imaking imeals idue ito ithe iamount iof imess ihe icreates iin ithe iprocess; i 

 

I iwould irather ihe istayed iaway i... ithen iI iwouldn't ihave ito ispend ian ihour iin 

ithe ikitchen icleaning iup iafter ihim i… iwhen iit icomes ito ithe ikitchen iand iwhat 

igoes ion ithere, iI’m ithe iqueen, iI icall ithe ishots, iI’m ivery imuch iin icharge. i 

 

Mrs iBrown iadmits ithat ishe iis i"quite iterritorial" iand ithat ishe iundertakes icertain iduties 

icharacteristically iassociated iwith imothers i(for iinstance, idrawing iup ithe ishopping ilist, 

icooking iand icleaning) ibecause ishe ifeels ithat igender iideology ities iin iwith ithese itasks 

i(Allen i& iHawkins, i1999); i 

 

"So, iI isuppose ifoods iare imy idomain itoo. iAlthough iwe isometimes idiscuss 

iwhat ifoodstuff ito ibuy, iI ineed ito iagree iwith iwhat iwe ibuy iin ithis ihouse” i[Mrs 

iBrown] i 
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Where ishe idoes iallow iothers ito iundertake isome iof iher itasks ishe ifeels icompelled ito 

icheck ithat ithey ihave ibeen idone ito ian iacceptable istandard iand isupervise ithose 

iperforming iher iduties i(Stacey i& iBiblarz, i2001); iwith iwomen ioften ifeeling ia isense iof 

iobligation ito iperform imotherly itasks i(Douchet, i2001). iWhile ishe i(Mum) ithinks ishe iis 

iinfluential iwhen iit icomes ito iwhat ithe ifamily ieats, iSue iand iAlfie ido ioftentimes iinfluence 

ithe ifamily’s ifood ichoice iby iforming ia icoalition. iAs iin imost inuclear ifamilies, ithe iwomen 

ias iwives iand imothers, iare iresponsible ifor ikeeping ithe ihouse iand ichildren iin ian iorderly 

ifashion iand ithe imen, ias ifathers iand ihusbands, iare iresponsible ifor ithe ifamily's iincome 

i(Holdert i& iAntonides, i1997). iThe ihome iis ivery imuch ithe iwives' idomain; ithey ichoose ito 

icarry iout imost ihousehold ichores, ioften irestricting ithe icontribution iof iother ifamily 

imembers. 

 

Most iof ithe imothers iin ithe istudy iseem ito ihave ithis igender iideology iof ibeing ithe iperfect 

ihousewife iand imother icontributes ito itheir iunwillingness ito iallow itheir ihusbands ito 

iparticipate iin iactivities ithat ithey ifeel iare itheir isole iresponsibility. iThagaard i(1997) ialso 

isuggests ithat ia iwoman's iability ito igive ibirth ibrings iher igreater ipower iin ichild-rearing, 

igranting ithe imother iprivileged istatus iand iinvolvement iin imatters iconcerning ichildren, 

iwith ichildcare isuggested ito ibe ihighly igendered i(Douchet, i2001). iUltimately ithis ican 

iresult iin irestricting ipaternal iinvolvement ito isafeguard itheir imotherhood i(Allen i& 

iHawkins, i1999), iwith imothers ibeing ipossessive iof ifamily iduties, iand ithis iattitude iis inot 

ionly iconfined ito iMrs iBrown. iWhilst iMrs iJannetta iwould iappreciate ia ilittle ihelp ifrom itheir 

ichildren iwith ithe ihousework, ithey ifeel ithat ithrough iMum's iconstant isupervision 
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i(Gentry i& iMcGinnis, i2003) iand irectifying itasks ithat ishe ifeels ihave inot ibeen iperformed 

iwell iit iis ioften ieasier inot ito ihelp iat iall; 

 

 Interviewer So iwhat ido ithey i[the ichildren] ido 

iaround ithe ihouse? 

 

 

 Mrs iJannetta I've ifilled ithe idishwasher; iI've iemptied 

iit, ithat's iit, iand ithat's itheir ispend iat ithe 

iend iof ithe iweek ithen. iNo, iit idoesn't 

iwork ilike ithat ianymore, iso, ibasically, 

iyeah, ithey ineed ito ido imore, ithey ido 

inothing. iThey idon't ido ia ilot, ido iyou, 

iAlice? 

 

 Alice What?  

 Mrs iJannetta You idon't ido imuch iaround ithe ihouse  

 Alice We ido, iyou ijust idon't inotice iwhen iwe 

ido iit 

 

 Mrs iJannetta I idon't inotice?  

 Alice You idon't! iEven iif iwe idid ido ithings ifor 

iyou, iyou iwouldn't ieven inotice, ilike ilast 

iweek iwhen iI imopped ithe ikitchen ifloor 

ibecause iwe ihad iour inew ione iin, iyou 

ididn't ieven isay ianything 

 

 Mrs 

iJannetta i

  

 

That's ibecause iyou'd inot idone iit 

iproperly 

 

 Alice I ihad, iit iwas ifine  

 Mrs 

iJannetta 

It iwasn't, iyou'd imissed ibits. iAnyway, 

ithey icould ido imore iaround ithe ihouse, 

ia ilot imore. iThings iare ia ibit imad ihere 

ibecause iof ithe inew ikitchen, iso iwe're iin 

ia iright imess, iand iit iwould ibe inice iif 

ithey idid imore ito ihelp 

 

 Alice Even iif iwe idid ido imore iit iwouldn't ibe 

igood ienough ifor iyou 
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 i i   i   i 

There iappears ito ibe ia icontradiction ibetween iwives' iwishes, ion ithe ione ihand, ito irestrict 

iaccess ito ihousehold ichores, iwith iresearch isuggesting ithat iwives iand imothers iare 

ireluctant ito irelinquish icontrol iover ithe ifamily ihome iand ifamily ilife i(see, ifor iinstance, 

iGentry iand iMcGinnis, i2003), iand ion ithe iother, ito iadmit ithat ithey ihave ia iheavy 

iworkload iand ithat ithey ineed iextra ihelp. iGentry, iJoag iand iEkstrom i(1999) idiscuss ithis 

iissue iand ihighlight ithe iperceived i'role ioverload' iof iwomen. 

 

Some iof ithe ifamilies irely ion itheir ichildren ia ilot ifor ithe isupport iin imaking idecisions iand 

ito iensure ithe isuccessful irunning iof ithe ifamily ihome. iSome ichildren itook ion 

iresponsibility ifrom ian iearly iage, ibeing iactively iinvolved iin ifamily imatters iand idecisions, 

iand ibeing imore iindependent. iFor iinstance, iMrs iAlcock ifeels ithat ishe iinvolves ithe iboys 

iin ievery ipossible iaspect iof ifamily ilife iand ithat idecisions iare imade ias ia icollective 

iinvolving iinteraction ibetween ithe ifamily imembers i(Commuri i& iGentry, i2000). iThe 

ifamily imembers ievaluate ithings ijointly i(Holdert i& iAntonides, i1997) iand iMrs iAlcock 

istresses ithat iwithout itheir ihelp iand iinput ishe iwould inot ibe iable ito icope ion iher iown, 

ifeeling ithe ineed ito iinvolve ithe iboys iin ievery iaspect iof ifamily ilife; 

 

Just iabout ieverything, ieverything inow. iI ifeel, isince iI've ibeen iill, iI've ifelt ithe 

ineed ito ishare. iAnd ibecause ithey've istepped iup ito ilet's ilook iafter iMum, isort 

iof ithing, iI've igiven ithem ithe iopportunity ito icomment ion iwhat's ihappening 

iand iwhat ihappens. iI icouldn't icope iwithout iinvolving ithe iboys iin ithings; ithe 

iboys iare ivery imuch iinvolved iin ieverything ithat iI ido. iAll ithe idecision imaking, 

idown ito ithe ifood iwe ieat idaily, ithe icolour iof idecorating ithe iroom, iyou iknow, 

ithe ifurniture, ieverything i[Mrs iAlcock] 
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While isuch iresponsibilities ican ibe ihelpful ito ithe iparents iand ithe ichildren, ithere iequally 

iexists iliterature iwhich iimplies ithat isuch iconditions ican ibe istifling ifor ichildren. iGiele 

i(2003, ip. i59), ifor iinstance, iclaims ithat ichildren iof iworking iand idivorced iparents ialike 

iare iexpected ito icare ifor ithemselves, i'robbing ithem iof itheir ichildhood'. iThe iAlcock 

ichildren ifeel ithat iin isome iways itheir ihigh iinvolvement iin ifamily ilife ihas ihad ia 

idetrimental ieffect ion itheir ichildhood; 

We've ialways ihad ito ido ithings ilike ithat i[being iinvolved iin ifamily imatters]; 

iI've inot iknown ianything idifferent. iWhen iI iwas iLuke's i(little ibrother) iage iI 

ijust ithought ieveryone ielse iwas idoing ithe isame ito ime, iso iI ididn't imind iit. iIf 

ianything iI iquite iliked iit ibecause iI ifelt ilike iI iwas ihelping imy iMum, iand iI iwas 

igrown iup, iand iinvolved iin imore ithings ithan imy imates iwere. iIt's ijust 

isomething iwe've ihad ito ido i[Oliver iAlcock] 

 

I ihave iminded iit iat itimes, ilike iwith iLuke iand istuff. iI've iwanted ito igo iout iwith 

imy imates, ibut ishe's imade ime istay iand ilook iafter ihim iat ihome, ithat ipissed 

ime ioff. iBut ilike iwith iMum, iwe've ihad ito ihelp iout iwith iher ibeing inot itoo iwell 

i[Archie iAlcock] 

 

 

 

Investigations iof ichildren’s iinfluence istrategies ibegan iwith istudies iof icereal ichoices, 

iwhich iidentify ithat iboth ithe ichild’s iassertiveness iand ithe imother’s ichild-centeredness 

iwere icentral ito ia imother’s isusceptibility ito iher ichild’s irequests i(Berey i& iPollay, i1968). 

iFurther, ithey iposit ithat ichildren iare imore isuccessful iif ithey itell itheir imothers ito ibuy 

itheir ipreferred icereal ior iif ithey idemand itheir ichoice, irather ithan iif ithey isimply iask itheir 

imother ifor iit ior irequest ithe iitem i(Atkin, i1978). iIn ithe iAlcock ifamily, iOliver iand iArchie 

itoo iattempt ito iinfluence itheir imother's iactions, ialthough ito ia imuch ilesser iextent ithan 

iLuke i(due ito ithe inature iof itheir ialready ihigh iinvolvement iin ifamily ilife). iWhereas iOliver 
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isimply iasks inicely ifor ithings i(Williams i& iBurns, i2000), iArchie ideploys ithe iemotionally 

iladen itechniques iof iusing i'sweet italk' iand idisplays iof iaffection i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997); 

he'll isoften ime iup iif iit's ia ibig ithing, igiving ime ihugs i...you ijust iknow, iit's ihis 

itone. iIf! ihear i'Mumsie' ithen iI iknow isomething's ion iits iway i[Mrs iAlcock] 

 

Just ias iArchie iand imost iof ithe ichildren idirect itheir iinfluence istrategies itowards 

itheir imothers, ithe ichildren ihave ilearnt, ias idiscussed iearlier, iwhich iparent iis imost 

ilikely ito iyield ito itheir ipurchase irequests. iFurthermore, ithe ichildren ialso idiscussed 

iutilising ia irange iof iparent-specific iinfluence istrategies iduring itheir ipurchase 

irequests, ias iIke icomments; 

 

With iMum, iit’s iyour i‘everyone ielse ihas iit’ ior i‘it’s inot ifair’. iYou’ve igot ito iwork 

ihard ion iMum ito iget ithings, iDad’s ia ibit ieasier. iWith iDad, iit’s ihugs ior ipromises, 

ilike ito ido iwell iin ischool i. i. i. ithe ithings ithat idon’t iwork iis ishouting ior icrying i. i. 

i. iit’s ijust inot ieffective ion ithem i[Ike iEvans] 

 

 

The ifamily istories, isupported iby iOliver, iArchie iand iIke’s icomment iabove, iand 

iJannetta ifamily ibelow ialso ihighlight ihow iparents ireact iin idifferent iways ito itheir 

ichildren’s ipurchase irequests, iwith idifferential ilevels iof iparental iresistance ito ithe 

ichild iinfluence iprocess ievident iacross ithe ifamilies. iWithin ithe ifamilies, icertain 

ichildren iappeared ito ibe iable ito iweaken iparental iresolve ieasily, iwhereas iother 

ichildren iseemingly ifaced imuch ihigher ilevels iof iparental iresistance ito itheir 

iinfluence iattempts irequiring ia iprocess iof imulti-strategy iiterations. iThe 

irelationship ibetween iparent iand ichild, ithis iresearcher isuggests, ithus iaffects 

ispecific ichild iinfluence iprocesses iwithin iany ione ifamily, inot ionly iin iterms iof ithe 
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ilength iof ithe iprocess ibut ialso iits icharacter. iWithin ithe iJannetta ifamily, ifor 

iexample, iMr iand iMrs iJannetta idescribed ihow iAlice imust iwork imuch iharder iat 

iinfluencing itheir idecisions: i 

 

I isuppose iAlice idoes iget ithe iraw iend iof ithe ideal, iI idon’t iknow iwhy ithat iis. iShe 

idoes ihave ito iwork iharder ion ius ito iget ithings. iJust ione ilook ifrom iMim i(Alice’s 

iyounger isister) iand iher iMum’s iputty, ishe’d iget iher ianything. iAlice’s inot iso 

ilucky i[Mr iJannetta] 

 
 i 

 

6.2.3 iPreferential itreatment 
 

Harris i(1995) ihas iexplored ibirth iorder iand iits ieffects ion iparenting istyle, 

iconcluding ithat isiblings i(within ithe isame ifamily) iare ilikely ito ibe itreated iin idifferent 

iways. iIn ithe iAlcock’s ifamily iMum's ireaction ito iArchie's iinfluence iattempts, iwhich 

iinvolve idirect iasking i(Su iet ial., i2019), ideal-making i(Bonn, i1995), idisplaying 

inegative iemotions i(Bonn, i1995; iCowan i& iAvants, i1988) iinvolving itemper 

itantrums, italking iback i(which iCowan, iDrinkard i& iMacGavin i(1984), iarguing iand 

iprocrastination i(Belch, iBelch i& iSciglimpaglia, i1980), iis ilargely ito igive ihim iwhat ihe 

iwants ito iavoid iadding istress iin iher iown ilife, imuch ito iOliver's iannoyance; 

 

Archie igets iwhatever ihe iasks ifor iall ithe itime, ibut iI idon’t, iand iit idoes imy 

ihead iin i[Oliver iAlcock] 

 

[Gagan] igets iwhatever ishe ineeds iall ithe itime, ibut iI idon’t. iwhen iit 

icomes ito ime, iI iget itreated idifferently i[Amandeep iThakkar) 

 

I idon’t iknow iwhy iI ialways ifind iit idifficult igetting imy iparents ito ibuy ime 

ithings. iMeanwhile, iJane igets iaway iwith ieverything iand igets iwhat ishe 

iwants iall ithe itime i[Sarah iElphick] 
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In ithe iBrown ifamily, ifrequently iSue iand i[Joe] iwill iside itogether iagainst iAlfie, iwho ithey 

ifeel igets ipreferential itreatment ifrom itheir iparents. iThis iexperience ialso iexisted iat ithe 

iAlcock ifamily iwhere iOliver's irelationship iwith iArchie iis iincredibly ivolatile, iwith iOliver 

ifeeling ithat iArchie igets ipreferential itreatment iin ithe ifamily. iIndeed, iMum idoes itreat 

iArchie idifferently ibecause ihe iholds imost ipotential ito i"stress ime iout i... iand iI ithink, iwell, 

ihe's ithe ibaby" i[Mrs iAlcock]. iThis iis iconsistent iwith isibling iresearch iwhich isuggests ithat 

iolder isiblings ifeel ithat ithe iyoungest isibling iis ifavoured iby iparents i(Furnham i& 

iBuhrmester, i1985; iGilligan, iSuitor, iKim i& iPillemer, i2013). iIn ithe iThakkar iFamily, 

iAmandeep iis iheavily iinfluenced iby iher ilittle isister i[Gagan], iclaiming ithat iGagan i"gets 

imore ithings ithan ime" iand iwith iMum istating ithat i"she i[Amandeep] iusually iwants iwhat 

iGagan’s igot". iIndeed, iAmandeep iasked iher iparents ifor ia iHorizon iReduced-Fat iMilk 

iwith iDHA iOmega-3 ibecause iGagan ihad ione, iwhich isupports iCotte iand iWood's i(2004) 

iclaim ithat isiblings iare iimportant ireference igroups, iand ithus ihave ithe ipotential ifor 

iintragenerational iinfluence. iWhilst iMrs iThakkar idenies ithat iGagan idoes iget imore 

ithings ithan iAmandeep, irewarding iboth ichildren iwhen ione iexcels iat ischool ior ithrough 

isport, iattempting ito icreate ian ienvironment iof iequality, iAmandeep istates ithat iGagan 

i"doesn't iask ifor ithings, ishe ijust igets ithem". 

 

The ifamily istories ihave ihighlighted iseveral idifferences ibetween ifamilies. iThese 

idifferences irest ion iaspects isuch ias ithe iparental iwillingness ito iinclude itheir ichildren iin 

ifamily idecisions iand ithe idecision-making iprocess. iHowever, idifferences ialso iemerge 

iwithin ieach ifamily, iparticularly iconcerning ithe itreatment ithe ichildren ireceive iby itheir 

iparent(s) ior iguardian(s). iChildren iexperience ifamily ilife iin idifferent iways, ioften iwith 
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imultiple iparenting istyles iand ipractices ievident iwithin ithe isame ifamily. iCertain ichildren 

iare ifavoured iover iothers, iand iit iappears ithat ithis iaffects itheir iinfluence ipotential iand 

itherefore ithe ieffectiveness iof itheir iinfluence istrategies. 

 

6.2.4 iSibling ito isibling iinfluence 
 

Children iand itheir isiblings ialso iinfluence ione ianother, ishowing ievidence iof 

iintragenerational iinfluence i(Cotte i& iWood, i2004; iMcHale, iUpdegraff i& iWhiteman, 

i2012). iIn ithe iThakkar ifamily, iGagan’s iinfluence istrategy iof isimply inot iasking ifor 

ithings iappears ito ibe ivery ieffective iand iaffects iAmandeep's ibehaviour iand ihow ishe 

iasks ifor ithings, iwhich iagain ifuels isupport ifor iintragenerational iinfluence i(Cotte i& 

iWood, i2004). iIke iEvans, iAleksandra iStuleblak, iJane iElphick, iClaudia iLehman, 

iOsman iArshad iand iAbbi iCohen iused inot iasking istrategy ito iinfluence ifamily ifood 

idecisions. iIn ithe iextract ibelow ithe ifamily idiscusses ithe idecision ito ipurchase 

igroceries, iwith iAmandeep ifollowing iher ilittle isister’s ilead iand iguidance iin iterms iof 

ihow ito ibest igo iabout igetting iwhat ithey iwant; 

 

 Amandeep I iwouldn't istop iannoying iyou i[Mum], ibut iI 

iwould iif ishe i[Gagan] itold ime ito 

 

 Interviewer You'd istop iif iyour isister itold iyou ito?  

 Amandeep Well, ishe igets imore ithings ithan ime, iand ishe iknows 

ihow ito iget imore. iI ithink ishe'd ilook iout ifor ime, iso iI 

iguess iif ishe i[Gagan] itold ime ito istop, iI iwould 

 

 Interviewer Does ishe i[Gagan] ido ithe isame ithings ias iyou ito iget 

iwhat ishe iwants? 

 

 Amandeep No, ishe idoesn't iask ifor ithings, ishe ijust igets ithem  

 Interviewer Right, iso ido iyou ithink iher iways iare ibetter ithan 

iyours? 

 



 
274 

 

 Amandeep I iguess iso, ishe idoes iget imore  

 Interviewer In ithat icase, iif iyou ireally, ireally, iwanted isomething 

ithat iyou iboth icould ishare, iwhich iway iwould iyou igo 

iabout igetting iit? iYour iway ior ihers i[Gagan]? 

 

 Amandeep she’s i[Gagan], idefinitely. iI ithink iI'd ido iwhat ishe itold 

ime ito ido, iI've idone ithat iin ithe ipast 

 

 Interviewer And idid iit iwork?  

 Amandeep Yes i  

 Interviewer Do iyou ilook iup ito iGagan?  

 Amandeep No, iwell iI imean iI ido iin isome iways. iI idon't ilike iplaying 

iwith iher iall ithe itime, ibut iI ido isometimes. iIf ishe itold 

ime ito istop imithering iMum iand iDad ifor isomething iI 

iwould ido 

 

 Interviewer Why's ithat?  

 Amandeep Because ishe iprobably iknows ithat iit imight imake imy 

ichances ibad. 

 

 

  

  

  

Amandeep iallows iher isister ito imake idecisions ion iher ibehalf, itrusting iher ito imake ithe 

iappropriate idecisions iin iher ifavour. iWhile ichildren iand itheir isiblings iinfluence ione 

ianother, ifrequently ithis iinvolves ithe iuse iof iviolence, ias iis icommon iamongst isibling 

iinteractions i(McHale iet ial., i2002; iMcHale iet ial., i2012). iIn ithe iAlcock ifamily, iOliver 

ibribes iArchie iwith imoney ito imake ihim ido ithings, ior iOliver iuses ihis ielder iposition iin ithe 

ifamily ias ia ilegitimate ipower ibase i(French i& iRaven, i1959) iover ihis iyounger isibling. 

iHowever, ithe ieffectiveness iof ithe ibase iis inot ialways iseen ias iLuke idoes inot iview ihis 

iolder ibrother iwith irespect, iwhich iis ireciprocated; i"I iwish ihe i[Archie] iwould ijust ifuck ioff 

isomewhere, iI iwas ion iabout ithat ithe iother iweek, iwasn't iI? iJust ipiss ioff ito iyour imate's 

ifor ia iweek!". iDue ito itheir ivolatile iand ioften iviolent irelationship, iit iis icommon ifor iLuke ito 
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iside iwith iOliver iin ifamily idecisions, iforming ia ipowerful icoalition iagainst iArchie i(Bruins, 

i1999; iLee i& iCollins, i2000). iThe iAlcocks iare inot i''traditional'' iparents iin ithat itheir 

irelationship iwith ithe ichildren iis inot ibased ion ithat iof ilegitimate iposition i(French i& 

iRaven, i1959) iin iwhich ichildren isubmit ito itheir iparents. iInstead, ithey itreat itheir ichildren 

ilike ifriends iand iequals, ioften isocialising. iWith iMrs iAlcock’s ihealth iissues, ithe iparents 

ifeel ithe ineed ito iinvolve itheir ichildren iin ievery iaspect iof ifamily ilife. iWhilst ithe iparents 

ifeel ithat iwithout ithe ichildren’s iinput iin ifamily ilife, ithey iwould inot ihave ibeen iable ito 

icope, iOliver iand iArchie ifeel ithat iat itimes ithis iresponsibility iaffected itheir ichildhood. 

iBecause iof ithe ihigh iinvolvement iof iOliver iand iArchie iin itheir ifamily ilife, ithey ifeel ithat 

ithey ido inot ihave ito itry iand iinfluence itheir iparents ias ithey iare ialready iinvolved iin 

idetermining ifamily idecisions ibut idoes inot iseem ito ibe ithe icase ioften. 

 i 

However, ifew iparents isaid ithat ithey ido inot iinclude itheir ichildren iin idecision-making. iIn 

ithe iArshad ifamily, iMr iand iMrs iArshad ifeel ithat ithey ideliberately ido inot iinvolve ithe 

ichildren iin ifamily imatters ito ipreserve ithem ifrom ithe ipains iof imodem iday iliving iand 

imaturity i(Bruckner, i2000), iwith iEkstrom i(2006) isimilarly isuggesting ithat iparents ican 

ishield itheir ichildren ifrom ipurchase iand ifinance iworries, ias iMrs iArshad ihighlights; i 

 

We ilive iin ia isociety iwhich iisn't itrouble-free iand iyou iwant ito ikind iof icushion 

ithem ifrom iall ithe ipotential iproblems iand iso iyou, iwe ikind iof icreate ithe 

imonsters ithat iwe've igot iin ithat iwe iprotect ithem ifrom iit iso ithey idon't ihave 

iany isense iwhatsoever. 

 

 

Mrs iArshad's isuperior ipower ibase imay ibe iattributed ito iher isuperior iincome iin 

icomparison ito iher ihusband, ifollowing ithe iprinciples iof ithe irelative iresource ihypothesis 

i(Beatty i& iTalpade, i1994; iPatterson, iSutfin i& iFulcher, i2004). i iMrs iArshad idoes itake ion 
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ia imore ipowerful irole iin ithis ifamily iwhich ihas ihistorically ibeen iattributed ito ithe irole iof 

ithe iman, ipartly idetermined iby ihis isuperior iearning ipower i(with imen isaid ito icontrol ithe 

iconcrete iresource iof imoney i(Johnson, i1976). 

 

 

6.2.5 iChildren ias ian iinformation igateway 
 

Adolescents iuse iinformation ias ia ibasis iof itheir iinfluence istrategies. iFor iinstance, ithey 

iuse iinformation icollected ifrom ithe iInternet ito isupport itheir irequests i(Thomson i& 

iLaing, i2003; iChaudhury i& iHyman, i2019), idisplaying iactive isocial ipower ithrough ithe 

ideployment iof iexpert iknowledge i(Flurry i& iBurns, i2005), ialso itend ito imeet iwith 

ireduced iparental iresistance i(Belch iet ial., i2005). iThe ichildren iin ithis ithesis iwork ito 

istrengthen itheir iinfluence istrategies iby iresearching iand icollecting iinformation iabout 

iethical iproducts ithey ineed ior iwant ion ithe iinternet. iThis ibehaviour iconfirms iearlier 

ifindings ithat iadolescents idevelop ia ideeper iunderstanding iof ithe iInternet ithan itheir 

iparents i(Curtis, i2000), iand iprefer ithe iInternet iover iother imedia ifor idata icollection ifor 

itransactions i(‘‘Forty iPercent,’’ iCyberAtlas, i2000). iBelch iet ial. i(2005), irefers ito iteens 

iwho irelied iupon ithe iInternet imore ifor iproviding iinformation ifrom ithe ivirtual 

imarketplace ias i“Internet imavens”. iThey ifurther iargued ithat ithese i“Internet imavens” 

ihave igreater irelative iinfluence iin ithe ifamily idecision-making iprocess ithan itheir i“non-

maven” icounterparts. iFor iinstance, iin ithe iTavares ifamily, iLaura iconstantly iuses ithe 

iInternet ito igather iinformation ion iethical iproducts iincluding ifood iand ishe iwould ipresent 

iher iinformation ifully ito iher iparents iespecially iher iMum, iand ion inumerous ioccasions, 

iLaura iused iprice icomparison iwebsites ito ishow ihow imuch ieffort iand ithought ihas igone 

iinto irequesting ithis iproduct, iwhere iit ican ibe ipurchased, iand ifor ithe ilowest icost. 
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 Laura: I ialways iuse ithe iinternet ito ifind iorganic ifoods  

 Interviewer: Why ido iyou ido iso?  

 Laura: It isaves ime ithe itime iof ihaving ito igo ifrom 

ishop ito ishop ilooking. iIt ihelps ime ito ifind iout 

iwhat iorganic ifood iis iout ithere, iwhere 

ithey’re isourced, ithe iingredients, iand ialso 

ito icompare ithe iprices iand iwhere iexactly iI 

ican ibuy ithem. 

 

 

 

 

The iability iof ichildren ito iconsider ithe ibeliefs iof itheir iparents iand ito irecognise iparental 

iperspectives ion iconsumption iissues iwere ievident iacross ithe ifamilies istudied. iIndeed, 

iparents iappeared ito ibe imore iresponsive ito ipurchase irequests iwhich iwere iwell 

ithought ithrough iand iconsidered itheir ipoint iof iview: 

 

…..I’m iconstantly ilooking iout ifor iinformation ion ihealthy ifoods isuch ias ilow 

isugar ifoods, ifree-range iand iorganic ibrands iof ifoodstuffs iand itheir iprices, ias 

idad iand imum iwon’t ihave iit iif iI idon’t iprove ito ithem iwhat iI’m ibuying iis iactually 

iorganic iand iat ithe ibest iprice i[Ade iOnyajeli] i 
 i 
Sometimes iyou ijust iknow ithere’s ijust ino ipoint iin igoing inear iMum ior iasking 

iher ifor ithings i. i. i. ishe’d ijust isay ino. iThe itiming imight ibe iwrong, ishe imight 

ihave ihad ia ibad iday iat iwork, ior iwhatever. iBut iyou igot ito iapproach iwith ifacts 

i…. iproving ito iher iyou iknow iwhat iyou’re iabout. i[Toni iSelwyn] 
 i i 
 

Craig iwanted ithis ivegan iorganic ifood, iwhich iwas ireally iexpensive iat ithe 

iWholefood istore. iHe iknew iI iwouldn’t iget iit ifor ihim, ibut ihe iwent ionline iand 

ifound ithe icheapest ione i. i. i. iI iwas iquite iimpressed iby ithat. iHe itold ime iwhere 

iI icould ibuy iit, iwhere iit iwas icheapest. i[Mrs iDodson] 
 i 
I’m ijust inot igoing ito ibuy ithem ijunk, ithe ifirst ithing ithey iask ifor ionce ithey’ve 

iseen iit ion ithe itelly ior ithe iinternet. iThey ineed ito ithink iabout iit, iwhy ido ithey 

iwant iit? iWhat iwill iit ido? iHow imuch iwill iit icost ime? iThey ineed ito i‘sell iit’ ito ime. 

i[Mr iArshad] 
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In ithe iJones ifamily, iTim iparticularly iworks ito istrengthen ihis iinfluence istrategies iby 

iresearching iand icollecting iinformation iabout ithe iproducts ion ithe iinternet. 

There iare itons iof isites ionline iand ion isocial imedia iwhere ipeople iand 

ibloggers ishare iuseful iinformation iabout iethical ifoods iand iany iother 

iinformation iyou icare ito iknow i[Tim iJones] 

 

In idoing ithis iTim ipresents ihis icase ifully ito ihis iparent, iand ion inumerous ioccasions, ihe 

ieven iused iprice icomparison iwebsites ito ishow ihow imuch ieffort iand ithought ihas igone 

iinto irequesting ithis iproduct, iwhere iit ican ibe ipurchased, iand ifor ithe ilowest icost. iThe 

ichildren ipre-empted iparental iresponses iand iused ithis iunderstanding ito itailor itheir 

iarguments ito ithe ibeliefs iof itheir iparents i(Bartsch iet ial., i2011). iThis ifrequently iresulted 

iin ichildren itrying ito ijustify ithe ipurchase irequest ito iparents iin ia ipersuasive imanner. 

 i 

 

6.2.6 iApproaching ithe iother iparent 
 

The ichildren iuse ia ivariety iof iinfluence istrategies ito ihelp ithem iinfluence idecisions iand 

iget iwhat ithey iwant. iLaura iTavares, ilike imany iother iadolescents iin ithe istudy, iapproach 

iher ifather ifor ithings iif iher iinitial iinfluence istrategies idirected iat iher imother ifailed. 

iApproaching ithe iother iparent iis ianother iinfluence istrategy ithe ichildren iutilise i(Palan i& 

iWilkes, i1997; iRobertson, i2014). iKim, iLee iand iHall i(1991) iidentified iapproaching ithe 

iother iparent ias ia ipowerful iinfluence istrategy iutilised iby iadolescents, iwhich iwas 

iparticularly ieffective ifor ichildren iin ithis istudy, iparticularly iLaura iTavares iand iHenry 

iGreenway. iBefore ideploying itheir itechniques, ichildren ichoose iwhich iparent ito 

iapproach ifirst. iThe ichosen iparent irests ion iwhat iit iis ithe ichildren iwant, iand iHenry 

iobserved ias ifollows; 
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It idepends ion iwhat ikind iof ithing iyou iwant, iI imean iif iyou iwant isports, isports 

iequipment, ithen iI'd irather igo ito imy iDad. iBut iif iyou iwanted isomething ia ibit 

idifferent ilike ifood, ischool istuff, ithen iI'd igo ito imy iMum i[Henry iGreenway] 

 

[Pete] iand i[Craig] iwould icome ito ime ifor isomething iand iwhen iI irefuse, ithey 

iwould igo iover ito itheir imother iwhen iI’m inot iaround ito iask iher, iplay ime 

iagainst iher i[Mr iDodson] 

 

 

These ibehaviours iconfirm ithe iclaim ithat ichildren ican iidentify ithe i‘weaker’ iparent 

i(Thomson iet ial., i2007), ibut ithe ichildren ialso iassessed ieach iother’s icapabilities i(Flurry 

i& iBurns, i2005) iand idecided iwhich isibling istood ithe igreatest ichance iof iinfluence 

isuccess. iHenry idirectly iasks ifor ithings i(Cowan i& iAvants, i1988), ithreatens ito iapproach 

ithe iother iparent i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997), itells ilies ito ideceive ihis iparents i(Bonn, i1995) 

iand iinstils ifear iin ihis iparents ito iget ithe ithings ihe iwants, iplaying ion itheir iemotions 

i(Cowan, iDrinkard i& iMacGavin, i1984). 

 

Indeed, iAmandeep iThakkar iand iher isiblings iconsider itheir ifather ito igive iin ito itheir 

irequests imore iso ithan itheir imother, iso ithey iwill iask ihim ifor ithings iwhen ihe iis iat ihome, 

iparticularly iif itheir imother idismisses itheir iinfluence iattempts iin ithe iabsence iof itheir 

ifather. iWith itheir ifather imaking iup ifor ihis ilack iof itime ispent iat ihome ithrough iyielding 

ito itheir idemands i(Jenkins, i1979). iHowever, iagain iit ishould ibe istressed ithat imost iof 

itheir iinfluence istrategies iare idirected itowards itheir imother, iprimarily idue ito ithe itime 

itheir ifather ispends iaway ifrom ihome iat iwork. 

 

Whilst iparents ilargely igive iin ito iHenry iGreenway, iArchie iAlcock, iThierry iMoreau, iGagan 

iThakkar iand iother ichildren iin ithis istudy, iwith iparental iyielding isuggested ito imost ilikely 



 
280 

 

ito ioccur iwith ifemale irather ithan imale ichildren i(Williams i& iBurns, i2000), ithe iparents 

iadopt ia irange iof iresponse istrategies ito ithe iinfluence istrategies iof ithe ichildren. iThese 

iinclude iexplaining ior ijustifying ioutcomes iand iignoring ithe ichildren, iidentified iby iPalan 

iand iWilkes i(1997) ias iparental iresponses, iand icounting ito istress iparental ianger iand 

i"blowing iup" iwhich iinvolves ishouting iand ipunishing ithe ichildren iin iresponse ito itheir 

iinfluence istrategies. 

 

 

6.2.7 iSibling iinteractions i 

 

If ichildren irecognise ithat ithey istand ilittle ichance iof iswaying iparental idecisions, ithey 

imay itry ito ifind iways ito iincrease itheir irelative iinfluence. iCoalition iformation, ifor 

iexample, ihas ibeen iidentified ias ione iway iin iwhich ichildren ican iboost itheir ichances iof 

iinfluence isuccess iby iforming iunions iwith iother ifamily imembers ito ieffectively isell ior 

ijustify ia ipurchase irequest i(Lee i& iCollins, i2000; iThomson iet ial., i2007; iGbadamosi, 

i2012). iParents iare isuggested ito ibe imore iresponsive ito ithe iinfluence iof ichildren iwhen 

imultiple ichildren iargue ifor ia ipurchase i(Tinson i& iNancarrow, i2007; iKerrane iet ial., 

i2012), iand ichildren ican ialso ipurposely ichoose ito itarget ithe iparent iwho iis iperceived ito 

ibe imost ilikely ito iyield ito itheir ipurchase irequests i(Thomson iet ial., i2007). iWhilst ithe 

ipotential ifor isibling icoalitions ihas ibeen idocumented i(Lee i& iCollins, i2000; iEkstrom, 

i2006) ithe iuse iof iinfluence istrategies iby imore ithan ione isibling iis ilargely iignored iin 

iexisting ifamily iresearch iwhich ifocuses ipredominantly ion ithe iinfluence istrategies iof ia 

ilone ichild. iThe ichildren ifuel isupport ifor iclaims ithat ichildren ican icollaboratively iask ifor 

ithings i(Tinson i& iNancarrow, i2005). iSuch icollaboration imay ibe inecessary ifor isibling-

parent iinfluence iattempts iwith iparents isaid ito ihold ihigh ilegitimate ipower iover ichildren 
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i(French i& iRaven, i1959; iFlurry i& iBurns, i2005). iSuch ia ihigh-power ibase iwould 

inecessitate ithe isiblings ipooling itheir iinfluence ibases iin iresponse ito ia ipowerful itarget 

i(Mallalieu i& iFaure, i1998). i 

 

Most iof ithe ichildren i– iJens iand iClaudia iLehmann, iSue iand iAlfie iBrown, iAurélie iand 

iThierry iMoreau, iOliver iand iArchie ietc. iall ijoined iup iwith isiblings ito iinfluence idecisions. 

iJens iand ihis ilittle isister ifor iinstance, ijointly iasked itheir imother iif ithey icould igo ito ithe 

ilocal ifarmers imarket iin ithe ivillage ito ibuy ifresh ipoultry iproducts, ipre-empting itheir 

imother's irefusal ion isafety igrounds, iand ijointly iasked ifor icomputer igames; 

 

 Mrs 

iLehman 

There iare iseveral itimes iduring ithe 

iweekend ithat ithey i[Jens iand ilittle 

isister] ihave iboth iasked itogether ifor 

imoney iand ipermission igo ito ithe 

ilocal ifarmers imarket ifor ifresh imilk, 

imeat ior ieggs. 

 

 Jens yeah, ibut iif iI icame ialone iyou 

iwouldn’t ilet ime. iBut iwith ime iand 

iClaudia, iI iknow iyou iwon’t istop ius. 

 

 Mrs 

iLehman 

I ilet iyou igo ibecause iit’s isafer iwith 

ithe itwo iof iyou ithan igoing ion iyour 

iown 

 

 Mr iLehman I iguess ithey i[Jens iand isibling] ido iso 

ibecause iwe iwouldn't ilet ithem igo 

ithere ion itheir iown iso ithey ihad ito iask 

ifor iit itogether. 

 

 

 

The irole iof iJens’ imother iin ishaping ifamily idecision-making iwas iapparent iwhen ihis isister 

idiscussed ihow iboth ishe iand iJens iasked ifor iparticular ivegan ifood, irecognising ithe 

icollaborative inature iof ithe isiblings' irequest, iby itelling ihis igrandmother iall iabout ithe 
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ivirtues iof iveganism iand ivegan ifood iand ihow imuch ishe iand iher ibrother iwanted ito ieat 

ithem ievery iday. iSuch ibehaviour, istating iwhy ia ipurchase imight ialso ibe iuseful ito ia 

iparent, ihas ibeen idescribed ias ihigh-level iperspective i(Bartsch i& iLondon, i2000) iand ihas 

iproven ito ibe ian ieffective istrategy ithat ithe ichildren istudied iemployed. iIn ithis imanner, 

iJens irecruits ianother iperson ito iact ion ihis i(and iClaudia's) ibehalf ito iinfluence ihis iparents, 

iidentified iby iCowan, iDrinkard iand iMacGavin i(1984) iand iBonn i(1995) ias iinfluence 

istrategy ichildren iutilise. 

 

I ijust igave iin. iI iknew ithey iwanted iit, iand isome iof itheir ifriends ibought isome, 

iand iI ithought ithey'd ihelp ithem igrow ihealthy. iWhen iJack iwent iround ito ihis 

iNan's ihe itold iher iall iabout iit, iand ithen ishe itold ime ihe iwanted isome, iand iI ifelt 

iterrible ifor inot igetting ihim isome. i……They ijust igang iup, ilittle iten iand itwelve-

year-olds iganging iup ion iyou i[laughing]. iIt's ieasier ithough ito igive ithem iwhat 

ithey iwant iwhen ithey're ilike ithat, iand iI imean ithe ifood iwasn't ijust ifor ifun, ibut 

itheir ihealth. iSo, iI ididn't imind igetting ithem ithat. i[Mrs iLehmann] 

 

It iis iobvious ithat iJens irecruited ihis isister iand iNan ito ibest isell ior ijustify ia ipurchase 

irequest i(Thomson iet ial., i2007). iThe ichildren iused itheir isiblings ior ieither iof ithe iparents 

ito ibolster itheir ipower ibase. i iSue iBrown ibolster iher ipower ibase imaking iAlfie iBrown 

iwant ithe ithings iSue idoes iin ithe ihope ithat iher iparents iwill igive iin ito iAlfie, ithereby 

iindirectly igiving iin ito iSue. iThe iBrown ifamily idiscussed itwo imain ioccasions iin iwhich iSue 

iutilised ithis iinfluence istrategy, ithe ifirst ioccurred ishortly iafter iChristmas. iSue iwanted ito 

ipurchase ian iorganic iManuka ihoney icosting i£47.99 ifrom ithe iWholefoods. iHowever, ishe 

idid inot ihave ienough ifunds ito ibuy iit. iRecognising ithis ishe ipersuaded iAlfie ito ipart iwith 

isome iof ihis imoney ithat iAlfie ihad ireceived ias ia iChristmas ipresent ito ihelp icontribute ito 

ithe icost. iClaiming ithat ishe iwould iconsume iit iwith iAlfie i(a iform iof ireciprocity, iutilising 
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ithe ilegitimate ipower ibase i(Raven, i1993), iSue iinfluenced iAlfie's ibehaviour, iand 

isubsequently itheir iparents' iapproval iof ithe ipurchase ialthough ithey idisapproved iit isince 

ithey ithink iit iis itoo iexpensive; 

 

Sue igot iAlfie ion ithe iside ibecause ishe iwanted ian iorganic iManuka ihoney 

icosting i£47.99. iSue's iquite icrafty, ishe ididn't iwant ito ispend iall iher imoney ion 

iit, iso, ieven ithough iwe iknew ithat ishe iwas igoing ito ibe ithe ione ithat iwould iget 

ithe imost iout iof iit i... iso ishe iinfluenced iAlfie's idecision ias ito iwhat iAlfie iwas 

igoing ito ispend isome iof iher imoney ion i[Mr iBrown] i 

 

In ithe iMoreau iFamily, iThierry itries ito idominate ihis isiblings' idecisions iand iin iturn 

iinfluence itheir ibehaviour. iHe idoes ithis iby iusing ipersuasion i(Johnson, iMcPhail i& iYau, 

i1994), ior ieven iby ideceiving ithem i(Bonn, i1995) iand iinsisting ito ihis iparents ithat ithe 

idecisions ireached iby ithe isiblings iare iunanimous, iwhich iis ioften ifar ifrom itrue; 

 

Thierry idoes imost iof ithe italking; iI'll italk ifor iyou ilot. iI'll ilet ithem iknow iwhat iwe 

iwant. iAnd iit's ilike ithat iat ihome, iwe iwant ithis, iand ithe iother itwo ihaven't isaid 

ianything, ihe's ispeaking ion itheir ibehalf iwithout ithem iknowing, ior itries ito. 

i[Mrs iMoreau] 

 

 

Thierry ihas, ihowever, iinstigated isibling igroup iinfluence istrategies ito iget ian iethical 

ibreakfast icereal iand ivarious ifruits iand ivegetables. iOn ione, irare, ioccasion ibefore 

iChristmas iThierry ipersuaded ihis isiblings ito icontribute ifinancially ito ipurchase ian iethical 

ipersonal icomputer icalled iVeryPC i(of ihis ichoice, iof icourse), iwhich ihe iread iabout ion ithe 

iEthical iConsumer iwebsite ias ithe imost iethical icomputer, ialthough iAurélie iscuppered ihis 
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iplans iby iclaiming iwhen ihe iand imum iwent ito ibuy ithe icomputer ithat iThierry ihad ibullied 

ithem iinto iit ichoosing iit; 

 Aurélie Thierry iwas ibeing igood iso ihe iwent ito ithe ishop iwith 

imy iMum iand iwe iall iwanted iVeryPC ito iwatch iour 

icomputer igames iand iThierry icame iback, iand ihe 

icame iback iwith iDell idesktop, iout iof ihis imoney, iand 

ihe ididn't icome iback iwith iVeryPC iand iMum ihad ito 

iexplain iit ito ius. iWe iwouldn't ishare iit, iThierry isaid ithat 

iwe iwouldn't ishare iit, ibut iwe iwould, iso iwe ididn't iget iit 

 

 Interviewer And iwhat ihappened iat iChristmas? 

 

 

 Aurélie And ithen ihe igot iit ifor iChristmas  

 Interviewer So iwhat iwould ihappen iif itwo iof iyou iwanted 

isomething, ibut ithe iother ididn't? 

 

 Thierry I'm ithe italking iguy, ime iand iAurélie ipair iup iand ithen iI 

italk 

 

 Aurélie No, iyou idon't, iyou istart ian iargument, iit's ime iand 

iRobért iwho ipair iup iagainst iyou ito istop iyou igetting 

iyour iway. iYou istart ian iargument, iwe idetest iyou 

 

 Interviewer Well iif iyou're ithe italker, ihow ido iyou itry ito iget 

iwhat iyou iwant? 

 

 

 Thierry at itimes iI ilie, iI'd isay ithe iother itwo iwanted iit.  

  

  

The isiblings itake iturns ito icollaboratively iask ifor ithings; iwhen ithe ifirst isibling ifails ito 

ihave isuccess, ior iif ithey iget itired iof itheir ipursuit, ithe iother itakes iover. iCollaborative 

iturn-taking iemerges, iin iwhich ithe isiblings ideploy ithe istrategies iin iwhich ithey ibelieve 

ithey iare imost ieffective. iAlthough ithe isiblings ido inot iask ifor ithings icollaboratively 

iregularly, ithere iare icertain idecisions iin iwhich iboth isiblings ishow ian iinterest. iIn ithe 

iArshad ifamily, iMo iand iOsman iwere idesperate ito ibuy ia icereal ithey ihave iread iabout ion 

ithe iinternet, ithe ipair icame itogether ito iask. iMrs iArshad iremarks; i 
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Just ias ione ifinishes ithe iother istarts iup, iand ithey igo ion iand ion iat iyou. iOne's 

ibad ienough, ibut iwhen ithey're iboth iworking itogether isometimes iit's 

iimpossible ito itry iand iignore ithem. iThe iAlara iOrganic i& iGluten-Free iScottish 

iOats iMuesli iwas iquite itiring ifor ime, ithey ikept inagging iand iasking, iMo 

istarted, iand iwhen ihe igave iup iOsman ikept igoing ion iand ion iand ion i[Mrs 

iArshad] i 

 

 

We ikept igoing iand ion iabout iit iuntil ishe ifinally igave iup iand igot iit ifor ius. iMum 

idoesn’t ilike ibeing ipestered iso iwhen iyou ikeep iasking, iagain iand iagain, ishe 

ioften igives iin. iBut idad idoesn’t ino imatter iwhat iyou ido i[Osman iArshad] 

 

 

The iabove isituation ialso iemphasises ihow ithe imajority iof iMo’s iand iOsman's iinfluence 

istrategies iare idirected iat itheir imum, iwith iCowan iand iAvants i(1988) isuggesting ithat 

imost ichild iinfluence istrategies iare idirected itowards imothers, iwith iMrs iArshad iusually 

ileft ito ideal iwith ithe ichildren iand idifficult ito igive iin. iAs ia imarried icouple, iMrs iArshad iis 

ilargely ileft ito imeet ithe idemands iand ipacify iher ichildren ialone. 

 

 

6.2.8 iSummary 
 

The ifamily ienvironment, iconsequently, iemerges ias ia ikey imoderator iof iboth ithe 

istrategies ithe ichildren iimplement ito iinfluence ifamily iconsumption ichoices iand ithe 

isuccess iof isuch istrategies i(and iultimately ithe ilevel iof iparental iresistance ito ithem). iAs 

ithe iindividual ifamily istories isuggest, ithe ichildren ihave iworked iin icoalitions iand 

ipartnerships iwith iother ifamily imembers iin icollaborative iinfluence iattempts. iThe iability 

i(and ineed) ito iform isuch icoalitions, iit iis isuggested, ialso irelates iheavily ito ithe ichild's 

ifamily ienvironment, irecognising ithat ieven iwithin ithe isame ifamily imultiple ifamily 
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ienvironments iare iapparent i(in iterms iof idifferent icommunication istyles, idifferent 

iparental itreatment, iand iso ion). iThe inext ichapter iexplicitly ifocuses ion isuch iissues iand 

iexplores ihow iinfluence iis iconveyed iand ioperationalised iwithin ifamilies. iSuch iissues 

ispecifically irelate ito ithe iresearch iaim iwhich iis ito iexamine ithe iprocesses iinvolved iin 

iexerting iinfluence iin ifamily idecision-making, iwith ia ifocus ion iunderstanding ihow 

ichildren iattempt ito iinfluence iconsumer idecision-making iand iconsumption ichoices iin 

itheir ifamilies. 
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Chapter i7: iFindings i 
 

7:1 iIntroduction 

The ipreceding ichapter ihas iintroduced iand idiscussed ithe istories iof ithe iparticipating 

ifamilies. iHowever, ifrom ithe idistinct istories, icomparisons iacross ithe ifamilies ican ibe 

imade i(Fournier, i1988; iMick i& iBuhl, i1992), iand iglobal ithemes i(Thompson iet ial., i1989; 

iKvale, i1983) iemerged iwhich iare icommon iacross ieach ifamily. iThese icommon ithemes 

i(Thompson iet ial., i1990) ihelp istructure ian iunderstanding iof ithe iinfluence iprocesses 

iapparent iin ifamilies. 

 

The iglobal ithemes iinclude ia idiscussion iof ifamily imicroenvironments i(section i7.2), ithe 

iinfluence istrategies iof ichildren i(section i7.3), iboth ialone iand iwith isibling icollaborators 

iwhich inecessitates ithe iuse iof iintragenerational iinfluence iand igatekeeping i(section 

i7.4). iEach itheme iindicates ihow iinfluence iis iused iand imaintained iwithin ifamilies iand 

idecision-making iin ifamilies iand ifocus ion ithe iprocess iof iinfluence iitself. iThe ithemes ialso 

ioffer ian iunderstanding iof ithe idynamism ithat iimpacts idecision-making iin ifamilies, 

iwhich imoves iaway ifrom ineat, isequential imodels iof ihow isuch idecisions iare ibelieved ito 

ibe imade. i iFamily imicroenvironments iemerge ias ia ikey imoderator iof idecision-making iin 

ifamilies iand icontrol ithe isuccess iof ithe iinfluence istrategies ithe ichildren ideploy. iFamily 

imicroenvironments isuggest ithat ichildren iwithin ithe isame ifamily iwill iinhabit idifferent 

iniches iwithin ithat ifamily iand iwill ieventually ibe itreated idifferently iby itheir iparents ito 

itheir isiblings. iWithin ithe itwenty ifamilies iinvolved iin ithis ithesis icertain ichildren ireceived 
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i"special itreatment" iwhereas iothers idid inot; iaccordingly, ithe iextent iof ithe ichild's 

iinvolvement iin ifamily imatters iand idecision-making iwas imoderated iby ithe inature iof 

itheir ifamily imicroenvironment. iTwo iforms iof imicroenvironments iare iidentified, 

idepending ion iwhether ithe ienvironment ifostered iis icreated iby iparents i(maternal 

imicroenvironments) ior isiblings i(familial imicroenvironments). 

 

Microenvironments ialso iimpact ion ithe iinfluence istrategies ithat ithe ichildren iused iand 

ithe igatekeeping ireactions ito ithem i(in iterms iof iwhether ithe iinfluence istrategy iwas 

isuccessful, iand ithe idegree iof icompliance igained ifrom ithe igatekeeper). iThe ichildren 

iand iadolescents ideployed ia irange iof iinfluence istrategies, isome iof iwhich iinvolved 

icollaboration iwith ifellow isiblings. iThe iability ito iinfluence iother isiblings iwas ialso ihighly 

idependent ion ithe ichild ior iadolescent's imicroenvironment, iwhich irecognises ithat iwithin 

ia ifamily itwo idistinct ifamily ienvironments iwere ideveloped iand imaintained. iAlthough 

iparents iwere ifound ito itreat itheir ichildren iin idifferent iways, ithe ichildren ithemselves 

ialso itreated ifellow isiblings idifferently, ioften ibecause iof ithe imaternal imicroenvironment 

ifostered ifor ihim ior iher. iThe ifamilial imicroenvironment ishaped ithe inature iof ia ichild's 

iinfluence istrategy; iif ia ichild idid inot iinhabit ia isupportive ifamilial imicroenvironment ithen 

ihe ior ishe ihad ito ideploy istrategies ithat icould ibe ideployed ion ian iindividual ibasis iwhich 

idid inot irely ion iobtaining ithe isupport iof iother isiblings. 

 

Gatekeeping iis ialso ievident, iin iwhich ithe iwives iand imothers iare ihighly iprotective iof ithe 

ifamily itasks ithey iperform, idespite inot ienjoying iundertaking ithem. iGatekeeping 

iemerges ias ia istrategy ithrough iwhich ithe imothers igain ia isense iof icontrol iover ifamily 
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ilife. iIn ia idecision-making icontext, ithe imothers iare ialso ithe iprimary igatekeepers iof ithe 

iadolescents’ iinfluence istrategies, iwith ithe imothers ibeing ithe iaudience ifor ithese 

istrategies iand iultimately idictating ithe isuccess iof itheir ichildren's iinfluence istrategies. 

 

Each itheme i(family imicroenvironments, iinfluence istrategies iand igatekeeping) iis 

iaddressed iin iturn, iand ithis ichapter iwill iend iby ipresenting ia iframework iwhich idepicts ian 

iupdated iview iof iethical ifood idecision imaking iin ifamilies ithat iare ifirmly irooted iin ithe 

ifamily istories. iWhilst ithis imodel iis inot iintended ito iexclusively idepict ihow idecisions iare 

imade iwithin ifamilies iin ia iwider icontext, iit iis ihoped ithat ia igreater iunderstanding iof 

ifamilies iwill iemerge iwhich irecognises ithat ifamily idecisions iare iinfluenced iby imany 

ifactors iwhich ias iyet imay inot ihave ibeen iconsidered, isuch ias ifamily imicroenvironments. 

iAccordingly, ithis iconceptual iframework isheds ifurther ilight ion ithe iprocess iof iinfluence 

iitself iand istresses ihow isignificant ifamily imicroenvironments iare iin iguiding ithe iinfluence 

iprocesses, iand istrategies, iof ichildren. i 

 

Similarly, ithe inotion iof ifamily imicroenvironments ioffers ian iopportunity ito ibetter 

iunderstand iconsumer isocialisation, iwith imicroenvironments iserving ito idifferentiate 

isiblings. iUltimately ithe iwidely iheld iview iof ia ihomogenous ifamily ilife iexperienced iby 

ieach isibling iin ithe isame ifamily ineeds ito ibe iproblematized iand icritiqued iwith ithe 

ifindings ifrom ithe ifamily istories, iand ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironments iare 

iintroduced. iSuch ifindings imay iwell ished igreater ilight ion iwhat ioccurs iwithin ifamilies iin 

ia iwider icontext. 
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This ichapter ibegins iby iintroducing ifamily imicroenvironments i(section i7.2) iand imakes ia 

idistinction ibetween itwo iforms iof ifamily imicroenvironments i- imicroenvironments 

ideveloped iby iparents i(section i7.2.1), itermed imaternal imicro-environments, iand ithose 

ideveloped iby isiblings i(section i7.2.2), itermed ifraternal imicroenvironments. iThe 

ipositive iand inegative icharacteristics iof isuch imicroenvironments iare idiscussed i(section 

i7.2.3) iand iconcluding iremarks ito ithis isection, idescribing ithe iimpact 

imicroenvironments ihave ion idecision imaking iin ifamilies iand ithe iprocesses iby iwhich 

ichildren iattempt ito iinfluence ifamily iconsumption, iare ithen ipresented i(section i7.2.4). i 

 

7.2 iFamily iMicroenvironments 

The ifamily ienvironment ihas ibeen iextensively istudied iwithin iconsumer iresearch, iwith 

iresearch iattention ifocussing ipredominantly ion iissues irelating ito iconsumer 

isocialisation, iwith ithe ifamily iunit ifirmly iidentified iand ilocated ias ithe isocialisation iagent 

i(e.g. iBao iet ial., i2007; iKim iet ial., i2015). i(See isections i2.7 iand i2.8) 

 

'Each ichild iin ia ifamily iinhabits ihis ior iher iunique iniche iin ithe iecology iof ithe 

ifamily, iand iit iis iwithin ithese iniches, ior imicroenvironments, ithat ithe 

iformative iaspects iof idevelopment iare ipresumed ito ioccur' i(Harris, i1995, ip. 

i459). 

 

Given ithat ithe ifamily iserves ias ithe iprimary iconsumption iand isocialising iunit i(Commuri 

i& iGentry, i2000) ithis iattention ihas inot ibeen iunfounded, ialthough ithe ifamily istories 

iwhich iemerge ifrom ithis istudy isuggest ithat iwhat iwe imay icurrently iknow ilittle iabout 

ifamily ienvironments. 
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Whilst ia ivariety iof i'general' itypologies i(John, i1999) ihave ibeen ipresented iwhich iaim ito 

idescribe ifamily ienvironments iwith ifamily icommunication ipatterns i(see, ifor iinstance, 

iMoschis i(1985) iand ihis idiscussion iof ilaissez-faire, iprotective, ipluralistic iand iconsensual 

ifamilies) iand iparental isocialisation istyles i(for iexample, isee iCarlson i& iGrossbart i(1988) 

ifor ia icomprehensive ireview iand itheir idiscussion iof iauthoritarian, ineglectful, 

idemocratic, ipermissive iand iauthoritative iparental istyles), isuch itypologies iimply 

iuniversality. iThe ioverarching ienvironment, iin iwhich ia igiven ifamily iis ithought ito ihave ia 

icommunication istyle iwith iparents ihaving ia iuniversal isocialisation istyle, ilocates ifamily 

imembers iin ia iuniversal ienvironment iwherein imembers, iespecially ichildren, iare 

ibelieved ito ibe itreated iin ia isimilar, ihomogenous, iand iundifferentiated iway. iLiterature iin 

ithe ifields iof ipsychology iand ibehavioural igenetics ihas isuggested ithis iis isimply inot ithe 

icase, iand ithat ichildren iwithin ithe isame ifamily iwill iinhabit itheir iown, iunique 

imicroenvironment i(Harris, i1995). iUltimately ichildren iwithin ithe isame ifamily iwill ireceive 

idifferent iparental itreatment ibased ion ifactors iseveral ifactors i(see isection i2.7 iand i2.8). 

iWith ithe inotable iexception iof iCotte iand iWood i(2004, ip. i80), iwho iasserted ithat i'parents 

imay icreate idifferences ibetween itheir ichildren inot ionly ibecause ithey ipass ion idifferent 

igenes ibut ialso ibecause ithey icreate idifferent ienvironments ifor ieach ichild iin ithe ifamily', 

imarketing iand iconsumer iresearchers ihave inot iacknowledged ithe iphenomena iof ifamily 

imicroenvironments, ior ithe ipossible iimplications imicroenvironments ihave, iparticularly 

iwith isocialisation. 

 

In ithese iextracts, ipockets iof idifferences iemerge iwithin ifamilies, iand ithat ichildren ido 

iexperience itheir ifamily idifferently ifrom itheir isiblings. iCertain ichildren iare ifavoured 
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over iothers iin ithe isame ifamily; ithe istyle iof iparenting iand iparental icommunication ieach 

ichild ireceives iis inot iuniversal iacross ievery isibling iwithin ithe isame ifamily, iand iultimately 

ipockets iof ipreferential itreatment, iand idifference iemerge iand iconsequently, isiblings 

ioften iget itreated idifferently iwithin itheir ifamily. 

 

This ipreferential itreatment iwas iexhibited inot isolely iby ithe iparents. iThe ichildren 

ithemselves, iwithin itheir ifamilies, ifavoured icertain isiblings i(and ito ilesser iextent 

iparents) iover iothers, ichoosing ito iside iwith isiblings iin ifamily iarguments, iwith icertain 

isiblings iconsidered ito ibe i"cool" iwhereas iothers iwere ideemed ito ibe i"dull". iTherefore, 

inot ionly iare idifferent ienvironments iwithin ithe isame ifamily icultivated, iby iboth iparents 

iand isiblings ialike, ibut ithe ipositive iaspects iof isuch isubfamily ienvironments ialso idiffer. 

iJust ias ia ichild ican ifavour ione isibling iand ireject ianother, iparents ican idote ion ione ichild 

iand iequally idismiss ithe inext iand itreat ithem iin ivery idifferent iand icontrasting iways. iThe 

ifamily istories ithus ished igreater ilight ion ithe ifamily ienvironment iitself iand isuggest ithat 

ithis ienvironment iis iin iturn icomposed iof iseveral idistinct ienvironments, ior 

imicroenvironments, iand ithus iconsumer imicroenvironments, irecognising ithat ichildren 

iwithin ithe isame ifamily ican iinhabit idifferent iniches iin itheir iparticular ifamily iecology. i 

 

As ifigure i7.1 ishows, ithe ioverarching ifamily ienvironment iis icomposed iof itwo idistinct 

imicroenvironments: ione ienvironment ior ifamily iworld iwhich iis imaintained, ifostered iand 

iruled iby iparents i(the imaternal imicroenvironment), iand ithe iother iwhich iis imaintained, 
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ifostered iand iruled iby ithe ichildren iin ifamilies i(the ifraternal imicroenvironment)1. 

iSimilarly, ithe ipositive iaspects iof ieach imicroenvironment ihave ialso ibeen idescribed, iand 

ipositive i(supportive imicroenvironments) iand inegative i(unsupported 

imicroenvironments) iare iidentified. 

 

What ithe idescription iof ifamily imicroenvironments isuggests iis ithat ithe ichildren iof ithe isix 

ifamilies iinvolved iin ithis ithesis iexperience ifamily ilife iin iradically idifferent iways ifrom ione 

ianother. iMore ithan ithis, ithe idifferences iin ihow ithey iexperience ifamily ilife iare ishaped 

iand idetermined iby ithe imicroenvironment ihe ior ishe ifinds ihimself ior iherself iin, iwith ithis 

ienvironment ibeing igoverned iand ishaped iby iparents i(maternal imicroenvironments) 

iand isiblings i(fraternal imicroenvironments) ialike. iUltimately ithe ifamily 

imicroenvironments iwhich iemerge ifrom ithe ifamily istories ican ibe idescribed iaccording ito 

iwho igoverns iand imaintains ia igiven imicroenvironment i(either iparent iwho igovern ithe 

iparentally iconstructed imicroenvironment, ior isiblings iwho igovern ithe ifraternally 

iconstructed imicroenvironment) iand ithe iextent iof ithe ipositive ior inegative iaspect iof ithe 

imicroenvironment icreated i(identified ias ieither isupportive ior iunsupportive). iEach 

icharacteristic iof ithe ifamily imicroenvironments iwill ibe idiscussed iin iturn. 

 
1

 iIt ishould ibe iemphasised, ias ichapter ione istates, ithat ifraternal idoes inot iexclusively irelate ito imale 

ichildren ialone; irather, iin ithe icase iof ifraternal imicroenvironments, ifraternal irelates ito ithe ienvironment 

iwhich iis icreated iand imaintained iby iboth imale iand ifemale isiblings. iSuch ia idefinition iborrows imeaning 

ifrom i'fraternal itwins', iwith ifraternal idescribing ithe isibling irelationship iand inot ithe imale igender iof ithe 

itwins i(as ifraternal itwins ican ibe iboth imale ior ifemale, ior ia icombination iof iboth) 



 
294 

 

7.2.1 iThe ifamily imicroenvironments: iMaternal iMicroenvironments 

 

 
Mothers iparticularly iappear ito iplay ia ifundamental irole iin ithe icreation iof imaternal 

imicroenvironments. iAlthough ithe ifathers iof ithe ifamilies iwere iinvolved, ito ian iextent, iin 

ithe iresearch iprocess iit iwas ithe imothers iwho iresponded ito ithe iparticipant iappeals iand 

igranted iaccess ito itheir ifamilies. iThis iis itelling, iespecially icoupled iwith ithe iunanimous 

iview iof ithe ichildren iwho ifelt ithat itheir imothers iwere ithe icore ifounders iand idirectors iof 

itheir ifamily ilife. 

 

The iusually ilonger ihours iworked iby ithe ifathers iof ithe ifamilies inecessitated iand iwas 

icounterbalanced iby, ithe ihigher iavailability iof imothers ito ithe ichildren. iHowever ieven iin 

ithe iMantikas ifamily, iwith ithe iparents isharing ichildcare iduties iaccording ito itheir iwork 

icommitments, ithe ichildren ifelt ia igreater iaffinity iwith itheir imother; i 

We iknow iMum ibetter, ishe istays iat ihome ilike iall ithe itime, iunlike idad. iMum 

idoes ieverything iwith ius, ishopping, iwalk iin ithe ipark, iand iall idomestic 

iactivities. iBut i[dad] ihe iis ialways iout iat iwork iand icomes ihome ilate i[Maria 

iMantikas]. i 

 

This isupports ithe inotion ithat imothering iis icentral ito imany iwomen's iidentities iwith 

imothers ibeing ithe icentral ipillars iof ifamily ilife i(Hogg, iCurasi i& iMaclaran, i2004), iand 

isuggests ithat ijust ias imotherhood iis icentral ito ia iwoman's ilife, ichildren itoo iequally iview 

imotherhood iand iits iassociated iduties ias ibeing icentral ito itheir iown. iChildren iin iMantikas 

iand iArshad ifamilies, ifor iinstance, istill iapproached itheir imother ifor ithings ieven iwhen 

itheir ifather iwas iin icharge. i 
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The imothers iin ithe ifamilies idiscussed itheir ichildren iat igreat ilength iand iwere inot 

iashamed, ias iDunn iand iPlomin i(1990) ireported, ito iimply ior iexplicitly istate ithat ithey 

ifavoured icertain ichildren iover iothers i(and iin ieffect imaintained ieither isupportive ior 

iunsupported imaternal imicroenvironments ifor ieach). iThis iis ialso iconsistent iwith ithe 

inotion ithat iparents ifrequently icompare isiblings i(Schachter i& iStone, i1985;1987), iand 

ithis icomparison iis iimportant iin iinitiating ior ireinforcing ithe iformation iof ithe 

imicroenvironments ifor ithe ichildren iwithin ithe isame ifamily: i[Mrs iCohen] idescribes iAbbi 

ias i''the istudious ido-gooder" iwith iIllana i"a ilittle idevil", iMrs iMoreau iconsiders iherself ito 

ihave ia i"good ichild i[Thierry] iand ia ibad ichild i[Aurélie]"; iMrs iAlcock ihas iher i"golden iboy", 

iArchie; iMr iEvans idefines iIke ias i"a irock" iand iMrs iThakkar iconsidering iGagan ito ibe ithe 

i“easiest” iof iher ichildren ito ilive iwith. i i 

 

Such icomparisons icarve iout ia iniche ifor ithe iabove ichildren iin itheir ifamilies, iwith 

iparental itreatment iserving ito ifuel idifferentiation icontributing ito ithe idevelopment iof 

imaternal imicroenvironments. iFigure i7.1 ihighlights ithe ivarious iaspects iof ithe ifamily 

imicroenvironments, iwith imaternal imicroenvironments ihighlighted iin ithe ileft-hand 

iquadrants iof ithe ifigure iand isuggests iwhere ieach ichild iis ilocated iaccording ito ithe 

ifeatures iof ithe imicroenvironments ithey iinhabit i(i.e. iwho imaintains ior irules ithis 

ienvironment, iand ihow ipositive iit iis). iAs ican ibe iseen iin ifigure i7.1 imost ichildren iinhabit i



Figure i7.1: iThe iConstituents iof ithe ifamily ienvironment 
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a isupportive imaternal imicroenvironment, ialthough iothers i(for iinstance, iIllana, iAurélie 

iand iOliver) ido inot. i(The ipositive iand inegative icharacteristics iof ithe imaternal 

imicroenvironment iare ifurther idiscussed iin isection i7.3.2). i 

 

What iemerges ifrom ithe imaternal imicroenvironments, iwith ichildren iwithin ithe isame 

ifamilies itreated iin idiffering iways, iare imultiple iparenting iand icommunication istyles, iand 

ithis idoes inot isupport ithe iassumptions iunderlying ithe iuniversal itypologies iadvocated 

iby, ifor iexample, iMoschis i(1985) iand iCarlson iand iGrossbart i(1988). 

 

Amandeep iThakkar ialso icomplained ithat i“Gagan igets imore ithings ithan ime" iwhile 

iAurélie iMoreau isaid i“Thierry iis ithe idarling iboy iin ithis ihouse iif iyou ineed ianything iyou igot 

ito iget iit ipast ihim ifirst” iThe iMoreau iFamily iis ia ivery iuseful iexemplar iof ithis iargument, 

iwith iThierry itreated ifavourably iby iher iparents. iThe iMoreau iparents iadvocate ia istyle iof 

iparenting isimilar ito ithat ilabelled i'permissive' iby iCarlson iand iGrossbart i(1988) itowards 

iThierry, iwhich idevelops ia iwarm iand iprotective ienvironment ifor ihim iin iwhich ihe ican 

ilearn iand iexplore iwithout imany iparental iconstraints. iIn icontrast, ithey iadopt ian 

i'authoritarian' istyle i(Carlson& iGrossbart, i1988), iwith iAurélie, iseeking ihigh ilevels iof 

icontrol iover iher ibehaviour iwhich idiscourages icommunication ibetween iparent iand 

ichild. iSimilarly, iThe iMoreau iparents iadopt ia i'pluralistic' icommunication istyle i(Moschis, 

i1985) itowards iThierry, ifostering iopen icommunication, ibut ia i'laissez-faire' ior 

i'protective' i(Moschis, i1985) icommunication istyle itowards iAurélie iwhich ifosters 

iobedience, iand iwhich idiscourages iand iavoids iparent-child idiscussion. iWhat iemerges 

ifrom ithe imaternal imicroenvironments, iwith ichildren iwithin ithe isame ifamilies itreated iin 
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idiffering iways, iare imultiple iparenting iand icommunication istyles, iand ithis idoes inot 

isupport ithe iassumptions iunderlying ithe iuniversal itypologies iadvocated iby, ifor 

iexample, iMoschis i(1985) iand iCarlson iand iGrossbart i(1988). iMr iand iMrs iBrown ialso 

iadopt ivery idifferent iparenting iand icommunication istyles itowards itheir ichildren, 

ialthough iboth iparents iare ilargely isupportive iof itheir ichildren. iMum ivalues iher iauthority 

iand iparental isovereignty, iwhereas iDad idoes inot ilike ibeing ia idisciplinarian iand ichooses 

iinstead ito iadopt ia imuch isofter istyle iof iparenting. 

 

As ia ifather, imy iresponsibility iis ito imake imy ifamily, iincluding ithe ichildren, 

ifeel isafe, iloved iand ibelonged iat iall ithe itime. iI ihad ito iprotect ithem ibut inot 

ito imake ithem ifeel ialienated. iI iguess ithat iis iwhat idiscipline iultimately 

idoes, iit imakes ichildren ifeel idisaffected i[Mr iBrown] 

 

Whereas ithe ispecific iand idetailed idescriptions iof iparental iand icommunication istyles 

ioffered iby iMoschis i(1985) iand iCarlson iand iGrossbart i(1988) irespectively iare ivaluable, 

ihighlighting ithe imany idifferent iapproaches iparents iadopt iwhen idealing iwith ichildren, 

iwhat idoes inot ihold iso iwell iis ithe iattempt iat ia iuniversal iapplication iof ithese idescriptions 

ito ianyone ifamily, ior ithe inotion ithat iparents iadvocate ithe isame istyle itowards iall 

ichildren iin itheir ifamilies. iThis iconsistency iof iapproach iin iapplying ieither iparental ior 

icommunication istyles iwas inot ifound iwithin ithe ifamilies istudied.



Figure i7.2: iMicroenvironment idimensions 
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7.2.2 iThe ifamily imicroenvironments; iFraternal iMicroenvironments 
 

However, iit iis inot isimply iparents iwho icontribute itowards ithe idevelopment iof idifferent 

ifamily imicroenvironments; ichildren iin ifamilies ican ialso ihelp ito ishape itheir ifamily 

ienvironment iand ican ifoster ifraternal imicroenvironments. iJust ias iparents ican icompare 

isiblings, isiblings itoo ican icompare ithemselves ito ieach iother iand ican iact ito idifferentiate 

ithemselves ifrom ione ianother. iSibling ideidentification i(Schachter, i1982, iMilevsky, 

i2011), ithe itendency iof ifamilies ito idefine isiblings ias idifferent ior icontrasting, iis ione iway 

iin iwhich isiblings ican iactively idistance ithemselves ifrom ieach iother, iaccentuating itheir 

idifferences i(Cotte i& iWood, i2004), iwhich ihas iimplications ifor ihow itheir iparents iand 

isiblings irespond ito ithem. iUltimately ithis ican icreate ian ientirely idifferent ienvironment 

ifor isiblings iwithin ithe isame ifamily, iachievable ithrough, ifor iexample, ithe ichild's 

iconsumption iof idifferent ifood, ipursuits iand iinterests. iDifferent iconsumption istyles iand 

itastes, icoupled iwith idiffering iparental itreatment idue ito ithe ichild's ipersonality ior 

icontrasts ito iother isiblings, ifurther iaccentuates ithe idifferent iniches ichildren ican iinhabit 

iwithin ithe isame ifamily. iThe isiblings iin ithe ifamilies iactively iworked ito icreate idifferences 

ibetween ione ianother i(be ithat ithrough iconsumption ipreferences, iactivities ior 

ifriendship igroups) iand iworked ito ide-identify ithemselves ifrom ione ianother. iThrough 

isuch iaction, ithey icreated itheir ifraternal imicroenvironments. iAs ifigure i7.2 ishows, ithe 

ifraternal imicroenvironments iare ihighlighted iin ithe iright-hand iquadrants iof ithe ifigure. 

iIn ithe iThakkar ifamily, ifor iinstance, iMrs iThakkar’s iview ithat iAmandeep iis ithe imore 

iresponsible iand imature isibling, iwhich iis ireflected iin iher imaternal imicroenvironment, iis 

ishared iby iall iher ichildren iwhich ireinforces ithe iparental iview iand imaternal 
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imicroenvironment, iwhich ialso iaffects ithe iformation iof ithe ifraternal ihelp 

imicroenvironment. 

 

It iis iinteresting ito inote, ihowever, ithat iparental iviews i(and ithus ithe imaternal 

imicroenvironment) iare inot ialways ishared ior iaccepted iby ithe ichildren iin ithe ifamilies. 

iAlthough iArchie iAlcock iis icomplimented iby ihis iparents, ias ifigure i7.2 ishows, iparticularly 

ihis imother, ireceiving ifavourable iattention ifrom iher i(particularly igiven itheir 

iinvolvement iin irunning ithe ifamily), ihis isiblings ifoster itheir ifraternal imicroenvironment 

iin iwhich iArchie iis inot itreated ias ifavourably iby iOliver ioften. iThey iresist ithe itransfer iof 

itheir imother's iconstruction iof ia ipositive imaternal imicroenvironment iinto ithe ifraternal 

imicroenvironment ithey iconstruct ifor itheir ibrother i(Archie). iWhile iMr iAlcock, istates ithat 

iArchie iis i"a igood iboy, idead ireliable iand idependable", ihis ibrother iOliver icomments: 

 

It's ialways iArchie idoes ithis, iArchie ican ido ithat, iwhy idon't iyou ibe imore ilike 

iArchie? iArchie’s ithe ione iwho's idoing ithe ibest, ihe ican iact, ihe ican ising, ihe's 

iclever iat ischool ihe's iall imy iparents iever italks iabout, ithe irest iof ius idon't iget ia 

ilook iin i[Oliver iAlcock] 

 

Due ito iOliver’s ifeelings, ihe idoes inot itreat iArchie ias iwell ias ihis iparents itreat ihim, iwith 

iLuke ilargely ifollowing iOliver, istating ithat iArchie: i"likes idoing iwhat iMum iand iDad ido, 

ihe's ino ifun". iUltimately iArchie’s ifraternal imicroenvironment iis iconstructed ias ia idirect 

iresult iof ihis isupportive imaternal imicroenvironment, iwhich isomewhat ialienates ihim 

ifrom ihis isiblings. iArchie’s ielevated iposition, iascribed iby ihis iparents iand ievidenced iin 

ihis imaternal imicroenvironment, iholds ilittle iclout iin ithe isibling iworld iand ifraternal 

imicroenvironment. iIndeed, iArchie’s isiblings i(particularly iOliver) ieven istrive ito ihasten 

iArchie's idemise iin ithe ieyes iof itheir iparents, iwith iOliver iattempting ito itake iover imany iof 
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ithe itasks iwhich iwere ionce iArchie’s isole iresponsibility. iTherefore, ithere iis ian iinteresting 

i'cost' ito iArchie iof ihis iparent's isupport iwithin ithe icontext iof ihis ifraternal 

imicroenvironment. i 

 

Oliver iAlcock, ion ithe iother ihand, ihas ia imuch istronger, imore isupportive ifraternal 

imicroenvironment ithan imaternal imicroenvironment. iOliver iand ithe itwo ilittle isiblings 

ienjoy ispending itime itogether, iand iOliver iincludes ithem iin imany iof ihis iactivities, iand ias 

ia iresult, ithey imaintain ia imuch istronger ifraternal imicroenvironment ifor ihim. iSimilarly, 

ialthough iAurélie’s imaternal imicroenvironment iis ivery inegative, iwith iher iparents igiving 

iher ilittle isupport iand iattention, ibrother, iThierry, ihas ia imuch ihigher iopinion iof iAurélie, 

iwith iAurélie, itherefore, iholding imuch ihigher iinfluence iin iher ifraternal 

imicroenvironment. iIllana iinhabits ia ifairly iunsupported imaternal imicroenvironment, ibut 

iit ishould ialso ibe inoted ithat iher ifraternal imicroenvironment iis imuch imore inegative iand 

iunsupported. iWhilst iher iparents iare itired iof iher ipushy iways iand iover-demanding 

inature, iher isiblings iare imuch imore iannoyed iby iher iactions, iand ias ia iresult, ithey iview 

iher iin ia imuch imore inegative ilight. 

 

Maria iMantikas’ imicroenvironment, ias ifigure i7.2 ishows, iis inot iexclusively iparent ior 

isibling ifostered, iwith iboth ihis iparents i(particularly iher imother) iand ibrothers iequally 

icontributing ito ihis, ilargely inegative, imicroenvironment. iThis ifurther iemphasises ithat 

iMaria's imaternal imicroenvironment igreatly iaffects iand iinfluences iher ifraternal 

imicroenvironment, ipossibly idue ito ithe icloseness iof iher imother ito ithe iboys. iBoth 

iparents iand iEustathios ishare ia isimilarly ipoor iview iof iMaria iwith iMum iclaiming ithat 
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i"she'll i[Maria] iprobably iend iup iin iMcDonald's" iwith iEustathios ibeing iequally iderogatory 

iof ihis isister, iwhom iEustathios irefers ito ias i"Chav iSpastic". iMaria iuses iviolence ishe idoes 

idisplay ia igreat ideal iof iviolence i(McHale iet ial., i2002) iusing iher iphysical isize ito idominate 

iher isiblings. iHowever, iMaria’s iactions ihave inot ibeen ireceived ifavourably iby iher 

ibrothers idespite ithe icoalition ithat iforms ibetween ithem. 

 

What ithe iabove iextracts ihave iillustrated iis ithat imicroenvironments ican ibe icreated iand 

ienforced iin itwo imain iways; iat ithe iparental ilevel, ior ithe isibling ilevel. iSimilarly, ithe 

iexamples ihave ihighlighted ithat ithe imicroenvironments iheld iat ithe iparental ilevel ido inot 

inecessarily ialways ihold iat ithe isibling ilevel iand ithat ijust ibecause ione isibling iis ifavoured 

iby ia iparent i(which iwill ihave ieffects ion ithe icommunication iand iparenting istyles 

ireceived, iand ithus ithe isocialisation ienvironment) ithis idoes inot inecessarily iequate ito ia 

isimilar itype iof ienvironment i(in iterms iof ithe isupportive ior iunsupported inature iof ithe 

ienvironment ideveloped) ibeing iheld iat ithe isibling ilevel. iPerhaps ithe imost iimportant 

ipoint ito istress, ihowever, iis ithat ieven iwithin ithe isame ifamily ichildren iwill iinhabit 

idifferent ifamily imicroenvironments iand iwill ireceive idifferent iparental, iand isibling, 

itreatment ias ia iresult. 

 

The isecond idimension iof ithe ifamily imicroenvironments ito ibe idiscussed iconcerns ihow 

isupportive ior iunsupported ithe imicroenvironments iare. iAlthough ithe iabove iexamples 

ihave ialready idemonstrated ithat ithe ienvironments icreated iare inot ialways ifavourable, 

ithe inext isection iprovides iadditional imaterials ifor idiscussing ithe isupportive iand/or 

iunsupported imicroenvironments, icreated iby isiblings iand iparents ialike. 



 
304 

 

7.3 iUnsupported iand iSupportive iMicroenvironments i 

Family imicroenvironments ican ibe ieither isupportive ior iunsupported, iwith ithe isame 

iparents ihaving ithe ipotential ito ifoster iunique imaternal imicroenvironments ifor idifferent 

ichildren. iSimilarly, ifraternal imicroenvironments ican ialso ibe iboth ipositive iand 

isupportive ior inegative iand iunsupported. iMr iand iMrs iBrown idescribed itheir ifamily ias 

ibeing icomprised iof itwo ifamilies i(in iessence itwo ifamilies iwithin ia ifamily) iin iwhich iboth 

iparents iare iresponsible ifor ia isubsection iof itheir ifamily, ias iMr iBrown icomments; 

i''there's ime iand ithe iboys iand iher i[Mum] iand iher igirl". iIn ione isection iof ithe ifamily, 

iunder iMr iBrown's iauthority, ias ihe isuggests, ia iwarm iand isupportive ienvironment iis 

ifostered, i"I'm inot iexceptionally ibrilliant iat ithe idiscipline iside iof ithings i... iI ithink iI've 

ialways ifelt ithat iI iwouldn't iwant ito ibe ithe ibaddy"; iin ithe iother, iunder iMum's icontrol ia 

iregime iof idiscipline iand iroutine irules, i 

There icomes ia ipoint iwhere iI ijust ican't ibe ibothered ito idiscuss ithings iand iyou 

ijust ineed ito ido ias iI iask. iIt imight imake ime ithe ibaddy ifor inow, ibut iI ihope ithey 

iwill igrow iup ito iappreciate iit iin ithe ifuture iwhen ithey’ve ibecome iresponsible 

icitizens i[Mrs iBrown]. i 

 

This ihas iimplications ifor ihow ithe ichildren iare itreated idepending iupon iwhich iparent 

ithey iinteract iand ideal iwith; iwhereas iDad iappears ito ibe ivery isoft iand iloving, iMum iis ia 

idisciplinarian iwho iholds irules iand iparental isovereignty iin ihigh iregard. iThe imultiple 

iparental istyles ihighlighted iabove iraise ifurther idoubts iabout ithe iuniversal iparental istyle 

iwhich iis ithought ito idominate ichildren iwithin ifamilies, ias iadvocated iby iMoschis i(1985) 

iand iCarlson iand iGrossbart i(1988). iUsing ithe iBrown ifamily ias ian iexample itwo idifferent 

iparenting istyles iare ievident; ia isoft istyle iadvocated iby iMr iBrown iand ia imuch iharsher 

ione iadopted iby iMrs iBrown. iAccordingly, iin ithe iparticipant ifamilies, imultiple iparenting 
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istyles iexist iwithin ithe ifamilies, iwhich iadds ifurther ifuel ito ia imuch-needed icritique ito ithe 

iautomatic itransfer iof iassumptions iabout iuniversal ifamily icommunication/parental 

itypologies iinto iconsumer ibehaviour iresearch ion idecision imaking iwithin ifamilies, iand 

itheories iof iconsumer isocialisation. i i 

 

Whereas iearlier iin ithis isection iwe isaw ihow idifferent ichildren icreated ithe ineed ifor 

iparents ito iadopt idifferent imaternal imicroenvironments iusing idifferent iparental iand 

icommunication istyles i(which iin iitself iis inovel; ias iparental istyle iis iusually ithought ito 

ishape ithe ichild, iand inot ithe iother iway iaround), iin ithis iinstance, ithe idifferences 

ioriginate ifrom ithe iindividual iparent iand itheir ipreferred imanner iof iparenting. iThe 

ifindings iof iMoschis i(1985) iand iCarlson iand iGrossbart i(1988) ido inot iacknowledge ithat 

itwo iparents ican ihave idifferent iparental iand icommunication istyles iwithin ithe isame 

ifamily, inor ido ithey iacknowledge ithe inotion ithat ithe ichild i(and ihis ior iher iidiosyncrasies) 

ishapes ithe iparenting iand icommunication ithat ihe ior ishe ireceives. iThe imaternal 

imicroenvironments ifostered iby ithe iBrown iparents iserve ias ia iuseful iillustrator iof ithe 

idifferences iwhich ican iexist iwithin imaternal imicroenvironments, ieither iin ipositive 

i(supportive) ior inegative i(unsupported) iways. iAlthough ithe iparents ido, ihowever, 

ilargely ifoster iand istrive ifor ia iloving ienvironment, iother iparents iand isiblings ido inot. 

iAurélie imust ideal iwith imany iderogatory icomments imade iby iher iparents, iparticularly iby 

iher imother. iThese icomments iare ioften ibased ion ithe ipreferential iparental iopinions iand 

itreatment iof iher iyounger ibrother, iThierry, iwho iis iused ias ia ibenchmark ifor iAurélie’s 

ibehaviour. iAurélie’s iunsupported imaternal imicroenvironment iis iexacerbated iby 

iconstant icomparisons ito iher iyounger isibling iwho i"doesn't iask ifor ianything", i"would inot 
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ibe idisappointed" iwith ithe ithings iher iparents ibought iher, i"outsmarts" iAurélie, iis i''tidier 

ithan iAurélie" iand iis i"a ilot ibrighter ithan iAurélie iis inow". iSuch ifavourable iopinions iof 

iThierry iand iconstant icomparisons iwith iAurélie, ihave iset ia ibenchmark ifor iAurélie iand 

iaccordingly, iher iachievements iand ibehaviours iwill inever imatch iher iyounger ibrother's. 

iThis iis isurprising igiven ithat itraditionally ithe ielder isibling iis ibelieved ito ibe ithe imodel iof 

ichild ibehaviour i(Buhrmester i& iFurman, i1990; iHarris, i1995). 

 

Maria ialso ireceives ilimited iemotional isupport iand iguidance ifrom ihis isiblings iand 

iparents, iwith iher iMum ioften iattempting ito idelegate iresponsibility ifor iher ito ihis iyounger 

ibrother, iEustathios. iWith iMrs iMantikas itransferring iresponsibility ifor iMaria ito ihis 

ibrother, ishe iat ithe isame itime ifosters ian ienvironment iin iwhich ino ifamily imember iwants 

ito itake icare iof iher. iIn idiscussing iwhat iwill ihappen ito iMaria iover ithe ischool iholidays, iin 

ithe ilight iof iMum's inew iemployment istatus, ishe istates ito ihis ibrothers, i''well iyou ican 

itake icare iof iher ifor itwo iweeks i... iI'm inot ibothering". iMrs iMantikas’ icomment isupports 

ithe inotion ithat ialthough ishe i'cares iabout' iMaria ishe ihas idifficulty iin i'caring ifor' iher 

ithrough iundertaking ithe iduties iclosely iassociated iwith imotherhood i(Hogg, iCurasi i& 

iMaclaran, i2004) iand iraising ichildren. iThe itone iof iMaria’s ifamily imicroenvironment iis 

itherefore ifirmly iset, imaintained iby iher imother iand ibrothers ialike ias ihas ialready ibeen 

idiscussed. 

 

Children iresiding iin imore ipositive, isupportive, imicroenvironments iare ithose iwho iare 

imore ifavoured iby itheir iparents, ifor iexample, iThierry iMoreau, iArchie iAlcock, iGagan 

iThakkar iand ithe iArshad ichildren iwho iinhabit ia iloving ifamily, iwith ithe imaternal 
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imicroenvironment ilargely idictating ithe itone iof ithe ioverall ifamily imicroenvironment ia 

ichild iinhabits. iHowever, isiblings itoo ican idevelop ia isupportive ifraternal 

imicroenvironment, ioften ias ia iresult iof ithe imaternal imicroenvironment. iAurélie iMoreau 

iand iOliver iAlcock, ifor iexample, ialthough iviewed iwith ia idegree iof inegativity iby itheir 

iparents iare iheld iin ihigher iregard iby itheir isibling(s). 

 

7.4 iConclusions: iMicroenvironments, iMothers, iand iMaintenance 

The imicroenvironments iof ithe ifamilies isuggest ithat ifamily imicroenvironments iare 

ilargely imaintained iby iparents iand imaternal imicroenvironments iand iare ifrequently 

ifostered ithrough isibling icomparison. iSiblings ithemselves ican ienhance ithe idifferences 

ibetween ione ianother ithrough isibling ide-identification, ifurther ichanging ithe iparenting 

ia ichild ireceives iwith ione ianother. iMothers iare iusually ithe ikey icreator iof ithe imaternal 

imicroenvironment, ithrough itheir iprivileged iaccess ito itheir ifamilies. iAlthough iparents 

ican icreate iprimary imicroenvironments ichildren iwithin ithe ifamilies ican ialso idevelop 

itheir iversions, ii.e. ifraternal imicroenvironments, ioften iin iresponse ito ithose icreated iby 

itheir iparents. iChildren iwho ihave ia isupportive imaternal imicroenvironment ido inot 

inecessarily ihave ia isupportive ifraternal imicroenvironment. 

 

Archie iAlcock, ifor iexample, ireceives ia igreat ideal iof ifavourable iattention ifrom ihis 

iparents i(particularly ihis imother), iinhabiting ia isupportive imaternal imicroenvironment, 

ibut iis iviewed iwith ia idegree iof inegativity iby ihis isiblings ias ia iresult iof ithis, iwho ifoster ian 

iunsupported ifraternal imicroenvironment ifor iArchie. iAurélie iMoreau, ifor iexample, 

iinhabits ian iunsupported imaternal imicroenvironment, ialthough iher iyounger ibrother, 
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iThierry, idevelops ia imuch imore isupportive ifraternal imicroenvironment ifor iAurélie i(with 

iThierry ieven iparticipating iin ithe iinfluence istrategies ithat iAurélie idirects itowards itheir 

iparents. 

 

The imicroenvironments ihave ibeen iviewed ias ieither isupportive ior iunsupported, iwith 

isiblings ioften icreating ifraternal imicroenvironments iin ireaction ito ithose icreated iby itheir 

iparents. iAs ia iresult iof ithe ifamily imicroenvironments, ieach ichild iwithin ia ifamily iwill 

iinhabit ihis ior iher iunique iniche iin ithat ifamily, iexperiencing idifferent istyles iof iparenting 

iand iparental icommunication, iand isibling icontact, isupport iand iinfluence. iThe iuniversal 

itypologies iof ithe ifamily ienvironment iare inot isupported iby ithese ifindings, iand iit iis 

isuggested ithat ithe iwidely iheld iview ithat iparents iand iparenting ishape ichildren ishould 

ibe iupdated ito iacknowledge ithat ichildren ithemselves ican ialso ishape ithe iparenting ithey 

ireceive. iIt ialso iappears ithat ithe imicroenvironment ia ichild iis ilocated iwithin ialso iaffects 

ihis ior iher isuccess iin ideploying iinfluence istrategies iand ithe ikinds iof iinfluence istrategies 

ithat ican ibe ideployed. i 

 

The inext isection iwill, itherefore, iexplore ithe ivarious istrategies ithe ichildren iand 

iadolescents iused ito iattempt ito iget itheir iway. iThis isection iincludes ia idiscussion iof iboth 

iindividual i(section i7.3) iand icollaborative isibling iinfluence istrategies i(section i7.3.1) iand 

idescribes ihow ieach iform iof iinfluence iis iused ito ichange ithe ibehaviour iof iparents 

i(section i7.3.2) ior ifellow isiblings ialike i(section i7.3.3). iThis isection ithen iconcludes 

i(section i7.3.4) iby isuggesting ithat ithe iform iof iinfluence istrategy ideployed i(either 

iindividual ior icollaborative) iis idictated iby ithe ilevel iof isupport ithat ican ibe igathered ifrom 
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iother isiblings, iand ithis iis idetermined iin iturn iby ihow iother isiblings iview ithat iperson iand 

ithus ihow isupportive ieveryone’s ifraternal imicroenvironment iis. 

 

7.5 iInfluence istrategies 

A ivariety iof iinfluence istrategies, iused iby ichildren iand iadolescents iin ifamily iinteractions, 

ihave ibeen idocumented. iSeveral istudies ihave ifocused ispecifically ion ichild ior iadolescent 

iinfluence istrategies, ias isection i2.6 iand itable i2.5 iof ithe iliterature ireview ichapter 

isuggest. iPalan iand iWilkes i(1997), ifor iinstance, ifocused iexclusively ion ithe iinfluence 

istrategies iof ian iadolescent iwithin ifamily idecision imaking, iand iother istudies i(see, ifor 

iinstance, iBelch iet ial., i1985; iFoxman, iTansuhaj i& iEkstrom, i1989a; iHall, iShaw, iJohnson 

i& iOppenheim, i1995; iGeuens, i2002) ihave ialso irecorded ithe irole ithat ia ichild ior 

iadolescent iplays iin ishaping ithe idecisions ithat iare imade iwithin ihis ior iher ifamily. 

 

However, isuch istudies iusually ifocus isolely ion ijust ione ichild ior iadolescent iwithin ithe 

ifamily. iGiven ithe irecognition ithat ichildren ican iwork iin icoalitions i(Lee i& iCollins, i2000; 

iThomson, iLaing i& iMcKee, i2007) iwith ione ianother ito iinfluence idecisions iin itheir ifavour, 

ithe ipossibility iof isiblings iworking itogether ihas ibeen ilargely ioverlooked iin istudies iof 

iconsumer idecision-making iwithin ifamilies i(with ithe inotable iexception iof iLee i& iCollins, 

i2000). iUltimately, iwhat ihas iemerged iis ia ibody iof iresearch isolely iinvestigating ihow ian 

iindividual ichild ior iadolescent icould iinfluence ihis ior iher ifamily's iconsumption idecisions. 

In iaddition ito ithe istrategies iused iby ithe iindividual ichild ior ithe isingle iadolescent 

iidentified iabove, istories ifrom ithe ifamilies iinvolved iin ithis ithesis idescribe iseveral 

istrategies iwhich iinvolve isome iuse iof icollaboration ibetween isiblings ior iother ifamily 
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imembers i(i.e. iparents). iBy irecruiting iseveral ichildren iwithin ithe isame ifamily ithis ithesis 

ihas iinvestigated ihow isiblings iwork itogether iin icoalitions iand iexplore ithe iconditions 

inecessary ifor ithem ito ido iso. iThis icollaboration ioccurs iat iboth ithe iintragenerational 

ilevel i(Cotte i& iWood, i2004), iwhich iinvolves isiblings iworking itogether ito iinfluence iother 

isiblings; iand ialso, iat ithe iintergenerational ilevel, iwhich iinvolves isiblings iworking 

icollectively ito iinfluence itheir iparents i(Moore, iWilkie i& iLutz, i2002; iThomson iet ial., 

i2007). 

 

Accordingly, ithe iinfluence istrategies iemployed iby ithe iadolescent iparticipants iin ithis 

iresearch ican ibe idescribed iin itwo idifferent iways: ieither ias iindividual iinfluence istrategies 

i(which ieach ichild ishows ievidence iof iusing) ior icollaborative iinfluence istrategies i(which 

iare imuch irarer). iThe iformer iinvolves iindividual, ilone, iinfluence istrategies i(e.g. iasking, 

ishowing iaffection, iand icrying); ithe ilatter iinvolves icollaborative ior ijoint iinitiatives i(e.g. 

imaking ideals ior irecruiting iother ifamily imembers ito iparticipate iwith ithem iin itheir 

iinfluence istrategy). iSuch istrategies iare ideployed ito iinfluence iparents 

i(intergenerational iinfluence) ior iother isiblings i(intragenerational iinfluence). 

 

Figure i7.3 irepresents idiagrammatically ithe ivarious ipaths ian iadolescent icould ifollow iin 

ihis ior iher iinfluence iattempt. iThis idiagram ihighlights ithe itwo imain ibranches iof ithe 

istrategies; istrategies iwhich ican ibe iperformed ialone i(unilaterally i- ipath i1) iand ithose 

iwhich irequire ithe iassistance iand icompliance iof ianother, ior iothers i(bilaterally i- ipath i2). 

iFor ia ichild ito ideploy ibilateral istrategy iassistance ineeds ito ibe iachieved ifrom ianother, ior 

iothers. iThis iassistance ican ibe iachieved ithrough ieither ia ione-step ior ia itwo-step 

iprocess, idependent ion ithe inature iof ithe iinfluence istrategy ideployed. iThe ifirst iway iin 
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iwhich isuch iassistance ican ibe iachieved iis iby iobtaining ithe isupport ifrom ithe itarget iof ithe 

iinfluence istrategy i(path i2A) ithrough ia ione-step iprocess. iIn ithis iway, ithe iadolescent 

iseeks ithe ico-operation ifrom ithe itarget i(either iparents ior isiblings) iof ihis ior iher iinfluence 

istrategy, ilargely ithrough iobtaining itheir ico-operation iin ideal-making ito iinfluence itheir 

ibehaviour. iMo iArshad, ifor iexample, igathers ithe isupport iof ihis imother i(the itarget iof ihis 

iinfluence istrategy, iand iultimately ithe igatekeeper iof ifamily idecisions iand iconsumption) 

iin ihis iinfluence istrategy ito iobtain ithe iAlara iOrganic i& iGluten-Free i iScottish iOats iMuesli 

iby isuggesting ithat ihe iwill ialso icontribute itowards ithe icost iof ithe ifood ito iencourage iher 

ito icomply iwith, iand igain iher iacquiescence iin, ihis istrategy. i 

 

…. i[Mum] idon’t iyou iworry iI ihave isome imoney isaved iup iin imy ikitty iso iI iwill 

itop iup iwhat iyou igive ime iso iwe ican ibuy iit, iI ihope ithat iis ia ifair ideal i[cheekly 

iwinks iat imum]. i[Mo iArshad] 

 

This ican ibe idescribed ias ia ione-step iprocess; idirectly iappealing ito ithe itarget iof ithe 

iinfluence istrategy ito igain itheir isupport ito iinfluence ia iconsumption idecision. 

 

 

 

 

 



Figure: i7.3: iInfluence istrategy ipathways 
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It iis ithe iinteractive, i"give iand itake", inature iof ithis iagent-target irelationship iwhich 

idistinguishes ithis iinfluence ipath ifrom ithat iof ipath i1 i(within ipath i1, iagents isimply 

idirecting iinfluence istrategies iat ithe itargets iwhich ido inot irequire itheir ico-operation). 

iThe isecond iway iin iwhich ibilateral istrategies ican ibe ideployed iinvolves iseeking ithe 

iassistance iof iother ifamily imembers i(siblings ior iparents ialike) ito ihelp ideploy ian 

iinfluence istrategy iin ia itwo-step iprocess. iThe iother ifamily imember(s) iwork ias iagents iof 

ithe iinfluence istrategy iwho iwill iwork iwith ithe iinitial iadolescent iand ihelp ihim ior iher ito 

ideploy ithe istrategy, ias ishown iby ipath i2B iin ifigure i7.3. iThis iis idescribed ias ia itwo-step 

iprocess ias ithe iinitial iadolescent ifirst ineeds ito irecruit iother ifamily imembers i(step ione) 

iwho iwill iwork ialongside ihim ior iher ito ideploy ithe istrategy, iwho ithen iwork i(as ia 

icollective) ito iinfluence iother isiblings i(intragenerational iinfluence) ior iparents 

i(intergenerational iinfluence) i(step itwo). i 

 

On isuch ioccasions ithe iadolescent ifirst ineeds ito igain ithe ico-operation i(via iinfluencing 

itheir ibehaviour) iof iother iintermediaries iin ihis ior iher iinfluence istrategy: ieither ifrom ia 

isibling(s) i(path i2B1) ior ifrom ia iparent(s) i(path i2B2). iAurélie, ifor iexample, ifaced iwith 

iher iunsupportive iunsupported imaternal imicroenvironment, ifirst irecruits iThierry i(path 

i2B1) iin iher iinfluence istrategies iwhich iare idirected iat iher iparents. 

 

Recognising ithat ialone ishe ihas ilittle iinfluence iover iher iparents iAurélie irecruits iThierry 

iinto iher iinfluence istrategies ithereby iensuring ithat icollectively ithey istand ia imuch ihigher 

ichance iof igetting iwhat iAurélie iwants. iArchie, ifor iexample, irecruits ihis imother i(path 

i2B2) ito iact ias ian iintermediary ifor ihim, iso ithat ihe ihas iher isupport iwhen iapproaching ihis 

ifather ifor ithings. iThe icollaborative iand iindividualistic icharacteristics iof ithe iinfluence 
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istrategies iare isimilar ito ithe idimensions idescribed iby iBonn i(1995) iwho iexplores ithe 

iinfluence istrategies iof iSouth iAfrican ichildren iin iterms iof ibilateral iand iunilateral 

icharacteristics i(dimensions iearlier iused iby iFalbo iand iPeplau, i1980). iBilateral istrategies 

i'require ithe icollaboration iand iresponsiveness iof ithe itarget iperson i... iunilateral 

istrategies ido inot' i(Cowan, iDrinkard i& iMacGavin, i1984). iHowever, iin ithis iresearch 

ifurther icollaboration iemerged iwhich iextends iBonn's i(1995) itypology. iCo-operation 

iwas iachieved inot ionly ifrom ithe itarget iof ithe iinfluence istrategy, ias idiscussed ibut ialso 

ifrom iother ipeople iwho iwere iinvolved iin ithe iinfluence istrategy i(other iagents ior 

iintermediaries iof iinfluence). iSuch iagents icollaboratively iworked itogether ito iinfluence 

ithe itarget iin ia iunified ifashion. iThe iadolescents’ istrategies ihave ialso ibeen icharacterised 

ias iinvolving ipositive iand inegative iaffect i(Cowan iet ial., i1984). iThe idimensions iof 

iindividual iand icollaborative istrategies iand ithe icorresponding ipositive iand inegative 

iaffect iare idepicted iin ifigure i7.4. iEach idimension iwill ibe idiscussed iin iturn. i 

 

Attention iwill ibe ipaid ito idescribing ithe icollaborative iinfluence istrategies ibecause ithese 

ihave ibeen ilargely iignored iby ithe icurrent iliterature iwhich idescribes iinfluence istrategies. 

iAt ithe isame itime, ithe iconcept iof iintragenerational iinfluence iwill ibe iintroduced i(Cotte i& 

iWood, i2004). iIntergenerational iinfluence, ialongside ifamily imicroenvironments, 

iemerges ias ia imeans ithrough iwhich ichildren ihave ithe ipotential ito igarner ithe isupport 

ifrom iother ifamily imembers iin ideploying itheir iinfluence istrategies i(with ithe iability ito 

igarner isibling isupport irelating ito ia ichild's ifraternal imicroenvironment, iand ithe iability ito 

igarner ithe isupport iof iparents iin ideploying i 

 



 

 

Figure i7.4: iDimensions iof iinfluence istrategies2 

  Bilateral/Collaborative 
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2Although icollaborative iinfluence istrategies ihave ibeen ifurther ibroken idown iinto ithose iwhich iare iused ito imodify ithe ibehaviour iof isiblings i(intragenerational 
iinfluence) iand iparents i(intergenerational iinfluence), ithe iunilateral istrategies ihave inot. iThis iis ibecause ithe iunilateral istrategies iare iequally iused iand idirected iby 

ithe ichildren ito iinfluence iboth itheir isiblings iand itheir iparents. 

Intergenerational 
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Source: iBy iAuthor 



influence istrategies irelating ito ithe ipositive inature iof itheir imaternal imicroenvironment 

idiscussed iearlier). 

 

 

7.5.1: iUnilateral iInfluence iStrategies 
 

The imajority iof ichild iand iadolescent iinfluence istudies iexamined i(particularly iin ithe 

iliterature ireview) irelate ito ihow ian iindividual iadolescents’ iattempts ito iinfluence iothers. 

iThe imost icommon iinfluence istrategy iused iindividually iwas isimply ito iask ifor isomething 

i(Williams i& iBurns, i2000; iSu iet ial., i2019). iHowever, ijust ias ipotentially ieffective ias 

iasking ifor isomething iwas inot iasking ifor isomething. iAbbi iCohen iand iOliver iAlcock 

ideployed ithis iinfluence istrategy ivery ieffectively iat iChristmas itime. iWhen iasked iby itheir 

iparents iwhat ithey iwanted, ithey isimply isaid ithey ididn't iwant ianything, ior ionly iwanted 

ione ipresent, iAbbi irather iticked ithings ishe iwants ibut idid inot iask ito ibe ibought ifor iher. 

iPartly idue ito itheir iperceived iselflessness iand ithe iguilt itheir iparents iwould ifeel iif itheir 

ichildren idid inot ireceive iany ipresents ior ia ilimited inumber, ithey ireceived ia igreater 

inumber iof ipresents. iThe ipower iof inot iasking iwas ivery ieffective, ialmost ia iform iof isilent 

irequest, iand ifor iClaudia, iit iresulted iin iher iparents iovercompensating ifor iher inon-

demands, ias iMrs iLehman icomments; i 

Claudia idid iwell iout iof iit, ishe ididn't iask ifor ianything, iso iwe imade isure ithat 

ishe igot ithe iequivalent iin imoney iif ianything ishe igot imore ibecause ime iand 

i[Mr. iLehman] ithought ishe ineeded isomething i[Mrs iLehman] 

 

The istrategy iof i'not iasking' ihas inot ibeen irecognised iby ithe iexisting ifamily idecision 

imaking iliterature, iwhich iinstead ichooses ilargely ito idocument, iand ifuel isupport ifor, ithe 

idemanding inature iof ichildren iand iadolescents. iAlthough iit iis iperhaps iuncommon ifor 

iadolescents ito iadopt ialtruistic itendencies, ithe iadolescents iinvolved iin ithis istudy i(e.g. 
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iIke iEvans, iAleksandra iStuleblak, iJane iElphick, iClaudia iLehman, iOsman iArshad iand 

iAbbi iCohen) iappear ito ido iso, ialthough ithe iinternalisation iof isuch itraits iis iin iquestion. 

iFor iexample, iAbbi, ilike imost iof ithe iadolescents, idoes inot iask ifor ithings, iyet ishe iknows 

ishe iwill ireceive igifts ibecause iof ithe idemands iof iher isiblings iand iher iparents' iwish ito 

itreat ithe isiblings isimilarly. iAbbi's inon-demands imay inot ibe ias iselfless ias iinitially 

iinterpreted ias ishe iencourages iher iyounger ibrother ito iask ifor ithings, iso ishe idoesn't 

ihave ito. 

 

The ipower iof inot iasking irelates ito iRaven's i(1993) iextension iof ithe ilegitimate ipower 

ibase iwhich idiscusses ithe i'power iof ithe ipowerless' i(p. i235). iBy inot iasking ifor ithings, 

iand, iit iwould iappear, inot ideploying iany iinfluence istrategy, iAbbi's iparents ifelt iobliged ito 

igive iher ithings i(reflecting ithe iequality iprinciple imany iparents ifeel ishould iexist iamongst 

isiblings) icompensating ifor iAbbi's iperceived ilack iof ipower iutilisation ithrough inon-

asking. iHowever, iAbbi idoesn't iask ifor ithings inot ijust ibecause ishe iis icontent iwith iwhat 

ishe ihas, ibut ialso ibecause ishe iis iall itoo iaware ithat i'not iasking' iis ian ieffective iand 

iproductive istrategy ito iuse. 

 

The iadolescents ialso iused idisplays iof iaffection ias ian iindividual iinfluence istrategy; 

idisplays iof iaffection ialso iincorporate ithe iuse iof i'sweet italk' i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997) iand 

i'ingratiation' i(Bonn, i1995). iIt iis iimportant ito istress, ihowever, ithat iboth iyoung ichildren 

iand ielder iadolescents ialike iuse idisplays iof iaffection; iIke iEvans icommented ithat i''with 

imy ilittle icute iface ishe ican't iresist", iwhilst iJim iO’Brien iand iPeter iO’Brien ifrequently 

iadopts idisplays iof iaffection ito iget itheir iway iwith itheir iparents. i 
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…. i[mum] iloves iaffections iso iwhenever ishe iis iproving idifficult, iwe iwould itell 

iher ishe iis ithe ibest imum iin ithe iworld iand itells iher ihow imuch iwe ilove iher. 

iSooner ithan ilater ishe igets ius iwhat iwe ineeded i[Jim iand iPeter iO’Brien]. i 

 

The istrategies iof iasking, inot iasking, iand iusing iaffection ihave ieach ibeen iidentified ias 

iindividual ipositive iaffect istrategies iwhich ido inot iuse iforce ior ibehaviour ideemed ito ibe 

inegative i(such istrategies, ie.g. icrying iand ibegging, iare itermed inegative iaffect 

istrategies). iThe i‘negative iaffect’ istrategies iwere imet iwith isignificant ilevels iof 

iresistance iby ithe iparents. iThese istrategies iinclude i'telling' i(Atkin, i1978; iCowan iet ial., 

i1984), ithe iuse iof ithreats ior iviolence i(McHale iet ial., i2002), icrying i(Bonn, i1995), 

ibegging iand ipleading i(Cowan iet ial., i1984; iWilliams i& iBurns, i2000), iand iignoring 

iparental iwishes ior idisobeying ithem. iThis ilast istrategy iinvolved iadolescent idisregarding 

itheir iparents iand ifollowing ithrough iwith iwhatever ithreat ithey ihad imade, ior ithe iaction 

ithey iwanted ito itake, idespite ithe iparental iresistance iand/or iexpressions iof idisapproval. 

iThis istrategy iis isimilar ito i'laissez-faire' ias iidentified iby iCowan iet ial. i(1984, ip. i1395) 

istating ithat i'the iagent itakes iindependent iaction; idoes iwhat ihe ior ishe iwants, 

iregardless'. iCraig iDodson, ifor iexample, iclaimed ithat ihe iwould itake ihis iyounger isister 

ishopping iwith ihim idespite ihis iparents' irefusal ito iallow ihim ito ido iso. 

 

 

 

7.5.2: iBilateral iInfluence iStrategies 

 

The iadolescents, ialongside iusing iindividual iinfluence istrategies, iutilised istrategies 

iwhich inecessitated isome ilevel iof icollaboration, ieither icollaboration iwith iother 

iintermediaries iand iagents iof ithe iinfluence istrategy i(shown ias ipath iB2 iin ifigure i7.3) ior 

icollaboration iwith ithe itarget iof iinfluence iitself, iusually iparent(s) i(as ishown ias ipath iB1 
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iof ifigure i7.3). iSiblings idid, ihowever, ialso idirect isuch iattempts iat iother isiblings iwhich 

irequired itheir ico-operation. iSue iand iAlfie iBrown iand iAurélie iand iThierry iMoreau ifor 

iexample, ifrequently imade ideals ito idirect itheir isibling's ibehaviour. iCollaboration ialso 

ioccurred ithrough icoalitions iwith iother iinfluencing iagents iand ifamily iintermediaries 

iwho iassist iin ithe iinfluence istrategy ideployment. iWhilst istrategies iinvolving ithe 

icollaboration iof ithe itarget iof iinfluence iexist i(and iwill ithus ibe idiscussed ifirst) iless 

iresearch iattention ihas ibeen ipaid itowards ithe ipossibility iof isiblings iworking itogether ito 

iinfluence iother isiblings ior iparents ialike. 

 

Bonn i(1995) irecognises istrategies ichildren iuse iwhich irelies ion ithe iresponse iof ithe 

itarget iof iinfluence. iStrategies isuch ias ideal-making i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997) irely ion ithe 

ico-operation iof ithe itarget iof iinfluence i(parents ior iother isiblings ialike, ias ithe iabove 

iexample, iillustrates). iSuch istrategies iemerge ias icollaborative istrategies ibecause ithey 

irequire ia ilevel iof ico-operation ifrom ianother ii.e. ithe itarget iof ithe iinfluence istrategy, 

ilargely iparents. iBonn i(1995) idefined isuch istrategies ias ibilateral. iHowever, iother 

icollaborative istrategies iemerged iwhich inecessitate ithe ico-operation iof imultiple 

iinfluence iagents. iIn isuch istrategies ian iindividual irecruit ianother, ior iothers, ito ihelp ihim 

ior iher ito ideploy itheir iinfluence istrategy itowards ithe itarget. 

 

However, iunlike ithe icollaborative istrategies iwhich irequire ithe ico-operation iof ithe 

itarget iof iinfluence, ithis inewly irecruited iindividual ior igroup iworks ialongside ithe iinitial 

iperson ito iassist iin itheir iinfluence istrategy ideployment. iThus, ia iclear idistinction iis imade 

ibetween icollaborative istrategies iwhich iinvolve ico-operation iwith ithe itarget iof 



 
320 

 

iinfluence, iand ithose iwhich irequire ithe iassistance iof iother iinfluencing iagents iwho iact ias 

iintermediaries ifor ithe iinfluence istrategy ito istrengthen iits isuccess. iSuch ipossibilities 

ihave ibeen ioverlooked iin iexisting istudies iwhich ifocus iprimarily ion iindividual iadolescent 

iinfluence istrategies. 

 

Evidence iis ifound iin ithe ifamily istories ito isupport ithe iexistence iof isibling ico-operation 

iand icollaboration. iThis icollaboration iwas iused iin itwo iways; i(1) ito iinfluence iparents iand 

i(discussed iin isection i7.3.3), ior i(2) ito iexert iinfluence iover ianother isibling ior iother 

isibling igroup i(discussed iin isection i7.3.4). iThe iaim iof ieach icollaboration istrategy, ias 

ishown iin ifigure i7.5, iwill ibe idiscussed iin iturn. 

 

7.5.3 iCollaboration iStrategies: iInfluencing iParents i(Intergenerational 

iinfluence) 
 

Sibling icollaboration iwas ievident iacross iall ithe ifamilies. iThis icollaboration ioccurred 

iacross ia irange iof iproduct icategories, iparticularly iproducts iwhich iwere ito ibe iused ior ihad 

ian iimpact ion, ieach ichild iin ithe ifamily. iEthical ifoods, iholiday ichoices, ithe idecision ias ito 

iwhether ito iget ia ifamily ipet ior ihome iPC, iall iinvolved isiblings iworking itogether ito 

iinfluence itheir iparents. iWhilst ithe istrategies ideployed ido inot idiffer idramatically ifrom 

ithose iof iindividual iinfluence istrategies, ias ishown iin ifigure i7.4, ithe iway ithey iare 

ideployed idoes. iThe iparents idiscussed ihow itheir ichildren icollectively iganged iup ion 

ithem, ifrequently iinvolving ithe isiblings itaking iturns ito iindividually iask itheir iparents ifor 

ithings iin ian iorchestrated ifashion. i'Relay iTeam' isibling ico-operation iemerges ithrough 

iwhich isiblings itake iturns ito iask ifor ia iunited ipurchase; iwhen ione isibling ihas ideployed 
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ihis ior iher istrategy iof ichoice, idependent ion itheir isuccess, ithe inext isibling icontinues ithe 

ibarrage, ias iMrs iLehmann icomments: i 

……. ithey ijust igang iup, ilittle ieleven iand ifourteen-year-olds iganging iup ion 

iyou. iWhenever ithey istart, iI iget icompletely iflustered iand ieventually igive 

ithem iwhat ithey iwanted ias iit’s inot ia igood ifeeling iat iall ito ibe iin ithat isituation 

i[Mrs iLehman] 

 

The icollaboration iutilises istrategies iwhich, ilike ithose iidentified iin iindividual iinfluence 

istrategies, iinvolve iboth ipositive iand inegative iaffect. iSuch icollaboration ioccurs ithrough 

ia itwo-stage iprocess; iinitially, ione isibling iinitiates ithe idrive ifor itheir iparents ito ipurchase 

ia igiven iitem iand is/he ithen icalls ion ithe ico-operation iof ifellow isiblings, ias ifigure i7.3 

ishows. iThis iis iparticularly itrue ifor iadolescents iwho iinhabit ia irelatively ipoor istanding iin 

itheir ifamily, iinhabiting ian iunsupported imaternal imicroenvironment. iSuch iadolescents 

ineed ito ibolster itheir iinfluence ipotential, iand ithis ican ibe iachieved ithrough ithe 

irecruitment iof iother isiblings i(which iis ioften ieasy ifor ichildren iwho iinhabit ia ifavourable 

iand isupportive ifraternal imicroenvironment). 

 

For iexample, iSue iBrown, iAurélie iMoreau iand iIllana iCohen iall irecruited isiblings, iinitially 

ito iask itheir iparents ifor iseveral ithings ithat ithey i(Sue, iAurélie iand iIllana) iwanted. 

iRecognising ithat ialone ithey istood ilittle ichance iof iprocuring ithe iitems ithrough iusing 

ilone, iindividual istrategies i(in ithe ilight iof itheir iunsupported imaternal 

imicroenvironment), ithey ifirst iinfluenced isiblings, iwhich imeant ithat ithey icould ialso 

iindirectly iexert iinfluence ion itheir iparents. iIn ithe icase iof iSue iand iAlfie iregarding ithe 

iorganic iManuka ihoney, iSue iclaimed ithat ishe iwould iconsume iit iwith iAlfie i- ia iform iof 

ireciprocity, iutilising ithe ilegitimate ipower ibase i(Raven, i1993). iSue iinfluenced iAlfie's 
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ibehaviour, iand isubsequently itheir iparents' iapproval iof ithe ipurchase ialthough ithey 

idisapproved iit isince ithey ithink iit iis itoo iexpensive. i 

When imummy itells ime iit’s iexpensive ito ibuy ithe imanuka, iI isaid ito iher iI iwon’t 

ieat iit ialone. iI isaid iI iwill ishare, iI iwill ieat iit iwith iAlfie iand ishe ifinally igot iit ifor 

ime i[Sue iBrown] 

 

Such ibehaviour ihas ibeen itermed i'alliance', ifor iinstance, ias iSue's icoalition iwith iAlfie iis 

ioften itemporary iand ionce iSue ihas ithe iitem, ishe iwants ishe iwill iquickly i'jump ioff' iand 

iend ithe icoalition ishe ihad iformed iwith iAlfie. iThrough isuch ibehaviour, iSue ican iexploit 

iAlfie's ipocket iof idifference iwithin ithis ifamily isetting iand itemporarily i'get iin ihis ipocket' 

iand iexploit ihis isupportive imaternal imicroenvironment iin iher ifavour. iChildren ihave ia 

iconsiderable iindirect iinfluence ion iconsumption iat iboth ithe iindividual iand ihousehold 

ilevel i(Gunter i& iFurnham, i1998; iLenka i& iVandana, i2016). 

 

Figure i7.5 ioffers ian iupdated iview iof ifigure i7.4 iin ithat ithe imain istrategies iof ieach 

iadolescent iinvolved iin ithis iresearch iare iplotted ion ithe icorresponding idimensions 

iidentified i(those iof iunilateral ior ibilateral istrategies, iinvolving ipositive ior inegative 

iaffect). iThe ifigure iclearly ishows ithat ievery iadolescent iuses ilone, iunilateral istrategies, 

ibut iit ialso ishows ithe iadolescents iwho iuse icollaboration ito iinfluence itheir iparent(s) ior 

iother isiblings. iFor iinstance, icollaboration iis iused ibetween iMo iand iOsman iArshad ias ia 

istrategy ito iinfluence ithe iactions iand ibeliefs iof itheir ielder ibrother, iAhmed. iArchie iAlcock 

iand iLuke iAlcock icollaborate iagainst iOliver iAlcock ito iinfluence ihim. iIt iis iinteresting ito 

ihighlight iAurélie iMoreau’s icollaboration iwith iher ibrother, iThierry iMoreau. iAlthough 

iAurélie iusually iuses iunilateral istrategies iwhich iinvolve i‘negative iaffect’ iwhenever ishe 
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icollaborates iwith iThierry itheir istrategies ibecome ia i‘positive iaffect’ i(for iinstance, ijoint 

iasking ior imaking ipromises ito ishare). iFor iAurélie, icollaboration iturns iher iusually 

inegative iaffect istrategies iinto ia imuch imore ipositive iform. 

 

Abbi iCohen, ihowever, ilargely iuses ipositive iaffect istrategies iat ithe iunilateral ilevel, ibut 

iwhen ishe icollaborates iwith iher ielder isister, iIllana iCohen, ithe istrategies ithey iuse 

iinvolve ia imixture iof ipositive iand inegative iaffect. iAbbi’s icollaborative istrategy ichoice iis 

iinfluenced iby ithose iof iher isister, iand ivice iversa, ijust ias iAurélie's icollaborative ichoice iis 

iinfluenced iby iThierry. iAccordingly, iwhen ian iadolescent idoes iengage iin ia icollaborative, 

ibilateral istrategy, ithe istrategy ipreferences iof ieach iadolescent iare iconsidered iwhen 

ideciding iwhich istrategy ito iuse, iwith ia icareful ireading iof ithe iinnate istrength iand 

iadvantages iof ithe iintermediary i(e.g. iAurélie iunderstands iand iexploits ithe i‘positive 

iaffect’ iwhich iThierry ican igenerate). iFour istrategy igroups iemerge ifrom ithe idata; ithe 

iloners iand icomplainers iwho iuse iindividual, ilone, istrategies, iand ithe ialliance iand 

iattackers iwho ideploy icollaborative istrategies. iLoners iare icharacterised ias iusing 

iindividual istrategies iwhich iinvolve ipositive iaffect, iand iwhiners isimilarly iuse iindividual 

istrategies ibut iuse inegative iaffect iin itheir iinfluence iattempts. iSimilarly, iattackers ialso 

iuse inegative iaffect istrategies, ibut iin icollaboration iwith iothers. 
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Alliances iuse icollaborative istrategies iinvolving ipositive iaffect, iand isuch ialliance 

itendencies iand icollaborations iare ioften ishort-lived iand ifluid i(such ias ithat iseen 

ibetween iAmandeep i& iGagan iThakkar iand iAurélie i& iThierry iMoreau). iOther ichildren, 

iwho iutilise ia imix iof iboth iindividual iand icollaborative, iand ipositive iand inegative iaffect 

iinfluence istrategies, icould inot ibe ineatly iplaced iinto ithe icategories iand istraddle iseveral 

icategories, ias ifigure i7.5 ishows. 

 

The iability iof ian iadolescent ito irecruit iother ifamily imembers ito igain itheir isupport iin 

ideploying icollaborative iinfluence istrategies irests ion ihis ior iher istanding iwithin itheir 

ifamily, iand iultimately ithe ipositive icharacteristics iof itheir imicroenvironments. iThe 

irecruitment iof iother isiblings iwas ieasy ifor ithe isibling iliked iby itheir ibrother(s) iand 

isister(s), iwhich iagain irecognises ithe iimportant irole imicroenvironments iplay iin ithe 

iprocess iof iinfluence isuccess. iSimilarly, ithe iability ito irecruit iother isiblings ialso 

inecessitated istrong iintragenerational iinfluence ipotential. iFor ia isibling ito ibe iable ito 

irecruit ianother isibling, ithe iinitiator iof ithe icollaborative iinfluence istrategy ineeded isome 

ielevated iposition, iusually ifrom iwithin itheir ifraternal imicroenvironment iand ithe 

iassociated iintragenerational iinfluence iwhich ithat ifavourable iposition iwithin ithe 

ifraternal ienvironment igave ithem. iFor iexample, iSue iBrown irecruits iAlfie iBrown ito iwork 

ias ian iintermediary ifor iSue's iinfluence istrategies ias iAlfie ilikes iher iolder isister; iand iOliver 

iAlcock iis iviewed ias i"cool" iand i''trendy'' iby iLuke iand iArchie, iand ithey itoo ioften ihelp 

iOliver ideploy icollaborative iinfluence istrategies iand ifinally, iLaura iTavares isees iher 

isister ias ia i“whizz ikid”. iIt iwould, itherefore, iappear ithat imicroenvironments iand 

iintragenerational iinfluence iare iclosely ilinked. 
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7.5.4 iCollaborative iStrategies: iInfluencing iSiblings i(Intragenerational 

iInfluence) 
 

To iinfluence ia ifellow isibling istrong iintragenerational iinfluence ipotential iwas irequired, 

iwhich irequires ithe isibling ito iinhabit ia isupportive ifraternal imicroenvironment. 

iIntragenerational iinfluence ihas ibeen idefined iby iCotte iand iWood i(2004, ip. i78) ias 

i'sibling iinfluences ion iconsumer ibehaviour'. iA isibling's iintragenerational iinfluence 

ipotential ihas iimplications ifor ihis ior iher iability ito irecruit ifellow isiblings iin icollaborative 

iinfluence istrategies ishould ithe ineed iarise. iFor iexample, iin ithe iSelwyn ifamily, ithe 

ichildren iare itoo iaware iof itheir imother's ifavourable ireaction ito itheir iwillingness ito 

ishare. iConsequently, ithe ichildren iattempt ito ipresent ia iunited ifront, ifrequently iasking 

ifor iethical ifoods iand iother iitems ithat ithey ihave ithe ipotential ito ishare. iUnfortunately, 

ithe isituation iwhere ia iunanimous idecision ias ito iwhich iethical ifood ithey iwould ilike iis 

ireached i(with ieach isibling iagreeing ion ithe ichoice) iis irare; irather iwhat itends ito ihappen 

iis ithat itwo iof ithe isiblings ico-operate ito iexert iinfluence ion ithe ithird ichild, ito isway ihis 

idecision iand ito iensure ithat ithey iget iwhat ithey iwant ifrom itheir iparents. iHenry 

iGreenway ifaces iconsiderable iresistance iwhen ihe iattempts ito iinfluence ihis itwo isiblings. 

iHenry iinhabits ian iunsupported ifraternal imicroenvironment, iand ithus ihis ipotential ito 

iexert iintragenerational iinfluence i(in iterms iof ihis iability ito igarner isupport ifrom ihis 

isiblings iin ihis iinfluence istrategies) iis ialso iequally ilow. iAccordingly, iHenry iuses ilone, 

iunilateral, idirect i(Bonn, i1995; iYang iet ial., i2014) iinfluence istrategies isuch ias idirect 

iasking iand iusing ithreats ito iattempt ito iget ihis iway i(from iboth isiblings iand iparents). 

iSarah iElphick iwould ialso ihave idifficulty iin irecruiting iher isiblings ito iassist ihim iin ihis 

iinfluence istrategies, ias ishe itoo ialso iinhabits ian iunsupportive ifraternal 

imicroenvironment. iHowever, ias iSarah’s isister iJane iElphick iinhabits ia ivery isupportive 
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imaternal imicroenvironment, ishe iusually idoes inot ineed ito igarner isupport ifrom iher 

isiblings, ibecause ishe iusually igets ithis isupport ifrom iher iparents. iThis imakes ithe 

inecessity iof iobtaining isupport ifrom itheir isiblings iobsolete. 

 

It iappears ithat iadolescent's imicroenvironment i(both ifraternal iand imaternal), ihas 

iramifications ifor ithe itypes iof iinfluence istrategy ithat ihe ior ishe ican ideploy. iHaving ihigh 

iintragenerational iinfluence iand ia isupportive ifraternal imicroenvironment icreates 

iopportunities ifor icollaborative, ibilateral, iinfluence istrategies ito ibe ideployed iby isiblings; 

ilow iintragenerational iinfluence, iand ian iunfavourable, iunsupported, ifraternal 

imicroenvironment, inecessitates iunilateral istrategies ito ibe iused. iSimilarly, iinhabiting ia 

isupportive imaternal imicroenvironment imay imake ithe inecessity iof igarnering ithe 

isupport iof ifellow isiblings iobsolete. 

 

However, iintragenerational iinfluence idoes inot isolely irelate ito ithe iability ito iwin 

icollaborative isupport ifrom isiblings. iIntragenerational iinfluence ialso iemerged ias ia iway 

ithrough iwhich ian iindividual isibling ishapes ithe iconsumption ichoices iand ibehaviour iof 

ianother isibling, iregardless iof iexplicit iinfluence istrategies. iRelatively ilittle iis iknown 

iabout iintragenerational iinfluence. iHowever, iresearch ihas isuggested ithat isiblings ican 

iact ias ian iimportant ireference igroup ifor ione ianother i(Cotte iWood, i2004; iŠramová, 

i2017). iThe istories ifrom ithese ifamilies ioffer isupporting ievidence ifor iintragenerational 

iinfluence, iwith isiblings ialtering ithe ibehaviours, iconsumption ichoices iand ibeliefs iof itheir 

isibling icounterparts. iSuch iinfluence iis iespecially iobvious iin ithe ichoice iof iethical ifoods 

ibut ialso iclothes iand iadoption iof itechnology, iwith ia ichild's ichoice iof iMP3 iplayer iand 
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imobile iphone ifrequently ibeing iinfluenced iby ia ibrother(s) ior isister(s), ias ievident iin ithe 

istories iof iall ithe ifamilies. 

 

However, isuch iintragenerational iinfluence iis inot ialways ireceived ifavourably. iFor 

iinstance, iin ithe iAlcock ifamily, iLuke iattempted ito iemulate iArchie's ileisure iactivities. 

iLuke iasked ihis iparents iif ihe itoo icould iattend ithe ilocal ifarmers imarket iand iboycott 

idemonstrations ilike ihis iolder ibrother, iArchie. iSuch i‘emulating’ iwas inot ireceived 

ifavourably iby iArchie iwho iattempted ito iblock iLuke's iplans. iArchie iwas ikeen ito iestablish 

iwith ihis iparents ithe iexclusivity iin ithis iarea iof ihis iactivities i(i.e. iring-fenced ifrom iLuke). 

iHowever, iin icontrast, iOliver iAlcock iwas ithrilled ithat ihis iyounger ibrother, iLuke, iimitate 

ihis iactivities iand ipreferences iincluding iethical ifoods. iLuke ihad ieven igone iout iwith 

iOliver ifor ifood ishopping, iso iOliver icould ihelp iLuke ichoose igroceries. iIn ithis iinstance ithe 

iintragenerational iinfluence iis iretaliated iand ifulfilled; iin iArchie's iexample, iit iis ione-sided 

iand iremains iunfulfilled. iArchie ifeels ithat ihe imust istrive ito imaintain ihis iidentity ilargely 

ithrough ihis ileisure iactivities iand ifeels ivery iterritorial iabout iallowing ihis isiblings iinto ihis 

idomain. 

 

 

 

7.5.5 iConclusions: iInfluence iCollaboration iand iIntragenerational iInfluence 
 

The iadolescents iin ithe ifamilies ideploy ia irange iof iinfluence istrategies iin iattempts ito iget 

itheir iway. iFrequently ithis iinvolves iusing iinfluence istrategies iwhich ican ibe iutilised iby ian 

iindividual/lone iadolescent, iunilaterally, idirectly ior iindirectly. iThe iadolescents ialso iuse 

iinfluence istrategies iwhich inecessitate isome ilevel iof ico-operation iwith iothers; ieither ico-
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operation iwith ithe itarget iof iinfluence i(as iin ithe icase iof ideal-making iwith iparents, ifor 

iexample) ior ico-operation iwith imultiple iagents iwho iassist iin ithe iinfluence istrategy i(i.e. 

iother ifamily imembers). iIn isuch iinstances, ia itwo-step iinfluence istrategy iis iused. iThe 

ifirst ichild imust isuccessfully irecruit iother ifamily imembers i(and itherefore iinfluence itheir 

ibehaviour) ito, ias ia icollective, iinfluence iothers: itheir iparents i(intergenerational 

iinfluence) ior iother isiblings i(intragenerational iinfluence). 

 

For ia isibling ito ibe iable ito irecruit iothers iand igarner itheir isupport, ithe isibling imust ihave 

ifavourable iand isupportive imicroenvironments; ian iadolescent ican ieasily irecruit iother 

isiblings ito iassist iin ihis ior iher iinfluence istrategy ideployment iif ihe ior ishe iinhabits ia 

isupportive ifraternal imicroenvironment, iand ian iadolescent ican ialso irecruit ia iparent ias 

ian iintermediary iof itheir icollaborative iinfluence istrategies iproviding ithey iinhabit ia 

isupportive imaternal imicroenvironment. iIf ithe iadolescent idoes inot ipossess ieither 

iattribute ithen iit iis ilikely ithat ilone, iunilateral iand idirect ior iindirect istrategies iwill ineed ito 

ibe ideployed, iwhich ido inot irely ion igaining ithe ico-operation iof iothers. iCollaboration iwith 

iother isiblings ican ibe ione iway iin iwhich ian iun-favoured isibling, iwho iinhabits ian 

iunsupported imaternal imicroenvironment, ican ibolster ihis ior iher ipower ibase i(however, 

isuch isupport iis isuggested ito ibe ireliant ion ithe icharacteristics iof itheir ifraternal 

imicroenvironment). iSiblings iwho iinhabit ia isupportive ifraternal imicroenvironment iare 

ilikely ito ieasily irecruit iother isiblings, iwhereas ithose iwho iinhabit ian iunsupported 

ifraternal imicroenvironment iare inot. 
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Not ionly idoes iintragenerational iinfluence ifacilitate ithe iability iof ian iadolescent ito irecruit 

iother isiblings iin ithe ideployment iof iinfluence istrategies, iin ithe igoal iof icollaborative 

iinfluence iattempts, ibut iintragenerational iinfluence ican iwork ialongside icollaborative 

istrategies. iSiblings ican ibe iinfluenced iby ianother isibling iin iaspects isuch ias iethical ifood 

ichoice, iclothes ichoices, ifashion isense iand iproduct iadoption, ibut ithis iinfluence iis inot 

iexclusively ideemed icollaborative. iThis iis iespecially iso ifor ithe isibling iwho idoes inot 

iappreciate itheir istyle ior iproducts ibeing i'copied' iby ianother iand iunrequited 

iintragenerational iinfluence iemerges. iHowever, ithere iare ioccasions ion iwhich isiblings 

iare iflattered iby ithe iimitation, itermed irequited iintragenerational iinfluence. iThe ivarious 

istrategies, ionce ichosen iby ithe iadolescents, iare iultimately ideployed ion itheir iparents ior 

isiblings. iIt iis ilargely itheir iparents, iwho ihave ithe imost iinfluence istrategies idirected 

itowards ithem i(particularly itheir imothers) iand iwho idetermine iwhether ithe istrategies 

ihave ibeen isuccessful iand iwhether ithe iadolescent ican ibe igranted iwhat ithey iwant. 

iUltimately ithe iparents iact ias igatekeepers ito ithe iconsumer iworld ifor ithe iadolescents. 

iGatekeeping iemerged ias ianother iglobal itheme, ialthough igatekeeping imanifested iitself 

iin ianother iway iwith ithe imothers iof ithe ifamilies irestricting ithe iparticipation iof iother 

ifamily imembers iin iundertaking ifamily itasks iand ichores. 

 

Gatekeeping iwill, itherefore, ibe iintroduced inext i(section i7.6 ibelow) ibecause iit 

ihighlights ithe icontrolling inature iof ithis itype iof ibehaviour i(section i7.6.1). iSuch 

ibehaviour ion ithe ipart iof ithe imothers iin ithe ifamilies, iit iis isuggested, istems ifrom itheir 

ibelief ithat iundertaking isuch ifamily ichores iand itasks iare icentral ito itheir iidentity ias ia 

iwoman iand imother i(as isection i7.6.2). iControl iin ifamily idecision imaking iis ithen 
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iintroduced i(section i7.6.3) iwith igatekeeping itendencies idictating ithe ilevel iof 

iinvolvement ifamily imembers ihave, iparticularly ichildren, iin ishaping ifamily iconsumption 

iand idecisions. 

 

7.6 iGatekeeping 

Within ithe iprocess iof ifamily idecision-making iit ihas ibeen iproposed ithat iindividual ifamily 

imembers iwill iperform iand iundertake ia ivariety iof iroles; iBlood iand iWolfe i(1960), ifor 

iinstance, ireported ithat ihusbands ifulfil ithe iinstrumental irole iwhilst iwives ifulfil ithe 

iexpressive irole iwithin ifamilies. iEngel, iBlackwell iand iMiniard i(1990) ialso ipresented ia 

ivariety iof iroles ifamily imembers icould iassume iin idecision-making; ithese iinclude ithe irole 

iof igatekeeper, iinfluencer, idecision-maker, ibuyer iand iconsumer. iFurther istudies ihave 

isuggested ithat ithese iroles iare ifar ifrom istatic i(Lackman i& iLanasa, i1993; iPuhlman i& 

iPasley, i2013) iwhich ifurther isupports ithe inotion ithat ifamily idecision imaking iis ia 

idynamic iprocess i(Wilk, i1987). 

 

The igatekeeper irole ihas ibeen ifurther idefined iby iLackman iand iLanasa i(1993, ip. i82) ito 

ibe ian iindividual iwho iinitiates ithe ifamily idecision-making iprocess, iwho i'recognises ithe 

ipossible ineed ifor ipurchasing iactivity iand iis ithe iprimary igatherer iof iinformation ito iaid 

ithe idecision. iThe igatekeeper iis itypically ithe imost iinfluential'. iWithin ithe ifamilies 

iinvolved iin ithis iresearch igatekeeping ibehaviour iwas ievident ifrom ieach imother iin ithe 

ifamilies, iand imaternal igatekeeping iemerged ias ia icommon itheme iacross ithe ifamilies. 

iAllen iand iHawkins i(1999, ip. i200) idefine imaternal igatekeeping ias i'a icollection iof ibeliefs 
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iand ibehaviours ithat iultimately iinhibit ia icollaborative ieffort ibetween imen iand iwomen iin 

ifamily iwork iby ilimiting imen's iopportunities ifor ilearning iand igrowing ithrough icaring ifor 

ihome iand ichildren' i(Allen i& iHawkins, i1999, ip. i200). iSuch ia irestrictive ieffort ion ithe ipart 

iof iwomen iin ifamilies ihave, iit ihas ibeen iproposed, iresulting iin ithe iunder iinvolvement iof 

imen iin ifamily imatters i(Allen i& iHawkins, i1999) iwith ifathers, ieven iin itwo-parent 

ihouseholds, iconsidered ito ibe ion ithe iperiphery iof ifamily ilife i(Hobart, i1988; iWhite, 

i1999). 

 

Within iconsumer iresearch, ihowever, iattention ihas ifocussed ion iaddressing ithe i'double 

ishift' i(Hochschild, i1989) ior i'triple ishift' i(Duncombe iand iMarsden, i1995) iof iwomen iin 

ifamilies iwhich inecessitates itheir iinvolvement iin iboth ipaid iemployment iand iunpaid 

ifamily iwork, ioften ireferred ito ias ithe i'invisible iwork' iof iwomen i(Daniels, i1987). iMen iare 

ioften icompared ito iwomen, iwith imothers ithought ito ibe ithe ibenchmark ifor inorms ifor 

ifathering i(e.g. iDoherty, iKouneski i& iErickson, i1998); i'it iis iagainst imothers ithat ifathers 

icome iup ishort iin itheir iparticipation iand icontribution' i(Dienhart, i2001, ip. i974). iDoherty 

i(1991) isuggests ithat ia ideficit imodel iof ifatherhood iemerges ithrough iwhich ithe 

icontributions iof imen iin ifamily ilife iare imarginalised. iThis iview iconfirms ithe ifeminist iview 

iwhich icalls ifor ia igreater iappreciation iof ithe iwork ithat iwomen ido, iwith iall iits 

icomplexities, iwithin ifamily ilife; iDoherty i(1991) icalls ifor ithe iequal iappreciation iof 

i'fatherwork' iwithin ifamilies. iHowever, isuch i'fatherwork', iit iis iproposed iby iAllen iand 

iHawkins i(1999), iis isometimes idifficult ifor imen ito iundertake idue ito imaternal 

igatekeeping. 
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Stories iof imaternal igatekeeping iemerge ifrom ithe ifamilies iin iwhich ithe imothers 

irestricted ithe iinvolvement iof ifathers iin ifamily ilife. iTraditionally ifathers iwere ithought ito 

idominate ifamilies, iparticularly iwithin inuclear ifamily iforms, iin iwhich iwomen iwere 

ibelieved ito ibe ipassive ivictims iof ia ipatriarchal isystem i(Kohen, i1981; iLee i& iBeatty, 

i2002). iWhilst imaternal igatekeeping iremoves ian ielement iof ifamily icontrol iaway ifrom 

ifathers, iwith ifathers iin itum ibelieved ito icontrol ithe ifinancial iaspects iof ifamily ilife 

ithrough itheir idomination iof ithe iemployment imarket i(Davis, i1976; iPahl, i1995), 

imothers iare iproposed ito igain ia isense iof icontrol iover itheir ifamily ilife ithrough itheir 

isignificant icontribution ito ifamily iwork iand ithrough iboth i'caring iabout' iand i'caring ifor' 

ifamily imembers. iTwo ivery idistinct iworlds iemerged; ithe iexternal iworld iof ithe iworkplace 

ioccupied ipredominantly iby ithe ifathers, iand ian iinternal i‘homeworld’ ioccupied iby 

imothers iwho ilargely iundertook iexclusive icare iof ihousehold iand ichildcare itasks. iIt 

ishould ibe irecognised, ias iCarrigan iand iSzmigin i(2006) ihighlight, ithat iwomen iare 

iperceived ias ithe iprimary icaregivers iof ichildren iwhether ithey iare i'stay iat ihome' ior 

iworking imothers ialike. 

 

By irestricting ithe iinvolvement iof imen i(maternal igatekeeping) ithe imothers igained, iand 

iretained, ia isense iof iempowerment iand icontrol iover iwhat iis ithought ito ibe itheir idomain 

i(Gentry i& iMcGinnis, i2003; iHart i& iKelley, i2006). iMaternal igatekeeping ican, itherefore, 

ibe iviewed ias ia istrategy iby iwhich ithe imothers iin ithe ifamilies iwork ito imaintain itheir 

iprime iposition iin ifamily ilife iby iexcluding iall iothers, ihusbands iand ichildren ialike, iwho 

iattempt ito imake iadvances iinto itheir iterritory. 
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What iemerges ifrom ithese ifamily istories iare ithe itwo icentral icharacteristics iof 

igatekeeping itendencies. iThe ifirst icharacteristic ifocuses ion ithe isense iof icontrol iwomen 

igain iby irestricting ithe iaccess iof imen ito itheir idomain i(discussed iin isection i6.4.1), iand 

ithe isecond icharacteristic iconcerns ihow icentral ifamily ilife iis ito ia iwoman's isense iof 

iidentity ias ia imother i(as idiscussed iin isection i6.4.2). iThe itwo icharacteristics iwill ibe 

idiscussed iin iturn. 

 

7.6.1 iGatekeeping ias ia iform iof icontrol 
 

The imothers iin ithe ifamily iactively irestricted ithe iinvolvement iof iothers iin itheir ifamily ias 

ithey iwanted ito ihave iultimate icontrol iover ifamily iissues. iThe imothers ifelt ia ineed ito 

iperform imany itasks ithemselves, ifor iinstance, icooking, icleaning, iand iduties iassociated 

iwith ichildcare, irather ithan iallowing iothers ito icontribute itowards ifamily ilife. iThis 

istatement iraises itwo iimportant iissues isurrounding igatekeeping itendencies; ithe ifirst 

irelates ito ia iwomen's iability ito iallow iothers ito ihelp iwhich iassumes ia iwoman's 

isovereignty iover ifamily ilife, iand ithe isecond iconcerns ithe ifamily imembers iwho iare 

iexcluded ifrom ifamily itasks. iWhereas iAllan iand iHawkins i(1999) idefined igatekeeping 

imerely iin iterms iof iwomen iand imothers ilimiting ithe iinvolvement iof imen iand ifathers iin 

icaring ifor ithe ihome iand ichildren, ithe imothers iin ithis iresearch ialso irestricted isuch 

iinvolvement ifrom itheir ichildren, itoo. 

 

Mrs iBrown iand iMrs iJannetta ioffered ian iinsightful iaccount iof itheir igatekeeping 

itendencies iwhen ithey idiscussed itheir iexperiences iof ibecoming ia imother. iMrs iBrown 
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iadmits ithat ishe iwas ivery ipossessive iand iprotective iof iher ichildren, iresisting ithe ihelp 

ithat iher iHusband ioffered. iLike imany imothers, iMrs iBrown iconsiders iwomen iand 

imothers ito ibe ithe isole iproviders iof ichildcare i(Douchet, i2001; iHicks, i2006) iand ias ia 

iresult irefused ithe ihusband’s ihelp. iShe isaid; 

 

I iwould irather ihe i[Mr iBrown] istayed iaway i... ithen iI iwouldn't ihave ito ispend 

ian ihour iin ithe ikitchen icleaning iup iafter ihim i… iwhen iit icomes ito ithe ikitchen 

iand iwhat igoes ion ithere, iI’m ithe iqueen, iI icall ithe ishots, iI’m ivery imuch iin 

icharge….. iso, iI isuppose ifoods iare imy idomain itoo. iAlthough iwe isometimes 

idiscuss iwhat ifoodstuff ito ibuy, iI ineed ito iagree iwith iwhat iwe ibuy iin ithis ihouse 

i[Mrs iBrown] 

 

 

This irefusal ito iaccept ihelp, iwhich iwas iapparent iamongst ithe imothers iin ithis iresearch, 

iacted ias ia ivicious icircle; ialthough ithe imothers iwere inot ihappy iwith itheir iheavy ifamily 

iworkload i(particularly ithose imothers iwho iwere iengaged iin isome iform iof ipaid 

iemployment) ithey iwould inot iaccept ithe ihelp ion ioffer. iOn ithe irare ioccasion iwhere ihelp 

iwas ioffered iand itaken iup, ithe imothers ioften ifelt iobliged ito ire-do ithe itasks iwhich itheir 

ihusbands ior ichildren ihad iundertaken ibecause ithey ifelt itheir istandards ihad inot ibeen 

imet, iwhich iagain iadded ito ithe ialready iheavy iworkload iof ithe imothers. iIt iwas iclear ithat 

ithe imothers idid inot ienjoy iundertaking imany iof ithe itasks ithey iperformed. iThey iaired 

itheir idispleasure iat ithe iconstant ineed iof icooking iand icleaning iand iat iperforming iother 

ifamily imaintenance itasks. iHowever, itheir ireluctance ito ieither istop iperforming isuch 

ichores, ior iallow iothers ito iassist iin itheir iundertaking, iraises ian iimportant idistinction 

ibetween, ion ithe ione ihand, ia idesire ito iexclusively iindividually iperform isuch itasks iand, 

ion ithe iother, itheir iunhappiness iand idislike iof iphysically iundertaking isuch ichores. iThe 
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imothers idid inot ienjoy ithe itasks ibut irecognised ithat iin iperforming ithem ithey iachieved 

icontrol iover ithe ifamily iand ifamily ispace; iperforming ithe itasks, ihowever ipredictable, 

icontributed ito itheir ipower iand icontrol iover ithe ifamily iand ihome iterritory. iIt iis ithe 

ipower ithat iemerges ifrom iundertaking ithe itasks iwhich ithe iwomen iwere iso iprotective 

iof, iand inot ithe imundane itasks ithemselves. 

 

Performing isuch imundane itasks icontributed ito ithe imother's isense iof i'caring ifor' itheir 

ichildren. iIt iis ithrough iperforming isuch itasks ithat ithe imothers igained ia isense iof 

isatisfaction i(DeVault, i1999); ithis iconnects ithe itasks iassociated iwith i'caring ifor' itheir 

ichildren iwith itheir isense iof i'caring iabout' ithem. iUndertaking imany iof ithe ihousehold 

ichores inot ionly iresulted iin ia iclean ienvironment ifor ithe ichildren ibut ialso ideveloped ia 

isupportive ienvironment iin iwhich itheir ichildren icould ibe inurtured. 

 

Mrs iPowell, ifor iinstance, iis iall itoo iaware iof iCharlene iPowell's iunhappiness iat iliving iaway 

ifrom iher ischool ifriends iafter ithe ifamily ihad imoved ito ia inew ihouse. iAccordingly, ishe 

ifrequently idrives iCharlene ito isee iher ifriends iand iinvites ithem iover ito itheir ihouse ifor 

isleepovers iwhere ishe icooks ifood ifor ithem iand ilets ithem istay iup ilate iwatching ifilms. 

iThe itasks iof ichauffeuring iand icooking, ialthough iexisting ias istandalone iaspects iof 

ifamily iwork, ialso iprovide iCharlene iwith iimmense icomfort iand isupport, iwith iMrs iPowell 

ifrequently ihaving ito ijuggle iher iwork iand ifamily icommitments ito imeet ithe ineeds iof iher 

idaughter. 

… imy i[mum] iis ithe ibest iin ithe iworld. iShe imakes ime ifeel isafe iand iloved iand 

iI’m iso igrateful iand iappreciative. iBut ion ithe iother ihand, iit imakes ime ifeel 
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icocooned ilike ia ichild ieven ithough iI’m ia ibig igirl inow. iAt itimes iI irealise iit’s iall 

itoo imuch ifor iher ithough i[Charlene iPowell] 

 i 

Ultimately ithough ithe imothers iperform ithe imundane itasks i('caring ifor'), ithey ialso 

icontribute itowards i'caring iabout' itheir ichildren, iwhich iis iwhy ithey iresist ithe iadvances 

iof ihusbands iinto ithe idomain iof itheir imothering itasks. iThe imothers iare ikeen ito 

imonopolise ithe i'caring ifor' itasks idue ito ithe iinterconnectedness iwith i'caring iabout' itheir 

ichildren, iand ithe imothers' iown ipersonal isatisfaction iwhich iemerges ifrom iundertaking 

ifamily ichores. 

 

The igatekeeping ibehaviour imanifested iitself iin itwo imain iways, ieither ias iovert ior icovert 

ibehaviours. iOn ithe irare ioccasions iwhen ithe imothers idid iallow ieither itheir ichildren ior 

itheir ihusbands ito ihelp iwith ifamily ichores, ithe imothers ifrequently ireported isecretly 

ihaving ito icomplete itheir itasks iagain. iMrs iDodson, iwho ihad irecently idecided ithat iher 

iyoungest ison ishould ihelp iaround ithe ihouse, iwaited iuntil ihe iwas iat ischool ibefore ishe 

iperformed ihis itasks iagain ifor ifear iof iupsetting ihim. iMany iof ithe imothers ifelt ithat 

isecretly iperforming ichores iagain iwas itheir ionly ioption ias ithey irealised ithe ipotential 

iaggravation ithat icould ibe icaused iby ipublicly ishowing itheir idisappointment iwith ithe 

istandards iachieved iby iother ifamily imembers. iRepeating isuch ichores iwas ialso ia iway iin 

iwhich ithe imothers icould iregain ia isense iof icontrol iand isatisfaction iin itheir ifamily ilife; 

iallowing iothers ito iperform itasks idid inot iprovide ithe isame ilevel iof isatisfaction ias 

ipersonally ifulfilling isuch ichores idid i(with ithe iresulting ifeelings iof isupporting iand 

inurturing ithe ifamily iminimised). iSecrecy iwas imainly idirected itowards ithe iefforts iof 

itheir ichildren irather ithan itheir ihusbands. 
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Other imothers iwere iwilling ito iair itheir idisappointment iabout ithe ilow istandards 

iachieved iby ifamily imembers, iparticularly iwhen itheir ihusbands ihad iattempted ito ihelp 

iwith ichildcare iand ifamily itasks. iSuch ipublic iviews iserved ito ifuel iderision iamongst iother 

ifamily imembers itowards itheir imother's irequests ifor ihelp iand ithese ifamily imembers 

isubsequently ioften ichose inot ito ioffer iany ifurther ihelp iat iall. 

 

 

7.6.2 iGatekeeping ias iidentity iconstruction 
 

Baruch iand iBarnett i(1986) iand iCowan iand iCowan i(1987) ihave isuggested ithat imany 

imothers iare iambivalent iabout ifathers itaking ian iactive irole iand ibeing iinvolved iwith itheir 

ichildren. iDienhart i(2001), iin iher istudy iof ishared iparenting, inoted ithat imen iwere iaware 

ithat itheir ipartners iwould inot ialways irelinquish icontrol iand iallow ithem ito itake icentre 

istage ias ian iequal ico-parent i(see ialso iDouchet, i2001). iWhilst iPleck iand iPleck i(1997) 

ipropose ithat ithe iideal iof ifatherhood iis ito ibe ian iequal ico-parent, ifathers istill iface 

iconsiderable ibarriers iimposed iby iwomen ifor ithem ito imaintain itheir isuperiority iin ifamily 

ilife i(Allen i& iHawkins, i1999). 

 

However, isuch ibarriers, iit ihas ibeen isuggested, iare iutilised ito iprotect iand iconserve ia 

iwoman's isense iof iidentity ias ia imother iand iwoman i(Haas, i1992). iHaas i(1992) 

icontinues ito isuggest ithat imany imothers iare ireluctant ito iallow ifathers ito itake icentre 

istage iwith ithem ias iequal ico-parents, ias iin iDouchet's istudy i(2001), ias ithe imothers 

ifeared ia iloss iof iself-identity iand iself-respect ithat ibeing ia imother iand iperforming 

i'motherly' itasks ibrings ithem. 
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Mothers iare isimilarly ireported ito ibelieve ithat ithey ihave ithe iprimary iresponsibility ifor 

ithe ihome iand ichildcare i(Baber i& iMonaghan, i1988) iand ias ia iresult idefine ithemselves iby 

itheir iability ito iperform ithe iassociated itasks iand iinfluence ithis idomain. iThe iprotective 

inature iof imothers iconcerning ithe irole iof itheir ipartner iin itheir ifamily ilife iworks ito 

imaintain imany iwomen's iidentity iand isense iof icontrol iover ithis icentral idomain iof itheir 

ilives i(Doherty, iKouneski i& iErickson, i1998). iRutter iand iSchartz i(2000) icontinue ito 

isuggest ithat ibecause iwomen ihave inot ibeen iable ito iexert icomparable iinfluence ion itheir 

imale icounterparts iin iother isocial istructures i(such ias ithe iexternal iworld iof iwork, 

idiscussed iearlier) ithey icontinue ito ifight ito ihold ion ito itheir idomination iwithin ithe ifamily 

istructure. iSuch istrong iopinions iare ireinforced iby isociety's iviews ias ito iwho ishould 

imother. 

 

Coltrane i(1989, ip. i473), ifor iinstance, istates ithat ithe itraditional itasks iof ifatherhood iare 

ilimited ito iprotecting iand iproviding ifor ichildren iand ithat i'whilst ifathers itypically iderive ia 

igendered isense iof iself ifrom ithese iactivities, itheir imasculinity iis ieven imore idependent 

ion inot idoing ithe ithings ithat imothers ido'. iSuch ia iview iimplies, ias iHarrison iand iGentry 

i(2007b, ip. i2) icomment, i'that inot ionly iare ifathers iill-equipped ito iplay ithe iroles ithat 

imothers ido ibut ialso ithat ithey iactively idesist ifrom iit'. iContributing ito ithis iview, iRisman 

i(1986) iproposes ithat iwomen ipsychologically idesire ito imother, imen ido inot. iThis iidea iof 

ihow ihousehold ilabour ishould ibe idivided ibetween imothers iand ifathers i(Berk, i1985) 

ireinforces ia iwoman's iobligation ito ienact imothering i(Douchet, i2001). iThe ipublic 

idiscourse ias ito iwhat imotherhood iand ifatherhood iinvolve, iand itherefore iwhat ithe 
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iappropriate itasks iare ifor imothers iand ifathers ito iperform iin ifamilies, iitself ipatrols ithe 

ibehaviours iwithin ifamilies. i 

 

The imothers iin ithis ithesis, ilike ithose iin iMauthner's i(1998) istudy, ifelt ihighly iobserved ias 

imothers. iThey ifelt ias iif itheir iability ito imother iwas ialways ivisible; ithey idiscussed itheir 

idesire ito iensure itheir ichildren iwere isent ito ischool iin iclean iuniforms, ithat itheir ihouses 

iwere iclean ishould iuninvited iguests iarrive, iand ithat ithey ihad ienough ifood iin ithe ihouse 

ifor iany ieventuality. iMrs iStuleblak, ifor iexample, ialso imade isure ithat ishe ialways ihad 

ifood ifor iAleksandra's ibest ifriend, iwho ihas ia ipeanut iallergy, icould ihave ishould ishe iever 

ineed ito ieat iat iher ihouse. iMrs iStuleblak iprides iherself iat ibeing ia igood imother, ioften 

ireferring ito iher i'role' ias ia imother irequiring ithe iundertaking iof imany ihousehold iand 

ifamily ichores. iMrs iOnjejeli idiscussed ithe itime iwhen iher ichildren ifirst iwent ito ischool. iIn 

itheir iabsence ifrom ithe ifamily ihome, ishe ifound iherself ihaving ito ifill iher itime iwith iother 

itasks iwhich iwould ionce ihave ibeen ioccupied iby ichildcare. iAlthough iMrs iOnjejeli inow 

ihas ia ipart-time ijob ishe istill irecognises ithat iduring ithe iweek ishe iis ia imother ifirst iand 

iforemost. iConsequently, ishe ispends imuch iof iher itime icleaning ithe ihouse, ioften itop ito 

ibottom idaily, ieven ivacuuming iand isteam icleaning ibeds iweekly. iShe ioften ifeels ithat iher 

istandards iare ivisible ito iher imother iand imother-in-law iand iworks ihard ito ibe ithe ibest 

imother ishe ican ibe. 

 

Ultimately iwomen's iideology iabout itheir irole ias ia imother, iand imore iimportantly itheir 

iperceptions ias ito ithe iappropriate irole iof itheir ipartner iwithin ifamily ilife, idictates ithe 

ilevel iof iinvolvement ithe ifather ihas iin itasks itraditionally iassociated iwith iwomen iand 
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imothers i(Fagan i& iBarnett, i2003). iThrough itradition, igender iideology iand ithe idesire ifor 

ithe iwomen ito ibe iviewed iby iothers ias iefficient iand icompetent imothers i(via ithe 

iperception ithat itheir imothering iskills iwere ifrequently ion idisplay iand ivisible ito iothers) 

ithey irestricted ithe iinvolvement iof itheir ihusbands. iSuch ia imonopoly ion imotherly itasks 

iwas, ihowever, iat itimes ioverwhelming. iExclusively iperforming, ior ire-performing, itasks 

iwas iexhausting iand ithe imothers ieach ireported itime iwhen ithey ifelt ithe ineed ito i"blow 

iup". iSuch ibehaviour icould ibe idescribed ias i'gate-opening'. iAlthough isuch iblow-ups 

iwere itemporary icries ifor ihelp, ithe imothers isoon ireturned ito ibe ithe iultimate icaregivers 

ifor ithe ifamily. 

 

7.6.3 iGatekeeping iand iFamily iDecision-Making 
 

As iin iother istudies i(e.g. iCowan, iDrinkard i& iMacGavin, i1984), ithe ichildren idirected ia 

igreat ideal imore iinfluence istrategies itowards itheir imothers ithan ifathers i(where 

ipresent). iMrs iSelwyn ioften ifelt ilike ia ipunching ibag ifor iher ichildren's iinfluence 

istrategies, ieven iat ithe iweekend iwhen ishe iwas inot ithe imain iprovider iof ichildcare. iAs 

iher ihusband iworks ilong ihours iand iis ioften iaway ifrom ihome ishe iis ileft ito ideal iwith ithe 

ichildren iand itheir idemands. iSimilarly, iMrs iJones, ia istay iat ihome imother, iis ialso 

iexposed ito imost iof iher ichildren's iinfluence istrategies. iDue ito ithe ichildren's ilevel iof 

iexposure ito itheir imother ithey iconsider iher ito ibe ithe iprime itarget iof itheir iinfluence 

istrategies, ieven iwhen itheir ifather iis ipresent. iThe imothers, iin iturn, iact ias ithe ikey 

igatekeepers iof itheir ichildren's iinfluence istrategies iand iconsumption ichoices. 
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The isuccess iof ithe iinfluence istrategies ithe ichildren ideploy iis itherefore ilargely 

idetermined iby itheir imother; iFor iinstance, iMrs iMoreau iagreed ithat iThierry ishould iget 

ihis iethical iPC ifor iChristmas, iMrs iArshad idecided ithat iMo iand iOsman ishould iget itheir 

iAlara iOrganic i& iGluten-Free iScottish iOats iMuesli, iMrs iBrown idecided ithat iSue iand iAlfie 

ishould ihave itheir iorganic iManuka ihoney, iand iMrs iThakkar idecided inot ito iassist 

iAmandeep iwith iher ifinancial iobligations ito icontinue ibuying ian iexpensive iversion iof 

iVegetarian ifoodstuff iand iMrs iEvan iprevented iIke ifrom iattending iboycott 

idemonstrations. iThe ireactions iof ithe imothers ito ithe iinfluence istrategies ioften iserved 

ito iprotect ithe iwellbeing iof itheir ichildren iand ito iteach ilessons ias ito ihow ito ibe 

iresponsible icitizens iin ithe ifuture. iFor iinstance, iMrs iThakkar idid inot ihelp ifund 

iAmandeep’s iexpensive idemands ias ishe iwanted iher ito ilearn ito imanage iher ifinances 

ieffectively iand ito ibe ifinancially iindependent, iand iMrs iEvans idid inot iwant iIke ito iattend 

iboycott idemonstration ias iit ioften idepicted iviolent iscenes ithat ishe ifelt icould ipotentially 

iupset ihim ior iaffect ihis ibehaviour igrowing iup. iSuch inegative ireactions ito ichild iinfluence 

istrategies, iBerey iand iPollay i(1968) ipropose, irelates ito ithe imother ibeing ihighly ichild-

centred. iAlthough ithe ichildren iwould inot isee iit ithis iway ithe imothers irefused itheir 

istrategies iand idemands ias ithe imothers iplaced itheir ichildren's iwellbeing ifirst, idespite 

ithe ipossible iconsequences ithis ibrought ithe imothers. 

 

The imothers iwere ialso ithe ikey inegotiators iwith ithe ichildren, ieither iin iterms iof itheir 

ichildren's iconsumption ichoices ior iin isettling idisputes ibetween isiblings. iWhere ithe 

iinfluence istrategies iof ithe ichildren iand iadolescents iwere irejected, ithe imothers 

iattempted ito irenegotiate iwith ithe ichildren iwhere ipossible. iAmandeep iThakkar, ifor 
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iinstance, iwas ibought iexpensive ivegetarian ifood iby iher imother isometimes, iand iwhen 

iher iMum icould inot icontinue idue ito ithe iprice, iAmandeep ibegan ito iask ifor imore iall ithe 

itime. iMrs iThakkar irefused, iand ithey inegotiated iand imade ia ideal ibetween ithem; 

iAmandeep icould ihave ithose ivegetarian ifoods, ibut ionly iif ishe icontributed ifinancially ito 

ithe icost. iThey idecided ihow ioften iand ion ia irepayment ischeme iin iwhich iAmandeep igot 

ithe ifood ishe iwanted, iand ishe icontributed itowards ithe icost iof ithe ipurchase. iAmandeep 

icould inot iafford iher icontribution iinitially, iso, iwith ithe iagreement iof iher iMum, 

iAmandeep ipaid iher iback ifor iher ishare iof ithe icost ilater. 

 

The ichildren, itherefore, ifaced iresistance iat itimes ifrom itheir imothers ito itheir iinfluence 

istrategies i(Palan i& iWilkes, i1997), iwhere ithe ilevel iof iresistance idepended ion iwhat iit 

iwas ithey iasked ifor, iand ithe icharacteristics iof itheir imaternal imicroenvironment. iAlong 

iwith iacting ias inegotiators iand iresistors ito ithe iadolescents’ iinfluence istrategies, ithe 

imothers ialso iacted ias imediators iof ithe ichild's iinfluence istrategies iand iproduct irequests 

ibetween ithem iand itheir ifather. iIf ion ithe irare ioccasion, ithe imother icould inot idecide ion 

iher iown iwhat ithe iresponse ito ithe iinfluence istrategy ishould ibe ishe iwould iconsult ithe 

ifather, iwhere iavailable, ito igain ihis iopinions; ioften ithe imothers iwould itell ithe ichildren 

ito i"go iand iask iyour ifather". iThese isituations iusually iconcerned ilarger, imore iexpensive 

iitems ithat ithe ichildren iasked ifor. 

 

At itimes ithe imothers ialso iacted ias imoderators ior iintermediaries iof ithe iadolescent's 

iinfluence istrategies, ias ifigure i7.3 isuggests. iMrs iJones, ifor iexample, iacted ias ithe igo-

between ifor iKim iand iTim iJones iand itheir ifather. iKim iand iTim ion iseveral ioccasions 
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iwanted ian iexpensive iVegan ifood iwhich itheir imother iwas inot isure iabout iand iconsulted 

itheir ifather. iMr iJones irefused, iclaiming ithat iit iwas itoo iexpensive, ibut iMrs iJones ithen 

iwanted ito iensure ithat ithe ichildren igot iwhat ithey iasked ifor i(which iagain ihighlights ithe 

ihighly isupportive inature iof ithe ichildren's imaternal imicroenvironment, istrongly 

iinfluenced iand ideveloped iby itheir imother). iBy iMrs iJones iclaiming ithat ishe icould 

icontribute isome iof iher ifamily iallowances ito ithe icost, iand iby istating ithat ishe icould icut 

idown ion iother iareas iof ithe ifamily's iconsumption i(most inotably ipurchasing icheaper 

igroceries) ishe imanaged ito ipersuade iMr iJones ion ithe ichildren’s ibehalf. iActing ias ia 

imediator ifor ian iadolescent iwas ihighly idependent ion ithe iadolescent, iand ihis ior iher 

imaternal imicroenvironment. iAlthough imothers iwere imore ilikely ito imediate, ifathers 

ialso iserve ias imediator ior iintermediaries isometimes. 

 

 

7.6.4 iConclusion; iGatekeeping ibehaviour iand iDecision-Making iin iFamilies 
 

It iappears ithat ithe imothers iwere ithe ikey itargets, iand iultimately igatekeepers, iof ithe 

iinfluence istrategies ithe ichildren ideployed. iThe imothers ioften idecided ialone iwhether ito 

ideem ithe istrategies isuccessful ior iunsuccessful. iThe imothers ialso iattempted ito 

inegotiate iwith ithe iadolescents iand iexerted iresistance ito itheir iinfluence iattempt(s). 

iWhere ithe imothers icould inot idecide, ior ithe iitem iin iquestion iwas iexpensive, ithe 

imothers iwould iget ithe ichild ito iconsult itheir ifather ior iask ithe ifather idirectly ion itheir 

ibehalf. iThe imothers isometimes iacted ias iboundary ispanners ibetween ithe ichild iand 

iparental iworld, ihighly idependent ion ithe ichild iand ihis ior iher imicroenvironment, iwith ithe 

imothers isometimes iworking ifor iboth iparties ito iensure ia isuccessful ioutcome icould ibe 

iachieved. iThe iability iof ia ichild ito ifirst iinfluence ihis imother ito iact ias ian iintermediary ifor 
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ihim ior iher i(and ithus iact ias ianother iagent iof iinfluence) iwas ihighly idependent ion ithe 

ipositive inature iof ithe ichild's imaternal imicroenvironment. i i 

 

The istories ifrom ithese iparticipants ihighlight iexamples iof imaternal igatekeeping. iWhilst 

igatekeeping ibehaviour ihas ibeen idefined iby iAllen iand iHawkins i(1999) ito iinvolve 

imothers' iexclusion iof ifathers ifrom ichildcare iand ifamily ichores, isome iempirical 

ievidence iwas ifound iin ithese ifamilies ito isupport ia iwider iinterpretation iof igatekeeping. 

iChildren, itoo, iwere ioften iexcluded ifrom iundertaking ifamily itasks. iSuch iexclusion iwas 

ibased ion ithe iperception ithat iothers iwould inot ibe iable ito imeet ithe ihigh istandards 

iexpected iby ithe imother, iand ibecause ithe imothers ifelt ithat ithey iwould ionly ihave ito 

iperform ithe itasks iof iothers iagain iif ithey iallowed iother ifamily imembers ito icontribute 

itowards ifamily ichores. iThe imothers iequally ifelt iit iimperative ito iperform ithe itasks 

ithemselves, ieven iif ithey ihad ialready ibeen iperformed iby iothers, ias ithese itasks 

iindirectly icontributed ito itheir isense iof i'caring iabout' itheir ichildren ivia iperforming ithe 

itasks iassociated iwith i'caring ifor' ithem. 

 

The iwomen ialso ifelt ithat iperforming ichildcare iand ifamily itasks iwere icentral ito itheir 

iidentity ias imothers iand iwomen. iThey ifelt ithat itheir imothering iskills iwere ihighly ivisible 

iand ion idisplay ito iothers, iand ias ia iresult, iworked ihard ito istrive ifor iperfection. iAt itimes 

ithis iwas ivery ihard ifor ithe imothers ito imaintain iand ithey iwould ihave i"blow-ups" iwhere 

ithey istressed itheir iheavy iworkload iand itheir iindispensability ito ithe irunning iof ifamily 

ilife. iThis iacted ias igate-opening ibehaviour iin iwhich ithe imothers iwould itemporarily 
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iallow iothers ito iassist ithem iin iperforming ichores, ialthough iultimately ithe imothers 

iwould irevert ito iundertaking ichores ialone. 

 

 

7.6.5 iConclusion 
 

The istories ifrom ithe itwenty ifamilies ioffer ia irich ipicture iof idecision-making iin ifamilies. 

iThe istories ihighlight ithe idynamism ievident ibetween ifamily imembers iwhich icontribute 

ito iand ishape itheir iconsumption ipatterns. iIn isupport iof iWilk i(1987) iit iis isuggested ithat 

idecision-making iin ifamilies ishould ino ilonger ibe iviewed iin iterms iof iwidely iestablished 

istage imodels, ibut iinstead ishould ibe iconceptualised ias ian iinteractive iand idynamic 

iprocess, iwith ifamily iconsumption iinfluenced iby ia ivariety iof imembers iand ifactors. iNot 

ionly ido ifamilies ivary iwidely ifrom ifamily ito ifamily, iwhich iaccordingly ihas iimplications ifor 

ithe iapplication iof ineat istage imodels i(i.e. iwhat iimpact ido inon-resident ifamily imembers, 

ifictive ikin i(Cohen i& iKaufman, i1992; iStacey, i1990) iand icultural ivariations, ifor iexample, 

ihave iin idecision-making iand iconsumption, iand ion ithe ipre-established istage imodels 

iwhich irest ion inuclear itendencies), ibut ifamilies ialso ivary ia igreat ideal iwithin ithemselves. 

iIndividuals iwithin ithe isame ifamily iwill iexperience ifamily ilife iin ivery idifferent iways, iand 

ithe inotion iof ia ihomogenous ifamily ilife iexperienced iby iall, iespecially ichildren, iis iin 

iquestion. 

 

The iglobal ithemes iwhich iemerge ifrom ithe ifamily istories, imicroenvironments, iinfluence 

istrategies iand igatekeeping, ished ifurther ilight ion ithe idynamics iat iplay iwhich iaffects 

idecision-making iin ifamilies. iWhat iemerges iare icomplex iand imessy iaccounts iof ihow 

idecisions iare iinfluenced, iprimarily iby iadolescents iand iparents, iwithin ifamily ilife. iThe 
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iglobal ithemes ioffer ian iinsight iinto ithe idecision-making iprocesses iof ithe ifamilies, iwith 

ieach itheme ialso ihaving ia irelationship iwith ianother. iA iconceptual imodel iis itherefore 

ipresented i(figure i7.6) iwhich ihighlights ithe idynamism ievident iamongst ithe iglobal 

ithemes, iand ihow ithis iset iof idynamic iinteractions irelate ito ithe ifamily idecision-making 

iprocess iand ifamily iconsumption ichoices. 

 

The iglobal itheme iof ithe ifamily imicroenvironment ifacilitates iand idirects iall ithe iother 

ielements iof ithe iconceptualisation idiagram, iand iits iinfluence iupon ifamily iethical ifood 

idecision-making iwas ifirmly ilocated iat ithe icentre istage iof ithe ifamily istories. iFamily 

imicroenvironments irecognise ithat ieach ichild iwithin ia ifamily iinhabits ia iunique iniche 

iwithin ithat ifamily i(Harris, i1995) iand ithat itheir iexperiences iof ifamily ilife iwill idiffer ifrom 

ithose iof itheir isibling(s). iAlthough iconsumer iresearch ihas isuggested ithat ifamilies ihave 

ia iuniversal icommunication istyle i(Moschis, i1985), iwith ichildren ialso isuggested ito 

ireceive ia icommon iparenting istyle i(Carlson i& iGrossbart, i1988), ithe istories ifrom ithe 

ifamilies isuggest ithat ichildren iof ithe isame ifamily ido inot iexperience ifamily ilife iin ia 

ihomogenous iway. iMoreover, ithe idifferent iexperiences iand itreatment iof ithe ichildren 

iand iadolescents i(which iare ifostered iby iparents iand isiblings ialike) ishape ihow ithey 

ideploy itheir iinfluence istrategies iand, imore iimportantly, iimpacts iupon itheir iinfluence 

isuccess, ishedding igreater ilight ion ithe iprocess iof iinfluence iitself, iand ipoints ito ithe 

iheterogeneity iof iintra iand iinter-family ienvironments. 
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7.7 iMicroenvironments i- iGatekeeping iand iResistance 

Olu iOnyejeli iis ianother iobvious iexample ito iillustrate ithe ifamily imicroenvironment iand 

itherefore ithe iheterogeneity iof ifamily ienvironments. iAs ihas ibeen idiscussed, 

imicroenvironments ican ibe iboth imaternally iand isibling i(fraternally) imaintained iand ibe 

ieither isupportive ior iunsupported iof ithe iadolescent. iOlu iinhabits ia ivery isupportive 

imaternal imicroenvironment, iand ibecause iof ithis, ihe idoes inot ihave ito itry ivery ihard ito 

iinfluence ithe idecisions ireached iby ihis iparents, ias ilargely ithey i(particularly ihis imother) 

iare imore iwilling ito igive ihim iwhat ihe iwants ithan ihis ielder ibrother, iAde. iWhere iOlu idoes 

iexperience iresistance ito ihis iinfluence istrategies, ithis iis ilargely ion ithe ipart iof ihis ifather, 

iand ihis imother ioften iworks ias ian iintermediary ibetween ithe ipair ito iensure ithat iOlu igets 

iwhat ihe iwants. iThe isame isituation iexists iin ithe iAlcock ifamily. i 

 

The iresistance iof ithe igatekeepers ito iOlu's idemands iis iusually, itherefore, ivery ilow, iwith 

ithe iprimary igatekeeper iof ifamily iconsumption ilargely ithe imother iin ithe ifamily. 

iAccordingly, iwhere iOlu idoes ideploy ian iinfluence istrategy ihe iuses ilone, iunilateral 

istrategies iwhich iare ihighly isuccessful. iIn icontrast, iIllana iCohen iinhabits ia 

imicroenvironment iwhich iis iin istark icontrast ito iOlu's. iIllana's imaternal 

imicroenvironment iis icharacterised ias ibeing iunsupported, ifostered iby iher iparent's 

iactions. iConsequently, iIllana ifaces isignificant iresistance ito iher iinfluence istrategies, 

iand ias ia iresult, ishe irecognises ithe ineed ito ibolster iher ipower ibase iand ithe ifutility iof 

ideploying ilone, iunilateral istrategies. iShe idoes ithis iby iobtaining ithe isupport iof iher 

iyounger isister, iAbbi, iand iexploiting iAbbi's isupportive imaternal imicroenvironment. i 
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Similar ito iMrs iAlcock iwho iacts ias ian iintermediary ibetween iArchie iand ihis ifather iin 

iArchie's iinfluence istrategies, iThierry iMoreau ibecomes ian iintermediary ifor iAurélie's 

iinfluence istrategies ion itheir iparents. iThierry ihas ia ivery ifavourable imicroenvironment; 

ihe iis ithe iapple iof iher imother iand ifather's ieye, iand ithey idote ion ihim. iLike iArchie, 

iThierry isimply iasks i(or idoes inot ihave ito iask) ito iget ithe ithings ihe iwants. iAurélie 

irecognises ithe ipower iThierry iholds iover itheir iparents iand iattempts ito irecruit iThierry ito 

igain ihis isupport iin ia icollaborative iinitiative; ialone iAurélie istands ilittle ichance iof igetting 

ithe ithings ishe iwants idue ito iher iunsupported imaternal imicroenvironment iso iAurélie 

ineeds ithe ihelp iof ian ially. iAurélie iachieves ithis iby iforming i‘alliance’ iwith iThierry iand 

igaining iThierry's isupport ithrough ia itemporary icoalition. iOften, ithe ihelp ithat iis igathered 

ifrom ithe ially iis icollected iunwittingly, iwith iAurélie imaking ideals iwith iThierry i(a ibilateral 

istrategy) ithat ilargely ido inot imaterialise. iHowever, ifortunately ifor iAurélie, ishe ican 

iinfluence iand idirect ithe iactions iof iher iyounger ibrother, iadding isupport ifor 

iintragenerational iinfluence i(Cotte i& iWood, i2004). iOnce ithis isupport iis iachieved iAurélie 

istands ia imuch ibetter ichance iof iobtaining iwhat ishe iwants ithrough ithis icoalition iwith iher 

ibrother. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

  

 

Figure i7.6: iFamily iConceptualisation 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Individual iinfluence Collaborative iinfluence 

 

 

Dictates ithe iability iof ia ichild ito iinfluence icollaboratively ior inot; 

iif iIntragenerational iinfluence iis ihigh i(and iif ithe ichild iinhabits ia 

isupportive ifraternal imicroenvironment) ithen iothers imay iside 

i(collaboratively) iand ijoin ithe istrategy 

 

Dictates ipotential isuccess iof ithe ichild i(and iresistance ito itheir 

iinfluence istrategies), iso icollaborative iinfluence imay inot ibe 

inecessary iwhere ithe isibling iis ipowerful iindividually. iConsumer 

imicroenvironments iemerge 

 

 i 
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7.7.1 iMicroenvironments i– iCollaborative iinteractions 
 

A isibling's ifraternal imicroenvironment, itherefore, idictates ithe iability ito irecruit ianother 

ior iother isiblings iand idictates ithe icorresponding iability ito ideploy ibilateral istrategies 

iwhich irequire ithe ico-operation iof ianother iinfluencing iagent. iIf ia isibling ihas ia 

isupportive ifraternal imicroenvironment, ithe iadolescent ican iusually ieasily irecruit 

ianother isibling iand ideploy icollaborative, ibilateral istrategies. iHowever, iif itheir ifraternal 

imicroenvironment iis iunsupported ithen ithe iadolescent iis iforced ito iutilise iunilateral 

istrategies, ias isupport iis iunlikely ito ibe igained. 

 

Toni iSelwyn, ifor iexample, iattempts ito irecruit iher itwin isiblings i(especially iDamien) iin 

iher iinfluence istrategies ias ishe ifaces iconsiderable iresistance ifrom iher imother ito iher 

ilone iinfluence iattempts; iMrs iSelwyn ifeels ithat iToni iis itoo idemanding iand iconstantly 

idemand ithings ifrom iher. iUnfortunately ifor iToni, iher isiblings itend ito iagree iwith itheir 

imother iand ioften irefuse ito iassist iher. iToni, ioften iwanting ito ibe ithe icentre iof iattention, 

ialso ihas ivolatile irelations iwith iher isiblings, iwhich ifrequently iresults iin ithem iganging iup 

iagainst iher. iThis iis ia iproblem ifor iToni iwho iultimately iuses ilone, iunilateral istrategies, 

imany iof iwhich iinvolve ithe iuse iof inegative iaffect isuch ias ithe ithreat iof iviolence. iThis 

isupports iBonn's i(1995) isuggestion ithat irejected ichildren ioften ihave ino ioption ibut ito 

iuse iunilateral istrategies iwhich ifrequently iinvolve iaggression iin itheir iinteractions; ithis 

iaggression imay ibe iattributable ito ithe iexpected iresistance ifrom ithe itarget iof iinfluence 

i(Cowan i& iAvants, i1988). 
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However, ialthough iinhabiting ian iunsupported ifraternal imicroenvironment imay iprove 

iproblematic ifor ijoint iinfluence iinteraction ibetween isiblings, isuch ia isituation idoes inot 

inecessarily itarnish ian iadolescent's iability ito iget iwhat ithey iwant. iIf ithey ihave ia istrong, 

isupportive imaternal imicroenvironment iin iwhich iresistance ito itheir irequests ifrom 

iparents iis ilow ias iwith iGagan iThakkar, ithe ineed ito irecruit iothers ito ihelp iin iinfluence 

istrategies iis imade iobsolete. iGagan ialone iis ivery ipowerful iand idoes inot ineed ithe ihelp iof 

iher isiblings ias iher iparents ibelieve ithat iGagan iis isensible, iand ias ia iresult, ishe iusually 

igets iwhat ishe iasks ifor i- ieven iif ithis imeans ithe iself-sacrifice iof iher imother iand 

i(unknowingly) iother imembers iof iher ifamily. iIt, itherefore, iappears ithat 

imicroenvironments iaffect ia ichild ior iadolescent's iinput iin ifamily idecision-making iin 

iseveral iways; i(1) ia ichild ior iadolescent's imicroenvironment idictates ithe ilevel iof 

iexpected iresistance iachieved ifrom ithe ifamily igatekeepers i(more ioften ithan inot 

imothers iin ifamilies); iand ithus i(2), idictates ithe ineed ito ideploy ibilateral istrategies iwhich 

igather ithe isupport iof iother iinfluence iagents iin ia icollaborative iinitiative; iand i(3) ian 

iadolescent's ifraternal imicroenvironment ialso idictates ihis ior iher iability ito irecruit iother 

isiblings iin ithat icollaborative iinitiative. 

 

 

7.7.2 iMicroenvironments iand iIntragenerational iInfluence 
 

The iability ito irecruit iother isiblings iin ia icollaborative ieffort ialso irests ion ia isibling's 

iintragenerational iinfluence i(Cotte i& iWood, i2004) ipotential. iAs iwe ihave idiscussed 

iintragenerational iinfluence iconcerns ia isibling's iability ito iinfluence ithe iconsumer 

ibehaviour iof iother isiblings i(Cotte i& iWood, i2004). iRegarding ia icollaborative isibling 
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iinfluence istrategy, ithis iintragenerational iinfluence ifacilitates ithe iability ito irecruit iothers 

ito iassist iin ithe iinfluence istrategy. i iAlthough iintragenerational iinfluence idoes ifacilitate ia 

isibling's iability ito irecruit ifellow isiblings i(as idoes ithe ipositive inature iof itheir ifraternal 

imicroenvironment), ithe iintragenerational iinfluence iwas ialso iapparent iin iwhich ione 

isibling's iconsumer ibehaviour iaffected ianother i(alongside iassisting icollaborative 

iefforts). iFor iexample, iLuke iAlcock iidolises iOliver. iLuke iconsiders iOliver ito ibe i"cool" iand 

i"trendy" iand iwants ito iemulate imany iof ithe iproducts ihe ibuys iand, ito ia ilarge iextent, 

iwants ito ibe ilike ihim. iSuch iis iLuke's idesire ito ibe ilike ihis iolder, itrendy, ibrother ithat iOliver 

iconsiders iLuke ito ibe ia i"mini iOliver, ia imini-me". iLuke’s iwish ito iemulate iOliver’s 

ipreferences ito ifeel icloser ito ihim ior ibe ilike ihim iis ireferred ito ias ireferent ipower i(Flurry i& 

iBurns, i2005). iIt iseems iOliver ihas ireferent ipower iover iLuke. 

 

Although iLuke iwill itake iOliver’s iside iin imany icollaborative istrategies, iLuke iwill ialso ibe 

iinfluenced iby iOliver's iEthical ilifestyle iand ifashion istyle. iOliver inot ionly iinfluences iLuke 

ibut ialso ithe iconsumption iof iArchie. iWhen iOliver iwon ia ibox iof iHilltop iHoney iCut iComb 

iAcacia ithrough ia ipromotional icampaign, iboth iArchie iand iLuke iinstantly iwanted ione 

ibecause iOliver ihad ione; ithe icharacteristics iof iOliver i(as ibeing i"cool" iand i"trendy") iwere 

itransferred ito ithe iethical ifood. 

 

However, iArchie ihas ilimited iintragenerational iinfluence; ihis isupportive imaternal 

imicroenvironment ihas itarnished iand iundermined ihis iimage iwith ihis isiblings. iAs ia 

iresult, ithey iwere inot iinterested iin ihis iHippeas iOrganic iSweet i& iSmokin iChickpea iPuffs 

ieven ithough ihe ihad ione ibefore iOliver. iWhereas iArchie iwas ithe iinnovator iof ithe iproduct 
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iin ithe ifamily, ihis isiblings iignored ithis, iconfirming iresearch ithat ialthough iinnovators iare 

ithe iearliest ibuyers iof ia iproduct ithey iare inot iparticularly iwell itied iinto isocial inetworks iin 

icontrast ito iearly iadopters i(such ias iOliver), iwho ioften ioperate ias ian iimportant iopinion 

ileader. iTherefore, ithe imicroenvironment iwhich ithe isiblings ifoster ifor iOliver i(the 

ifraternal imicroenvironment) iis iin ireaction ito ithe ifavourable imaternal 

imicroenvironment iOliver ienjoys iwith iparents. 

 

The itype iof ifamily ian iadolescent ilived iin ialso iinfluenced itheir iinfluence istrategy 

isuccess, iand ion ithe iextent ito iwhich ithey iwere iallowed, iby ithe ifamily igatekeepers i(i.e. 

itheir iparents, iusually ithe imother iof ithe ifamily), ito ihave ian iinput iin ifamily idecision-

making. iWithin ithe iJannetta ifamily, ithe ichildren iwere ihighly iinvolved iin ifamily idecision-

making iand iconsumption ichoices iand iexperienced ilimited iresistance ifrom itheir imother; 

ithe ionly iresistance ithey ifaced iwas ithe ifamily's ilack iof ifunds ito ipurchase ithe iitems iand 

inot ithe igatekeeper's istraight irefusal iof itheir irequests. iSuch igreater iinvolvement iin 

idecision-making iand ifamily ilife iblurs ithe iboundaries ibetween iparent iand ichild i(Flurry, 

i2007). iThis iwas ithe icase iwithin ithe iJannetta ifamily iwith iAlice, iin iher imother’s irole, 

iacting iin istark icomparison ito iaccepted inotions iof ia i'traditional' iparent, ichoosing iinstead 

ito idelegate ia ilot iof ithe itraditional iparent iresponsibilities i(such ias icooking iand icleaning) 

iand ias ia iresult, ithe isiblings ifaced ilittle ior ino iresistance ito itheir irequests ifrom itheir 

imother. iHowever, iwhile ithe ichildren iin ithe iAlcock ifamily iare ihighly iinvolved iin itheir 

ifamily ichores iand idecision-making, iOliver ifaced ia ilot iof iresistance. 
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7.8 iFamily imicroenvironments iand iconsumer isocialisation 

Family imicroenvironments ished igreater ilight ion ithe iheterogeneous inature iof ifamily ilife, 

ireplacing ithe iwidely iheld iassumption iin ithe icurrent iconsumer ibehaviour iliterature 

iwhich iviews ifamily ilife ias ia ihomogenous iexperience ifor iall ifamily imembers. iHowever, 

iin iaddition ito ithis, imicroenvironments ialso icontribute itowards ia imore inuanced 

iunderstanding iof ithe iprocess iof iconsumer isocialisation. iFamily imicroenvironments ilead 

ito iconsumer imicroenvironments ias iillustrated iby ifigure i7.7. iConsumer 

imicroenvironments ihave ipotentially iimportant iimplications iin iany ire-evaluation iof ithe 

iliterature ion iconsumer isocialisation. 

 

Consumer imicroenvironments iimpact ithe iprocesses iof iconsumer isocialisation iwithin 

ifamilies. iConsumer imicroenvironments iemerge iwithin ifamilies iwith ithe iextent iof ia 

ifamily imember's iinvolvement i(particularly ichildren) iin ithe iconsumption iprocess; ithe 

istrength iof itheir irelationships iwith iother ifamily imembers; ithe iextent ito iwhich ia 

idialogue iexists ibetween ifamily imembers ito idiscuss iconsumption imatters iand idecisions 

iand iaccordingly, ithe iability iof ifamily imembers ito iattain ia ihigher ilevel iof iconsumer iskill 

ijust ias iempirical isupport iis ioffered iin ithis ithesis ito isupport ithe iconcept 

of ifamily imicroenvironments, idifferent iconsumer imicroenvironments ialso iexist iin ithe 
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Figure i7.7: iFamily imicroenvironments, isocialisation iprocess, iand idevelopment iof 

iconsumer imicroenvironments 
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families istudied iin iwhich iindividuals i(most inotably iadolescents) ihave ivarying 

iinvolvement iin iconsumption iissues; ihave ivarying iabilities ito idiscuss iconsumption 

imatters iwith iother ifamily imembers; iand ihave ivarying iopportunities ito iseek ithe iadvice 

iand isupport ifrom iother ifamily imembers ito ilearn iabout iconsumption, iand iacquire ithe 

iskills, iknowledge, iand iattitudes irelevant ifor iconsumer isocialisation. 

 

Mim iJannetta, ifor iexample, iinhabits ia ivery isupportive imaternal imicroenvironment 

iwhich ihas iimplications ifor iMim's iconsumption iand isocialisation iprocess. iMim iis 

iencouraged ito isave iand ievaluate iher iconsumption ioptions iby iher iparents; iMim iis 

ifrequently itaken ishopping iby iher iparents iand iMim's iparents idiscuss iher iconsumption 

ioptions iand ichoices iwith iher. iSuch iactions idevelop ia istrong iand isupportive iconsumer 

imicroenvironment ifor iMim iwithin iher ifamily, iin iwhich iher iconsumption ivoice iis iheard 

iand ilistened ito. iAlice iJannetta, ion ithe iother ihand, idoes inot iinhabit isuch ia isupportive 

imaternal imicroenvironment. iThe iextent iof iAlice's iinvolvement iin iher ifamily's 

iconsumption idecisions iis imuch ilower ithan iMim's iinvolvement, iwith iAlice ichoosing 

iinstead ito idiscuss imatters iwhich irelate ito iher iconsumption iwith iher ifriends i(who 

iultimately iwill ilisten ito iissues iwhich irelate ito iAlice's iconsumption, iunlike iher iparents). 

iWhereas iMim iis iencouraged ito idiscuss iher iconsumption ichoices iwithin iher ifamily iand iis 

iprovided iwith ithe iopportunities ito iacquire iconsumption icompetency i(through 

iaccompanied ishopping itrips iwith iher iparents, ifor iexample, iand ithrough iMim's 

iparticipation iwith iAlice's iinfluence istrategies), iAlice idoes inot iexperience ia isimilar irange 

iof isupportive iactions iwith iher iconsumption ichoices. 
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Figure i7.7. iis ia irevised iand iupdated imodel iof ithe iclassic iconsumer isocialisation idiagram 

ioffered iby iMoschis iand iChurchill i(1978). iMoschis iand iChurchill i(1978) ioffered itheir 

iconceptual imodel iof iconsumer isocialisation iwhich ihighlights iseveral ifactors iwhich 

iaffect ithe iconsumer isocialisation iprocess iof ichildren iand iadolescents: iantecedent 

ivariables i(i.e. isocial istructural ivariables, iwhich iincludes ithe isocial isetting iin iwhich ithe 

ilearning itakes iplace); isocialisation iprocesses i(the iagent-learner irelationship); iand 

ilearning ioutcomes. iThe icategories iidentified iby iMoschis iand iChurchill i(1978) 

i(antecedent ivariables, isocialisation iprocesses, iand ilearning ioutcomes) iare iall iaffected 

iby ithe icharacteristics iof ia ifamily imember's iunique ifamily imicroenvironment iwhich ithey 

ialone iinhabit. iWith iMim iJannetta, ishe iinhabits ia ivery isupportive ifamily 

imicroenvironment, iand ithe irelationship ithat ishe ihas iwith iher iparents iis istrong iand 

iconducive ito ithe iacquisition iof ia irange iof iconsumption iskills i(e.g. isearching ifor iand 

ifinding iinformation ion iethical ifoods, ievaluating iproducts, imaking ichoices). 

 

The icharacteristics iof iMim's imaternal iand ifamily imicroenvironments ithus iaffect iher 

ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironment, ias ifigure i7.7 ihighlights, iand iultimately ithe isetting 

iin iwhich ithe iagent-child ilearning ioccurs; ithe iquality iof ithe irelationship ibetween ithe 

isocialisation iagent(s) iand ilearner; iand ithe ilearning ioutcomes i(the itransfer iof 

iconsumption iskills ifrom ithe isocialisation iagents) i- ifactors iwhich iMoschis iand iChurchill 

i(1978) isuggest icontribute ito ithe iquality iof ithe isocialisation iprocess, iand iultimately ito 

ithe ioutcomes iof iconsumer isocialisation i(i.e. ithe iattainment iof iconsumer iskill isets). 

iAlice iJannetta, iin icontrast, idoes inot iinhabit ia ivery isupportive ifamily imicroenvironment 

iand idoes inot ireceive ithe isame ilevel iof isupport iand iguidance ifrom iher iparents ias iMim 
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ireceives. iAlice imust ilook ielsewhere, imost inoticeably ioutside iher ifamily, ito iher ipeers 

iand ifriends, ifor ihelp iin ilearning iand iacquiring ia iconsumer iskill iset i(e.g. iability ito 

ievaluate ialternatives). 

 

Accordingly, ithe ipositive ior inegative inature iof iMim's iand iAlice's ifamily 

imicroenvironment iguides itheir isocialisation iprocess, iand iultimately itwo ivery idistinct 

ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironments iemerge ifor iMim iand iAlice iin ithe iJannetta ifamily. 

iConsequently, iwhereas ithe ifamily iplays ia idominant irole iin iMim's iconsumer 

isocialisation, iit iplays ia imuch iless idominant irole iin iAlice's iconsumer isocialisation. iThis 

ipartly ireflects ithe idifference iin iages ias iMim iwould ialways ibe imore iin iher iparents' 

isphere iof iinfluence ibecause ishe iis istill irelatively iyoung; iwhereas iAlice ibeing ithe ieldest 

iwould iexpect ito ibe imore iindependent iand/or idrawn imore iinto ithe isphere iof iinfluence 

iof iher ifriends. iThat isaid, ihowever, iit iis inot ijust iage ialone, ibut ialso iexperiences iof ifamily 

ilife iand iinteractions, iwhich iaffect iboth iAlice's iand iMim's iconsumer isocialisation. 

 

What ithe iillustrations iin ifigures i7.7 iand i7.8 isuggest iis ithat ithe imultiple 

imicroenvironments iwithin ifamilies, iconstructed iby iboth iparents iand isiblings, iaffect ithe 

ivariables iidentified iby iMoschis iand iChurchill i(1978) ias ifacilitating ithe ioutcomes iof ithe 

isocialisation iprocess ii.e. ithe isetting iin iwhich ithe ilearning itakes iplace i(and iultimately 

ihow isupportive ior iunsupportive ithis iunique ienvironment iis ithat ithe ideveloping ichild 

iexperiences); ithe iagent-learner irelationship i(with imicroenvironments ihaving 

iimplications ifor ithe iquality iof ithe irelationships ithat iexist ibetween isocialisation iagents 

i(either iparents, isiblings, ipeers ior ifriends) iand ithe ilearner); iand ithe ioutcomes iof ithe 
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ilearning iwhich itakes iplace i(which icontribute ito ithe idevelopment iof ia iunique ifamily 

iconsumer imicroenvironment ifor ia ichild iwithin ihis ior iher ifamily). 

 

The ifindings ihighlight ithat ia ichild's ifraternal imicroenvironment ican ialso iaffect ihis ior iher 

iconsumer imicroenvironment. iThe iquality iof ian iadolescent's ifraternal 

imicroenvironment ican ialso icontribute itowards ithe idefining icharacteristics iof ihis ior iher 

iconsumer imicroenvironment ias iwell, iand ithe ifamily imembers iwho iact ias iimportant 

isocialisation iagents ifor ithe iadolescent. iFor iinstance, iJens iLehman iacts ias ian iimportant 

isocialisation iagent ifor ihis isiblings. iJens idiscusses iconsumption iissues itogether iwith ihis 

ibrothers, iwhereas iClaudia iLehman i(who iinhabits ian iunsupported ifraternal 

imicroenvironment) iis irarely iinvited ito iparticipate iin isuch idiscussions, iand iconsequently 

idoes inot ihave ia istrong irelationship iwith iher isiblings iin iterms iof iher iability ito idiscuss 

iconsumption iissues iwith ithem. iFurthermore, iJens iand ihis ibrothers ialso ihave ia ispecial, 

iconsumer-related ibond; iJens iis ian iimportant iopinion ileader ifor ihis ibrothers’ 

iconsumption, iand iMark i(17 iyo) ioften iwants iOliver ito ijoin ihim ifor ishopping i(seeking ihis 

iadvice iabout ithe iappropriate ishops ito ibuy iVegan iand iorganic ifoods ior ithe ilatest 

ifashions ihe imust iwear). iAs ia iresult, iJens iacts ias ian iimportant isocialisation iagent iwithin 

ithe ifamily ifor ihis ibrothers i(alongside ihis iparents), ia irelationship iwhich iClaudia idoes inot 

ihave. iClaudia idoes inot ihave iaccess ito iJen's iconsumer iadvice ior iopinions, imissing iout 

ion ithe iinput iJens icould iprovide. iAccordingly, iClaudia iseeks isuch isupport iand iguidance 

ifrom iother isocialisation iagents i(parents iand ifriends), iin ia isimilar iway ito iAlice iJannetta 

iwho iturns ito iher ifriends, iand ithe iinternet, ifor isuch iinformation, iin ithe ilight iof iher 

iunsupportive ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironment. 
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The ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironments iprovide idifferent iopportunities ifor ichildren ito 

ilearn iabout iconsumption iin ithe isame ifamily. iUltimately ia icontinuum iof ithe iconsumer 

imicroenvironments iwhich iare imaintained iby ifamilies ican ibe ioffered. iThe 

iconceptualization, ian iillustration iof ithe iimpact iof ifamily imicroenvironments ion ithe 

isocialisation iprocess iand iin ithe idevelopment iof iconsumer imicroenvironments i(figure 

i7.7) ialso iillustrates iand iprovides ian iexample iof, ithe ifamily iconsumer 

imicroenvironments icontinuum. iThis iframework i(figure i7.7) isuggests ithat iwhilst, ifor 

iexample, iMim iJannetta iinhabits ia isupportive ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironment, 

iwhich iis iguided iby ithe isupportive inature iof iher ifamily imicroenvironment iand ithe 

ieffects ithis ihas ion iher isocialisation iprocess, iAlice iJannetta idoes inot i(with iAlice, iin iturn, 

iinhabiting ian iunsupportive ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironment iwhich iimpedes ithe 

iacquisition iof iconsumption iskill). iThe iconceptualization iin ifigure i7.8, ipresents ithe 

ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironments icontinuum iand isuggests ihow ithe idifferent 

iadolescents iincluded iin ithis istudy imight ibe ilocated. 

 

In ifigure i7.8, ithere iare ionly ithree ilevels ibut iwith itwo iextremes iof ithe iconsumer 

imicroenvironments icontinuum: ione iin iwhich isupportive iconsumer imicroenvironments 

idevelop i(which ifacilitate ithe iacquisition iof iconsumer iskills); iand ione iin iwhich 

iunsupported iconsumer imicroenvironments idevelop i(which ipotentially iimpede ithe 

iacquisition iof iconsumer iskills). iThis icontinuum ihelps ito iconfirm ithat imultiple 

ienvironments i(in ithis icase iconsumer imicroenvironments) iexist iwithin ithe isame ifamily. 

iEven iwithin ithe iadolescent igroupings i(as ipresented iin ifigure i7.8) iconsiderable 

idifferences iare ilikely ito iexist. iFor iinstance, ialthough iOliver iAlcock, iLuke iAlcock iand 
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iAdam iJones iare ilocated iwithin ithe isame igrouping i(with iindividual imembers iof ithis 

igroup iinhabiting ifairly isupportive iconsumer imicroenvironments), iconsiderable 

idifferences istill iexist iwith ieach ichild's iunique iconsumer imicroenvironment. iOliver 

iAlcock, ifor iinstance, iis inot iincluded iin imany ifamily idecisions, iand ihe i(like iAurélie 

iMoreau) ispends ia ilot iof iher itime iwith iher ifriends iand iaway ifrom iher ifamily. iHowever, 

iLuke iregards iOliver ias ian iimportant iopinion ileader, iand iLuke inot ionly ihas iinput ifrom 

iher iparents iin iher iconsumption ichoices ibut ialso ifrom iOliver ias iwell i(which iis iwhy iLuke's 

iconsumer imicroenvironment iis imuch imore itowards ithe isupportive iend iof ithe 

icontinuum). 

 

Participants isuch ias iAleksandra iStuleblak iand iCharlene iPowell's iconsumer 

imicroenvironment iare ialso itowards ithe isupportive iend iof ithe icontinuum, ibut iit iis 

iimportant ito iemphasise ithat ithese iadolescents imaternal iand ifraternal 

imicroenvironment iare idifferent. iFor iinstance, iJens iLehman’s ifamily iconsumer 

imicroenvironment iis ioffset iby iClaudia's iexclusion iby iher isiblings ifrom itheir 

iconsumption idiscussions, ieven ithough iher imother icreates ia ihighly isupportive imaternal 

imicroenvironment ifor iher. iMim iJannetta ihas ithe imost isupportive ifamily iconsumer 

imicroenvironment. iMim iis ialways iinvolved iin ifamily idecisions iby ihis iparents, iand iMim 

ialso iparticipates iin iAlice’s iinfluence istrategies iand iconsumption i(which iin iturn idevelops 

iMim's iconsumption iskills iand iknowledge). iJim iand iPeter iO’Brien ialso iinhabit ihighly 

isupportive ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironments, iwhich iis ilargely idue ito itheir iparent’s 

iinability ito imake iconsumption ichoices ialone, iand iJim iand iPeter imust idevelop itheir 

iconsumption iskills. iIt iis iagain iimportant ito istress ithat ieven ithough icertain ichildren 
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iwithin ithe isame ifamily iare igrouped iat ia isimilar ipoint ion ithe icontinuum i(for iinstance, 

ithe iBrown ichildren iand ithe iMoreau ichildren), idifferent imicroenvironments iare istill 

icreated ifor ithem iwithin itheir ifamily. iAlthough ithey imay iinhabit ia isimilar iconsumer 

imicroenvironment, iit iis inot ithe isame. iThe ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironments ialso 

ishare isome isimilarities iwith iexisting itheories iof isocialisation iconcerning ithe idimensions 

iof ifamily icommunication i(McLeod i& iChaffee, i1972); ifamily icommunication ipatterns 

i(Carlson iet ial., i1994); iand isocialisation istyle i(Carlson i& iGrossbart, i1988) i(as idiscussed 

iin isection i2.7 iin ithe iliterature ireview). 

 

Unsupportive ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironments icould ibe idescribed ias ienvironments 

iwhere isocio-orientated icommunications idominate, ior iin iwhich ia iprotective 

icommunication ipattern iis ievident. iIt iis isuggested ithat ia isocio-orientated ifamily 

icommunication ienvironment iwould ideter ia ichild's iparticipation iin ifamily idecision 

imaking i(Ekstrom, iTansuhaj i& iFoxman, i1987), iwhilst ia iprotective ifamily icommunication 

ienvironment iwould iinevitably ilead ito ithe icontrolling iof ia ichild's iconsumption iactivities 

i(Carlson iet ial. i1994). iUnsupportive ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironments icould ialso ibe 

idescribed ias ian iauthoritarian, ineglecting, ior irigid icontrolling iparental isocialisation istyle 

ibeing iadopted i(Carlson i& iGrossbart, i1988), iwhich imaintain idistant irelationships 

ibetween iparents iand ichildren. 

 

Similarly, isupportive ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironments icould ibe idescribed iin ias 

ithose iwhich ihave ia iconcept-orientated idimension iof icommunication, ipluralistic 

icommunication ipattern, ior ipermissive isocialisation istyle. iConcept iorientated 
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icommunication ipatterns i'foster idevelopment iof ichildren's iconsumer iskills iand 

icompetencies' i(Carlson iet ial., i1994, ip. i29), ia ipluralistic icommunication ienvironment 

iwould iencourage ichildren ito idevelop itheir iviews iabout iconsumption i(Carlson iet ial., 

i1994), iand iparents iwho iadopt ia ipermissive isocialisation istyle iwould iinteract iwith itheir 

ichildren, iwith iwarmth, iand igive ithem ithe ifreedom ito iexplore itheir iconsumption 

ipreferences i(Carlson i& iGrossbart, i1988). iSuch iexisting itheories icould ibe iapplied ito 

ieither iend iof ithe iconsumer imicroenvironments icontinuum, ibut iit iis ibecause ieach ichild's 

iconsumer imicroenvironment iis iso idifferent iand iunique ithat isuch ihomogenous 

iapplication icannot ibe iadopted. iIt iis ibecause iof ithe idifferences ithat iexist iwithin 

imicroenvironments iwhich imake iit idifficult ito idescribe, iexactly, ithe icharacteristics iof ithe 

ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironments ithat iexist, ior ito iaccurately igroup ivarious ichildren 

iwithin ithe isame iconsumer imicroenvironment itype. 



Figure i7.8: iThe ifamily iConsumer iMicroenvironments iContinuum 
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Such iconcepts i(dimension iof icommunication; ifamily icommunication ipattern; iand 

isocialisation istyle) icannot, itherefore, ibe iapplied iabsolutely ito ithe idescription iof 

imicroenvironments, iprimarily ibecause iof ithe imany idifferences ithat iexist iwithin ithe 

imicroenvironments i(and ithat iare ievident iwithin ithe isame ifamily ii.e. imultiple 

icommunication ipatterns, isocialisation istyles, iand icommunication idimensions, iand ithus 

idifferent iand iunique imicroenvironments). 

 

The iconsumer imicroenvironments icontinuum isheds igreater ilight ion ithe iprocess iof 

isocialisation iin irecognising ithe imany idifferent imicroenvironments ithat iexist iwithin ithe 

ione ifamily. iHomogenous ifamily ienvironments ido inot ireceive iempirical isupport. 

iAdolescents iinvolved iin ithis iresearch iinhabit iboth itheir iunique ifamily imicroenvironment 

iand itheir iunique iconsumer imicroenvironment iin iwhich ithey ihave idifferent 

iopportunities ito iacquire iconsumer iskills. 

 

This ichapter ipresents ithe imain icommon ifindings, ior iglobal ithemes, ifrom ithe itwenty 

ifamilies iinvolved iin ithis iresearch. iSpecifically, ithe ichapter ihas idiscussed ithe ifamily 

imicroenvironment iand ithe irather inarrow iinterpretation iof ithe ifamily iexperience ias 

ihomogenous, ias icurrently iconceptualised iin icurrent iconsumer ibehaviour iresearch. 

iEven iwithin ithe isame ifamily ichildren iand iadolescents iwere ifound iin ithis istudy ito ibe 

itreated iin idifferent iways. iThis ihas iimportant iimplications ifor ithe itheory iof ichild 

isocialisation, ias iconsumer imicroenvironments isuggest. iFrom ithese ifindings, ia imuch-

needed icritique iof isocialisation iemerges. iGiven ithat imajority iof ifamily iand isocialisation 

iresearch iwas iconducted iin ithe i1960s iand i1970s iour iaccumulated iknowledge iof ichild 
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iand iadolescent iinfluence istrategies, iand ihow ichildren iare isocialised iwithin ifamilies, iis 

ibased ion iresearch iconducted iover ithree idecades iago i(Flurry, i2007). iThe imajor 

icontribution iof ithis ithesis, ii.e. ihow ithe itheory iof ifamily imicroenvironments 

iproblematizes iextant iknowledge iin ithe ifield iof isocialisation iand icontributes itowards ia 

igreater iunderstanding iof ithe iprocess iof iinfluence iitself, iwill ibe iaddressed iagain iin ithe 

iconcluding ichapter. 
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Chapter i8: iDiscussions 
 

While ithe iabove ichapters ihave ipresented ithe ifindings iand ifully idiscussed ithe ikey 

ifindings iof ithe ithesis, ithis ichapter ifurther idiscusses ithe imajor iissues ithat icame iout iof 

ithe iempirical idata ipresented iin ithe iabove ichapters. iThis iresearch iseeks ito iinvestigate 

ithe iprocesses iinvolved iin iapplying iinfluence iin ifamily idecision-making, iwith ia iparticular 

ifocus ion ihow iadolescents iattempt ito iinfluence iethical ifood idecision-making iand 

iconsumption ichoices iin itheir ifamilies ias iidentified iby ithe iparticipants iin ithe istudy. iTo 

iachieve ithis iaim, ithe istudy ifocused ion ithe ifollowing iobjectives: 

 

1. To iexplore iextant iliterature ion ifamily idecision-making iand ito iidentify 

iadolescents’ iinfluence iin iethical ifood iconsumption iand idecision-making; i 

2. To iunderstand ithe ifamily ienvironment iand ihow ithey iaffect iadolescents’ iability ito 

iinfluence ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption idecisions; 

3. To iexplore ifactors ithat iaffect ian iadolescent's ichoice iof iinfluence istrategy iin 

ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption idecisions; 

4. To iidentify ithe iethical idecisions iadolescents iand iparents imake iof itheir idaily 

iconsumption ichoices iand ito iobtain ian iunderstanding iof ithe irange iof ifactors 

iinfluencing i'ethical' ifood ipurchase iand iconsumption. 

 i 

To iunderstand ithe ifamily ienvironment iand iits ieffect ion iadolescents’ iability ito iinfluence; 

iand ifactors ithat iaffect ian iadolescent's ichoice iof iinfluence istrategy iin ifamily iethical ifood 

iconsumption idecisions ias iset iout iin ithe iresearch iobjectives, ithis istudy imet iall ithe 
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iobjectives iand imakes iimportant ifindings ias idiscussed ibelow. iThis iresearch irejects ithe 

icurrent iperspective ion ifamily ilife ito ibe ia isimilar iexperience ifor iall iand isheds igreater 

ilight ion ithe iprocess iof iinfluence iand isocialisation. iMicroenvironments iof ithe iparticipant 

ifamilies isuggest ithat ichildren iwithin ithe isame ifamily, iexperience ifamily ilife iin imarkedly 

idifferent iways ioperationalised ithrough ivarying iparental isocialisation i(Carlson i& 

iGrossbart, i1988) iand icommunication istyles i(Carlson iet ial., i1994). iTherefore, ipockets iof 

idifference iand ipreferential itreatment iare ievident iin ieach ifamily istory. 

iMicroenvironments ialso iemerge ias ia ikey imoderator iof ithe iinfluence istrategies ichildren 

iand iadolescents iuse iand ithe iforms ithat ithey itake, iwith ithe iability ito iform ia icoalition 

iwith iother isiblings idetermined iby ithe ipositive inature iof ia ichild's ifraternal ifamily 

imicroenvironment. iFamily imicroenvironments ished igreater ilight ion ithe iheterogeneous 

inature iof ifamily ilife iand ifamily iconsumer imicroenvironments iare iintroduced. iThe ifamily 

iconsumer imicroenvironments iprovide idifferent iopportunities ifor ichildren ito ilearn iabout 

iconsumption iin ithe isame ifamily, iand ia imore inuanced iunderstanding iof ithe isocialisation 

iprocess iis ipresented iat ithe itheoretical icontribution ilevel. 

 

8.1: iFamily ienvironment iand iadolescent iinfluence 

The iobjective iof ithis iresearch iis ito iexamine ithe ifactors ithat iaffect iadolescent's iability ito 

iinfluence, ichoice iof iinfluence istrategy, ilevel iof isuccess ior ifailure iand ihow icoalitions iare 

iformed iin ifamily ifood iethical idecision imaking i(See iresearch iobjectives i1, i2 i& i3) iand 

iconceptual iframework i(see iabove). iThese iobjectives iwere imet, iand ithe ifollowing 

isections idiscuss ihow ithe ifindings ihelp ius iunderstand ithe ifamily ienvironment ibetter, ias 

ioutline iin ithe iresearch iobjectives. 
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As iJohn i(1999) ihighlights, isignificant igaps iexist iin ithe icurrent iunderstanding iof ithe 

ifamily iand iof ithe ienvironmental iinfluences iwhich ishape iconsumer isocialisation iand iin 

iturn ithe iinfluence iprocesses iof ichildren. iThis iresearch ihas imade isome iprogress iin 

iexamining ithe ifamily ienvironment, iand imore iimportantly ifamily imicroenvironments, 

iwhich iextends iwhat iwe icurrently iknow iabout ifamily ilife iand ihow iadolescents iare 

isocialised iwithin ifamilies. iThe ifamily imicroenvironment iemerges ias ia imoderator iof ithe 

iinfluence istrategies ithat iadolescents ican iuse ito iinfluence idecisions iand ithe iextent ito 

iwhich ithey ican iparticipate iin, iand ishape idecision imaking iin itheir ifamilies. 

iConsequently, ithe ikey ifindings iof ithis iresearch iare ia imove iaway ifrom ithe iwidely iheld 

iview iwhich iconsiders ifamily ilife ito ibe ia isimilar iexperience ifor iall, irecognising ithat iwithin 

ifamilies ithere iexist ipockets iof ipreferential itreatment iexperienced iby ichildren iand iused 

ithrough idifferent iparental icommunication iand iparenting istyles. iEventually, ifamily 

imicroenvironments ihelp ius iunderstand ihow iinfluence istrategies ican ibe iused i(both 

iindividually iand icollaboratively) iand ithe iextent iof iresistance ito ithem i(by igatekeepers) 

iand iindicate ithe iimportance iof iunderstanding iconsumer imicroenvironments iwithin 

ifamilies. 

 

While iseveral ifactors ishape ithe isocialisation iof iyoung ichildren i(see iEkstrom, i2006), ithis 

ithesis iconfirms iexisting iliterature ithat iparents i(and ithe iwhole ifamily) iare ithe iprimary 

isocialisation iagents iof ichildren i(Bao iet ial., i2007; iKim iet ial., i2015). iThe isocialisation 

iliterature icreates ia isense ithat ichildren iwithin ithe isame ifamily ihave ia ilargely isimilar 

iexperience iof ifamily ilife. iThe istories iof ithese iparticipant ifamilies iin ithis iresearch 

https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/EJM-02-2017-0153/full/html#ref002
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/EJM-02-2017-0153/full/html#ref033
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ichallenges ithis iassumption. iWhat ibecomes iclear iis ithat ithese iadolescents iexperience 

ifamily ilife iin imarkedly idifferent iways ifrom itheir isiblings, iget itreated iby itheir iparents 

idifferently, iand iare iinvolved iin ifamily idecisions ito idifferent idegrees. iSuch idifferences 

ialso ihave iimplications ifor ithe itypes iof iinfluence istrategies ithat ithey ican ideploy. iThis 

imeans ithat icurrent imodels iof iconsumer isocialisation, iwhich iassume ithe ifamily 

irepresents ia isimilar ienvironment iin ithe iconsumer isocialisation iprocess, ineed ito ibe 

irevised ito iconsider ithe idiverse inature iof ifamily ienvironments iand ithe iassociated 

iparental iinfluences ion ichildren ias iconsumers. 

 

Consumer imicroenvironments irecognise ithat ichildren, iwithin ithe isame ifamily, iare ilikely 

ito ibe iprovided iwith idifferent iopportunities ito ilearn iabout iconsumption. iUnique ifamily 

iconsumer imicroenvironments iare ideveloped ifor ichildren, iwith itheir ifamily 

imicroenvironment iaffecting ithe icharacteristics iof itheir iconsumer imicroenvironment 

iand ihaving iimplications ifor ithem ito ibe iinvolved iin idecision-making iand itheir iability ito 

iinfluence idecision-making. iThe iarguments ifor ithe ihomogenous inature iof ithe ifamily 

ienvironment iwere ireinforced iby iCarlson iand iGrossbart's i(1988) iclassification iof 

iparental isocialisation istyle. iThe isocialisation istyles i(see isection i2.7 iliterature ireview), 

iadopts ia iuniversal isocialisation istyle ito iall itheir ichildren. iSimilarly, ithe icommunication 

istyle ithat iparents iare ibelieved ito iuse iin icommunicating iwith itheir ichildren ialso iimplies 

ia igeneral icommunication ienvironment iin iwhich isiblings iare ithought ito ibe itreated 

isimilarly. iSuch iassumptions iare iundermined iby iparents iadmitting ito ihaving ifavourite 

ichildren iwho ireceive ipreferential itreatment ithan iothers i(Dunn i& iPlomin, i1990; iPeter iet 

ial. i2018), iand icomparing isiblings ito ione ianother i(Schachter i& iStone, i1985) iand 
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iconsequently, icreating idifferent ifamily ienvironments ifor ichildren iwithin ithe isame 

ifamily i(Harris, i1995) idue ito iseveral ireasons iexplored iin ithe iabove ichapters. i 

 

Participant iparents iadapt itheir isocialisation istyle idepending ion ithe ichild. iMultiple 

iparental isocialisation iand icommunication istyles iwere ievident iwithin ithe isame ifamily 

iconfirming iHarris’s i(1995) istudies. iWhilst ifamily imicroenvironments, iwhich iargues ithat 

i'each ichild iinhabits ihis ior iher iunique iniche iin ithe iecology iof ithe ifamily' i(Harris, i1995, ip. 

i459), ihave ibeen iwidely istudied iin iother ifields iof istudy, ivery ilittle istudies ihave ibeen 

idone iin ithis iimportant iarea iin imarketing iand iconsumer ibehaviour ito iunderstand ithe 

iimplications iof imicroenvironments iin ifamilies; iand ihow ithese imicroenvironments imight 

iimpact ion ihow iinfluence iis iexerted iin ifamily iconsumption, iparticularly iin iethical 

iconsumption. 

 

Microenvironments iwere ievident iwithin ieach ifamily iinvolved iin ithis iresearch, iindeed 

iHarris i(1995) iargues ithat imicroenvironments iwill ibe ievident iwithin ievery ifamily iand 

ithat ithe iquestion ias ito iwhether imicroenvironments iexist i'is iunquestionable' i(Harris, 

i1995, ip. i459). iMicroenvironments ihave ibeen icharacterised iin itwo imain iways, ifirstly, 

idependent ion ihow ithe imicroenvironments iare ifostered iand imaintained, iand isecondly 

iregarding ithe inature iof ithe imicroenvironment iitself, ii.e. iwhether ithe imicroenvironment 

ifostered iis ieither ipositive ior inegative. iMicroenvironments iare iprimarily ishaped iby 

iparents. iFor iinstance, iMrs iMantikas iconsiders iEustathios iMantikas, ito ibe iher ifavourite 

ichild. iShe italks iabout iEustathios iin ipositive iways, ifrequently iusing ihim ias ia ibenchmark 

iof iexcellence iagainst iwhich ihis iother isiblings iare icompared. iBecause iof ithis ihow 
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iEustathios iattempts ito iinfluence ihis iparents iare iradically idifferent ifrom ihis isiblings. iIt 

iwould, itherefore, iappear ithat ithe ifamily imicroenvironment idictates ithe ineed iand iform 

iof ithe iinfluence istrategy ito ibe ideployed iby iadolescents. iConsequently, ithis ihighlight 

ithe iprocess iof iinfluence iitself, irecognising ithat ian iadolescent's ifamily 

imicroenvironment ihas iimplications ifor ithe ideployment iof iinfluence istrategies, ithe 

iparental iresistance iexperienced, iand iultimately ithe iextent iof ithis ichild's isuccess 

i(research iobjectives i2 i& i3). 

 

The ifamily imicroenvironments iof ithe iJannetta ifamily iare ialso iequally irevealing. iMim 

iJannetta ican ido ino iwrong iin itheir ieyes. iLike iArchie iAlcock, iAbbi iCohen, iAlfie iBrown, 

iThierry iMoreau, iGagan iThakkar iand imany imore iin ithis istudy, iMim itoo idoes inot ineed ito 

ideploy isophisticated iinfluence istrategies iand ilargely igets iwhat ihe iwants ithrough 

iasking ihis iparents ifor ithings ior ithrough ithem ianticipating ihis ineeds iand iwants. iAlice 

iJannetta, ion ithe iother ihand, iis iviewed iin ia ivery inegative ilight iby iher iparents. 

iTherefore, iAlice irecruits iMim iinto iher iinfluence istrategies, irecognising ithat ialone ishe 

istands ivery ilittle ichance iof igetting iwhat ishe iwants. iWith iMim ion iher iside, iAlice ideploys 

icollaborative iinfluence istrategies iin iwhich ishe iclaims ithe iproduct ithat ishe iwants iis ialso 

idesired iby iher ilittle isister. iIn ieffect iAlice, ilike iAurélie, iexploits iher isister’s i(Mim) 

ifavourable ifamily imicroenvironment ifor iher iinterests. iFinally, imicroenvironments iaffect 

ithe iprocess iof iinfluence iitself iand ithe ichoice iof iadolescent’s iinfluence istrategy. 

iAlthough imost ifamily imicroenvironments iare ifostered iand ideveloped iby iparents, 

isiblings ican ialso idevelop itheir imicroenvironments. iTwo ivery idistinct 

imicroenvironments iemerge, ione iat ithe iparental iand ione iat ithe isibling ilevel. iThe 
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imicroenvironment ifostered iand imaintained iat ithe iparental ilevel i(maternal 

imicroenvironments) idoes inot inecessarily ihave ito itransfer iinto ithe isibling iworld 

i(fraternal imicroenvironments). iIndeed, imicroenvironments iat ithe isibling ilevel ihave 

ioften ibeen iconstructed iin iresponse ito inegative ifeelings iabout ithe imicroenvironment iat 

ithe iparental ilevel. iTo iillustrate, iwithin ithe iAlcock ifamily iArchie ireceives ipreferential 

itreatment ifrom ihis iparents iwho idote ion ihim. iHowever, ihis isiblings iare iaware iof ithis iand 

iview ihis ipreferential itreatment ias iunfair: iaccordingly, ithe imicroenvironment iat ithe 

isibling ilevel iis iconstructed iin istark icomparison ito ithe imaternal’s. iEventually, iwhile 

iArchie iis ifavoured iby ihis iparents, ithis iworks ito ihis idisadvantage iwithin ihis ifraternal 

imicroenvironment iwith ihis isiblings itreating ihim ivery ibadly, iconsidering ihim ito ibe idull 

iand iboring. 

 

As ihas ibeen ibriefly idiscussed, ithis ihas iimplications ifor iArchie's iinfluence istrategies. 

iInfluence istrategies ithemselves ihave ialso ibeen idocumented iin ithe iexisting ifamily 

iliterature, ibut ithe iinfluence istrategies iwhich ihave ibeen iidentified ihave imerely ifocussed 

ion ihow ian iindividual ichild iattempts ito iget ihis ior iher iway. iEven iin ithe ilight iof icoalitions 

iforming iwithin ifamilies, icollaborative iinfluence istrategies ihave inot ibeen isufficiently 

iexplored. iWithin ithe ifamily istories iin ithis iresearch icollaborative iinfluence istrategies 

iwere ievident. iHowever, ithe iextent ito iwhich ia isibling ican igain isupport ifrom ianother 

isibling ito iassist ihim ior iher iin ian iinfluence istrategy idepends ion ihis ior iher ifraternal 

imicroenvironment. iIn ishort, iif ia isibling iwants ito irecruit ianother isibling ito iassist iin ithe 

ideployment iof ithe iinfluence istrategy ithen ihe ior ishe ineeds ito ibe iviewed iin ia ipositive 

ilight iby itheir ibrother(s) ior isister(s). iArchie, ifor iinstance, iwould ihave ia iproblem iinitiating 
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ia icollaborative ieffort ias ihis isiblings iare inot iwilling ito ilend itheir isupport, ias ihis 

ifavourable ipositioning iin ihis imaternal imicroenvironment, iwhich iworks ito ihis iadvantage 

iwhen iinfluencing ihis iparents, iworks ito ihis idisadvantage iin ithe ifraternal 

imicroenvironment. iHis isiblings iseek ito iestablish isome iequilibrium iwhich ioffsets 

iArchie's iadvantage iin ithe imaternal imicroenvironment iagainst ihis ilack iof ipopularity iin 

ihis ifraternal imicroenvironment. iIt iwould, ihowever, iappear ithat ithe ineed ifor isuch 

isupport iis imade iredundant idue ito ihis ipreferential itreatment iby ihis iparents iin iany icase. 

i 

 

Jens iLehmann, ihowever, iin ithe ilight iof ihis inegative iand iunsupportive imaternal 

imicroenvironment, ifaces iconsiderable iresistance ifrom ihis iparents ito ihis iinfluence 

istrategies. iTo ibolster ihis ipower ibase, ihe ineeds ito irecruit ihis isister iClaudia iLehmann 

i(who iis iviewed iin ipositive iterms iby iher iparents, ihaving ia ipositive, imaternal 

imicroenvironment) ito iwork ias ian iintermediary ifor iher iinfluence istrategy ito iget ithe 

ithings iJens iwants ifrom itheir iparents. iExploiting ianother isibling's ipositive 

imicroenvironment, itherefore, iemerges ias ia istrategy ithrough iwhich ian iunsupported 

iadolescent, iin ithe ieyes iof ihis ior iher iparents iat ileast, ican ibecome imuch imore ipowerful 

iand isuccessful iin igetting iwhat iit iis ithey iwant ithrough icollaboration iwith ianother isibling 

ior isiblings i(itself idictated iby ithe ipositive inature iof ia ichild's ifraternal 

imicroenvironment). 
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8.2: iCollaborative isibling iinfluence istrategies 

This ithesis iexplores ifactors ithat iaffect ian iadolescent's ichoice iof iinfluence istrategy iin 

ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption idecisions i(objectives i3). iConsequently, iit iexplores ithe 

ifactors ithat idetermine ithe ilevel iof isuccess ior ifailure iof iadolescents iin iinfluencing ifamily 

iethical ifood idecisions i(RQ3) iand iwhether iadolescents iwork iin igroup ii.e. icoalition iwith 

iother ifamily imembers, iand iif iso, iwhat ifactors idetermine iadolescent's iability ito iform 

icoalitions iwith iothers, iand iwhat iissues idetermine ithe isuccess ior ifailure iof ithose 

icoalitions ito iinfluence ifamily iethical ifood idecisions i(RQ4). iThese iobjectives iwere imet, 

iand iresearch iquestions iwere iappropriately ianswered ias idiscussed ibelow: i i 

 

This ithesis ifindings isuggest ithat idecision-making iis ia isocial iprocess iwhich ientails ia iset 

iof iactivities, iconfirming iWilk’s i(1987) iobservation ithat iis iviewed ias ia isocial iprocess 

irather ithan ias ia isequence iof ievents ior istages. iMore ithan ithis, idecision-making ishould 

ibe ia idynamic iprocess iwith imultiple ifamily imembers ishaping ithe iconsumption ichoices 

iof iindividuals i(Hamilton i& iCatterall, i2006; iHaghighian iet ial., i2017). iSimilarly, iit iis inaive 

ito iconsider ifamily idecision imaking ias ia istable iprocess, iand ias isuch i'decision imaking iin 

ifamilies' iis ia imuch imore iappropriate idescription iof ithe iprocess iimplying, ias iit idoes, ithat 

idecisions iare imade iin imultiple iways. iSimilarly, ialthough ithe ifamily istories ihave ishown 

ihow ialliances iand icoalitions iform, ishowing ievidence iof icollaborative iinfluence 

istrategies, iand ithe icollaborations ithat iform iare ifluid. iThere iappears ito ibe iuncertainty 

iamongst isibling irelationships iwithin ifamilies, ioften iresulting iin ibrief icoalitions iforming. 

iThe icoalitions ithemselves ishould ibe iviewed ias imomentary, iformed ias iand iwhen 

iadolescents ineed ito igain isupport ifrom iothers. 
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The ifluidity iof ithe icoalitions iwas ievident iacross ieach ifamily, ialthough iit iis iparticularly 

iacute iin ithe istories iof ithe iMoreau iand iCohen ifamilies. i"Alliance", ia iterm iused ito 

idescribe ithe ibehaviour ithrough iwhich ia ichild itemporarily isides iwith ianother i(as 

idetailed iin isection i7.3), iis iused iextensively iby iAurélie iMoreau. iRecognising ithat iher 

ilone iinfluence istrategies ihold ilittle iclout iin ithe ieyes iof iher iparents ishe iexploits iher 

ibrother’s i(Thierry) istronger iposition iwithin ithe ifamily. iAurélie irecruits iThierry iby 

ipromising ito iuse ithe iproduct iwith ihim iin ireturn ifor iThierry's icompliance, iand 

iassistance, iin iAurélie's iinfluence istrategies. iShe itemporarily iforms i'alliance' iwith 

iThierry iin ia icollaborative iinfluence istrategy, ionly ito iditch iThierry i(and ithe imany 

ipromises ithat ishe ihas imade ihim) ionce ishe ihas iobtained ithe iproduct ithat ishe iwanted 

ifrom iher iparents. iWhile isuch ia icoalition iis itemporary, ihighlighting ithe iuncertainty ithat 

iis ievident iwithin ithe isibling icoalitions ithat iform, iit iproves ieffective ifor ithe iadolescents 

ito iinfluence idecision ioutcome. 

 

Likewise, iIllana iand iAbbi iCohen iformed i'alliance' iin icollaborative iinfluence istrategies, 

ialthough itheir icoalitions iare imuch ilonger ilived ithan iAurélie iand iThierry's. iIllana iside 

iwith iAbbi ias iand iwhen ithey irealised, ithey ihave icommon ipreferences, iparticularly 

iapparent iin ithe ichoice iof ifood. iWith iIllana's iinput ithe istrategies ithat ithe igirl’s iuse ias ia 

icollective iare imuch imore inegative, icontaminated iby iIllana's iinput, iwith iIllana 

ipredominantly iusing inegative iinfluence istrategies ithrough ilone iinfluence iattempts 

i(Illana iusually ilacks ithe isupport ineeded ifrom iothers ito ideploy icollaborative istrategies), 

ishowing ihow iadolescents iwho iare iunable ito iachieve ithe isupport ifrom iothers ioften 

ihaving ilittle ichoice ibut ito iuse ilone, inegative iinfluence istrategies i(Bonn, i1995); iin ithe 
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iCohen ifamily iIllana’s isiblings iview iher ias iover-demanding iand idominating, iand ithus 

iwould inot ireact ifavourably ito ia icollaborative iinfluence istrategy irequest ifrom iher). 

iAlongside ithe i'mini' icoalitions ithat iform iamongst isiblings, ifull isibling igroup iinfluence 

istrategies iwere ialso ievident. iThe iCohen ichildren, ifor iexample, ihave ishown iinstances iin 

iwhich ithey ihave iall iworked itogether ito iinfluence itheir iparents. iHowever, isuch 

ioccasions iare irare, ias ievident iacross iother ifamily istories. 

 

The ibehaviour iof ithe ichildren ihas ishown ithat ialthough isibling icoalitions ido iform, ioften 

ithey iare irelatively ishort-lived, iproduct ior isituation-specific, iand ioften iinclude 

isubgroups iof isiblings iand inot inecessarily ievery isibling iwithin ia ifamily. iThe isibling 

icoalitions iare inot istable iand iwill iform iand ireform i(often iwith idifferent imembers) ias 

isituations ipresent ithemselves. iAgain, iit ishould ibe iemphasised, ihowever, ithat ithe iability 

ito igain ithe isupport ifrom ifellow isiblings idepends ion ihow ithat ichild iis iregarded iby ihis ior 

iher isiblings, ii.e. imembers iof ihis ior iher ifraternal imicroenvironment. i i iAlthough 

isituations ido iexist iin iwhich ievery ichild iwithin ia ifamily iforms ia icoalition, isuch iinstances 

iare irare i(and irelate ito ijoint ipurchases iand ishared ior icommon ipreferences); iit iis ifar 

imore icommon ito isee ithe iformation iof imini icoalitions i(mini iin ithe isense ithat ievery ichild 

iwithin ithe ifamily imay inot ijoin iin ithe icollaborative ieffort, ieither idue ito ia ilack iof iinterest 

iin ithe iventure ior ibecause ithey ihave ibeen iexcluded ifrom ithe iattempt) iand isuch 

icoalitions iare iregularly idelicate, iwith icoalition igroup imembership icontinuously ishifting. 

i 
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The itypes iof imini iand ifully icollaborative iinfluence istrategies iused iby ithe isiblings iare inot 

idifferent ifrom ithe istrategies ithey iused iin itheir ilone iinfluence istrategies. iAs ia icollective 

ithe ichildren iused isimilar istrategies i(as ioutlined iin isection i7.3), isuch ias iasking, imaking 

ideals, ias ithey idid iin itheir ilone iinfluence iattempts. iHowever, ihow ithe istrategies iwere 

ideployed iwas idifferent. iThe icollaborative istrategies iwere iused ithrough ia isuccession iof 

i'relay iteam' iactivities. iThe isiblings iwould itake iit iin iturns ito ideploy ithe istrategy ithat ithey 

ifelt ithey iwere imost iexperienced iat iusing i(e.g. icrying, iasking inicely, itelling) iand, ithey 

iconsidered ithe iperceived ieffectiveness iof ithe istrategy iin ithe ieyes iof itheir iparents i(i.e. 

iwhich istrategy ithey ifelt itheir iparents iwould irespond imost ifavourably ito). iIf ithe ifirst 

isibling's istrategy idid inot iwork, ithen ithe inext isibling iwould itake iup ithe iinfluence iof 

ibaton iand iutilise ihis ior iher iinfluence istrategy iof ichoice. iIn ithis iway, ithe isiblings icould 

iuse ithe istrategy iwhich ithey ifelt ithey iwere imost iskilled iat iusing, iconcentrate itheir 

iefforts iupon ithe itarget iand iif iunsuccessful, iask ithe inext isibling ito icontinue ithe iinfluence 

iattempt. 

 

There iwere iinstances iin iwhich ithe isiblings iwould i'attack' i(see isection i7.3) itheir iparents 

ias ia icollective, iusually iusing inegative iinfluence istrategies isuch ias igroup imithering iand 

ipestering. iThese iattempts ihappened iat itwo imain iinstances: i(1) iat ithe ibeginning iof ithe 

icollaborative iinfluence istrategy iat iwhich itime ian iunorganised i(almost ichaotic) igroup 

iinfluence iattempt iwas iused i(the iunsuccessful inature iof ithis ibehaviour ileading ito ia 

imuch imore iorganised iand iplanned icollaborative, i'relay iteam' istrategy ito ibe iused), ior 

i(2) ifollowing ithe iunsuccessful i'relay iteam' ieffort i(at iwhich ipoint ithe ichildren iwould iblitz 

itheir iparents iin iany iway ipossible ias ia idesperate iattempt ito iget ithe irequired ioutcome). 
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iAlthough icollaborative istrategies iused iby isiblings ihave ibeen idocumented ielsewhere 

i(e.g. iLee i& iCollins, i2000) ithis iresearch ifindings idemonstrate ihow ithese icoalitions iare 

iformed iand ihow ithe iinfluence iis iused. iThe iformation iof ithe icoalitions idepends ion ithe 

iability ito igain ithe isupport ifrom iothers, iin iturn irelating ito ihow ithis ichild iis iviewed iby ihis 

ior iher isibling(s). iAgain, imicroenvironments iemerge ias ia imoderator iof ipossible 

iadolescent iinfluence istrategies iand ithe iforms ithat ithey ican itake. iThese ifindings ihelp ito 

iunderstand ithe ifamily imicroenvironment iand ihow ithey iaffect iadolescents’ iability ito 

iinfluence ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption idecisions iand imet iObjective i2 i& i3 iof ithis 

ithesis. iThese ifindings iindicate ithat ithe iability iof iadolescents ito iform icoalitions iis ivital ito 

itheir ilevel iof isuccess iin iinfluencing ifamily iethical ifood idecisions iparticularly iif ithe 

iadolescent iinhabits ian iunfavourable imicroenvironment iin ithe ifamily. iIn isummary, ithis 

ithesis isuggests ithat iadolescent's ifamily imicroenvironment ihas iimplications ifor ithe 

ideployment iof iinfluence istrategies i(see iconceptual iframework), ithe iparental iresistance 

iexperienced iand iultimately ithe iextent iof ithe ichild's isuccess iin ichanging idecision 

ioutcomes. iThe iformation iof ithe icoalitions idepends ion ithe iadolescent’s iability ito igain 

isupport ifrom iothers iand ihow ithe iadolescent iis iviewed iby ihis ior iher isibling(s) ior 

iparent(s). iMoreover, ithe iextent ito iwhich ia isibling ican igain isupport ifrom ianother isibling 

ior iparent ito iassist ithem iin ian iinfluence istrategy idepends ion itheir ifraternal 

imicroenvironment. iExploiting ianother isibling's ipositive imicroenvironment, itherefore, 

iemerges ias ia istrategy ithrough iwhich ian iunsupported iadolescent iin ithe ieyes iof ihis ior 

iher iparents iat ileast ican ibecome imuch imore ipowerful iand isuccessful iin igetting iwhat 

ithey iwant ithrough icollaboration iwith ianother isibling ior isiblings i(itself idictated iby ithe 

ipositive inature iof ia ichild's ifraternal imicroenvironment). 
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8.3 iFamily iand iConsumer iMicroenvironments 

One iof ithe iobjectives iof ithis ithesis iis ito iexplore ifamily ienvironments iand ihow ithey iaffect 

iadolescents’ iability ito iinfluence ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption idecisions. iThis ithesis 

imet ithis iobjective iand iconfirms ithat ifamily imicroenvironments ialso iaffect ithe 

isocialisation iprocess iand ithat ithe ifamily imicroenvironment ia ichild iinhabits iwill ihave 

iimplications ifor itheir isocialisation iprocess iwithin ihis ior iher ifamily. iJust ias ifamily 

imicroenvironments ipoint itowards ithe iheterogeneous inature iof ifamily ienvironments, 

iconsumer imicroenvironments ideveloped iby ifamilies ialso isuggest ithat iunique 

ienvironments iare icreated iwithin ifamilies iin iwhich ichildren ihave ivarying iopportunities ito 

ilearn iabout iconsumption iand iacquire iconsumption iskill isets. iThe ihomogeneous 

icharacteristic iof ithe ifamily ias ia isocialisation iagent iand ienvironment i(in iwhich ia 

iuniversal icommunication, iparental iand isocialisation istyle iexist) idoes inot ireceive 

iempirical isupport. iRather, imultiple ienvironments iexist iwithin ithe isame ifamily, iin iwhich 

ichildren iare iinvolved iin ithe ifamily iconsumption iprocess iand ifamily idecision imaking ito 

ivarying idegrees, ihave idifferent iopportunities ito ilearn iabout iconsumption iand ihave 

ivarying iaccess ito i(and idifferent irelationships iwith) isocialisation iagents. iA iconsumer 

imicroenvironments icontinuum i(as ipresented iin ifigure i7.7) iis ioffered, iwhich irecognises 

ithat idifferences ido iexist iwithin ithe isame ifamily iabout ihow ichildren ilearn iabout 

iconsumption. iUltimately ithe inature iof ia ichild's iconsumer imicroenvironment iwhich iis 

ideveloped iby ihis ior iher ifamily icreates idifferent iopportunities ifor ithat ichild ito ilearn 

iabout iconsumption, iand ithe ifamily istories iprovide ia imuch imore inuanced 

iunderstanding iof ithe iprocess iof iconsumer isocialisation ias ia iresult. 
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8.4 iEthical iconsumption 

The ifinal iobjective i(research iobjective i4) iof ithis istudy iis ito iidentify ithe iethical idecisions 

iadolescents iand iparents imake iof itheir idaily iconsumption ichoices iand ito iobtain ian 

iunderstanding iof ithe irange iof ifactors iinfluencing i'ethical' ifood ipurchase iand 

iconsumption. iThis iobjective iwas imet, iand ithis isection idiscusses ithe ifindings iand imakes 

isense iof ithe iparticipants’ iethical iexperience iand imotivations. 

 

 

8.4.1 iBecoming ian iethical iconsumer 

 

The ifindings iof ithis ithesis isuggest ithat irather ithan ithe iconsumer iadding ianother ifactor 

ito itheir iconsumer ichoices, ifor ithese irespondents, iethical ibeliefs ihave iconstituted 

ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer. iThis iis inot irepresentative ifor iall ithe iconsumers, 

idifferences iappearing iacross imoral iimperatives, iinfluences iand iages. iThis istudy ishows 

ithat idifferent iissues ihave idifferent imotivations, ilink ito idifferent iperiods iand isocial 

inorms. iThe ireasons ifor ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer iare ia imultifaceted iweb iof ivalues, 

ilifestyle ichoice, iinfluences iand isocial inorms iwhich icombine iwith ithe iindividual's 

iunderstanding iof iwhat iit iwould ibe igood ito ibe. iThese ireasons imake ithe idecision ito 

ibecome ian iethical iconsumer iless ideterminable ithan ithe ifactors iportrayed iby isocial 

ipsychology iaction itheories. iParticipants ipurchase iethical ifoods ifor ia irange iof ireasons 

iincluding imoral, ipolitical, ireligious imotives, iconcern ifor ihealth, iquality ior isafety iof 

iconventional ifood iproduces, ienvironmental iconsideration, ianimal iwelfare, ipersonal 

ivalues, isocial iissues, ireligious iand ipolitical. iThese ireasons iconfirm iextant iliterature 

i(e.g. iLeary iet ial., i2019) ibroadly icategorising ithem ias iegoistic iand ialtruistic. iEgoistic 

ireasons iare ireligious, imoral, ihealth iand ipersonal isafety iand ialtruistic ireasons iare 
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ienvironmental, ianimal iwelfare, isocial iwelfare iand ipolitical i(Maaya iet ial., i2018). 

iDiscourses iof iethical ieconomies, isuch ias i‘alternative iconsumption inetworks’ iare ioften 

iexpressed iin imainstream ipolicy. iThese ihighlights ia igrowing ispectrum iof iinterpretations 

iof iethical iconcerns iand iethical ieconomies ithat istretch ifrom iecological imodernisation ito 

imore iradical idegrowth ichange i(Gibbs i& iO’Neill, i2017). iParticipants iperceive iethical 

ifoods ias ia ihealthier ialternative ito iconventional ifoods iand ipromote ipersonal iwellbeing, 

iconfirming iexisting istudies i(Yazdanpanah, iet ial., i2015; iLoebnitz i& iAschemann-Witzel, 

i2016); isafer i(Willer i& iLernoud, i2017), iand ibetter iin itaste ithan iconventional iproducts 

i(Aschemann-Witzel i& iGrunert, i2015). iFinally, ithey iperceive iethical ifoods 

iconsumption’s ias ihaving ia ipositive iimpact ion ione’s iself-identity iand ithe ilives iof iothers 

i(Griskevicius iet ial., i2010; iWiller i& iLernoud, i2017). iHealth ihas ibeen isuggested ias ione iof 

ithe imajor ireasons ifor ipurchasing iethical ifoods i(Magnusson iet ial., i2003). iMuch iof iwhat 

icould ibe iclassified ias iethical ifood ichoices icould ialso ibe ihealthy ichoices: ifor iexample, 

iorganic ifood iis iperceived ito ireflect iconcern ifor ithe ienvironment ior ianimal iwelfare, iand 

iat ithe isame itime iviewed ias ifar ihealthier. iFor iexample, iVeganism iand ivegetarianism iare 

iperceived ias ia ihealth-conscious ilifestyle i(Sassatelli, i2004). iParticipants iin ithis ithesis 

ijustify itheir iethical iand itheir iconventional iconsumer ichoices ithrough itheir ibeliefs iin 

iwhat iconstitutes i"healthy". iAt ithe isame itime, ian iethical ichoice iwhich iis istrongly 

ibelieved ito ibe iunhealthy iis iless ilikely ito ibe iconsumed ithan iother iethical ichoices. 

iFurthermore, ivegetarians’ imotivations ito iconsume iethically ichanged iover itime, ias 

irelevant iinformation iallowed ithe iself-interested ito ibecome imore iaware iof ithe iethical 

iside iof itheir ifood iavoidances i(Beardsworth i& iKeil, i1997, ip. i234). iMoreover, ithe 

ireinforcement iof ione imotivation iwith ianother iallows ithe iparticipants ito ifeel imore 

irational iin itheir ichoices, ireducing ithe icynicism isurrounding iethical iconsumerism, 
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idemonstrating ithe irationality iof ithe iparticipant’s ilifestyle. iUnusually, ithe iparticipants 

iwho iwere ivegetarian ifor ihealth ipurposes ihad ian ion-off icommitment ito ivegetarianism, 

isuggesting ithat ihealth iis inot ias istrong ia imotivator ifor iethical iconsistency ias iis imoral 

iresponsibility i- iunsurprising igiven ithe itwin idiscourses iof ihealth iand iindulgence irelated 

ito ifood i(Honkanen iet ial., i2006). iWe inow iknow ithat imultiple ifactors iinfluence iconsumer 

iperceptions iof isocial iresponsibility i(Eckhardt iet ial., i2010), iand ithe ijostling iof iemotions 

ithat itakes iplace iwithin ithe iconsumer idecision-making iprocess i(Gregory-Smith iet ial., 

i2013). iNotwithstanding ithese icontinuing ichallenges, ithis ithesis ihas icontributed ito 

iunderstanding ihow icomplex iethical iconsumption idecisions iare. 

 

This istudy ireveals ithat ithe ilink ibetween iconsumption iand iethics ihas ibeen ideveloped 

ialong itwo ilines. iFirstly, iby iinhabiting ian iessential iposition iin ithe iextended isystem iof 

icontemporary icommodification iprocesses, iconsumption ihas ibecome ia iprivileged ientry-

point ifor ithinking iabout iethical iand ipolitical iresponsibility i(Barnett iet ial., i2011). 

iSecondly, iit iemphasises ithe idynamic iand iingenious idimensions iof iconsumption. 

iConsumption iis ialso iconstructed ias iseveral ipractices iof iidentity iformation iin iwhich 

iordinary iabilities ifor iautonomous iaction iand ichoice iare iroutinely iexercised i(Epp i& iPrice, 

i2008). iStudies iin isociology iand ihas ishown ithat ieveryday icommodity iconsumption iis ia 

irealm ifor ithe iactualisation iof icapacities ifor iindependent iaction, ireflexive imonitoring iof 

iconduct, iand ithe iself-fashioning iof irelationships ibetween iselves iand iothers i(Miller, 

i1995; i1998). iHowever, ithis iresearcher idoes inot iwish ito iimply ithat ithe iprocesses 

iinvolved iin imotivating iethical iconsumption iare ireducible ito ia istraightforward ichoice 

ibetween itwo iways iof iconsuming. 
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All ithe iparticipants iexpressed itheir imotive iand ia istrong ipreference ifor iethical ifood 

iconsumption. iThey idescribed iethical ifood iconsumption ian ialternative iset iof 

iconsumption ibehaviours iwhere ithey iconsume iwith isensitivity ithrough iselecting iethical 

ialternatives iand ipractices iand ithey iwere iemphatic iin itheir iattitudes, ibeliefs iand 

iinterest. iParticipants iused idifferent iterminologies ito idescribe iethical iconsumption 

iincluding iethical iconsumption, ienvironmentally ifriendly iconsumption, iethical ishopping, 

ipolitical iconsumption, ipolitical iconsumerism, iand iconscious iconsumption. iThis ihas 

ibecome ione iof ithe icriticisms iof iethical iconsumption iwhere ithere iare iso imany iissues 

iand iterminologies imaking iit idifficult ifor isome ipeople ito iunderstand iwhat iethical 

iconsumption iis iabout. 

 

Closely irelated ito ithe ivalues iof iequity, isocial ijustice iand ifairness iis ithe ivalue iof isharing. 

iSignificantly, isharing iresources i(by isupporting ilocal ifarmers ias ijust ione iexample) iwas 

inot ijust ia ifood iconsumption iactivity ibut ialso ia ilifestyle ipriority ifor iall iparticipants. 

iRegarding ivalue itypes, isharing idenotes inot ionly iuniversalism ibecause iit iconcerns 

iequity iand ifairness, ibut ialso iin ithis icontext iit icontains ielements iof ibenevolence, imainly 

idue ito iparticipants’ ikeenness ito iensure itheir ifood iconsumption idid inot iwork iagainst ithe 

iwelfare iof iothers. iFurthermore, ithere iis ian iimportant ipersonal icharacteristic ithat 

iaffects ithe iconsumption iof iethical ifoods: ipersonal ivalues. iFindings iin iprevious iresearch 

i(e.g. iPepper iet ial., i2009; iMaaya iet ial., i2018) ishow ithat iconsumers iwith ia ipreference 

ifor ialtruistic ivalues iare imore ilikely ito iengage iin iethical iconsumption ichoices. iIt iis, 

itherefore, ireasonable ito iexpect ithat ithey imight iexperience istronger ifeelings iof iguilt ior 

ipride. iThis itype iof iexperience iis iespecially icommon iamong iconsumers iwho iare istrongly 
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iengaged iin iethical iobligation iand itry ito ibe iconsistent iin itheir iconsumption ibehaviour 

iacross icategories. i 

 

Finally, inotwithstanding iincome ilevels iprice iand imoney iwere idiscussed iby iall ithe 

iparticipants ias iethical iconsumption iis icharacterised iby ithe istrategic ideployment iof 

imoney. iRather ithan ithe iforgotten icommodity iin ichains iof iconsumption i(Desforges, 

i1998), iethical iconsumers ishow ian iawareness ithat imoney iis inot ijust isomething iwhich 

ipurchases igoods, ibut iit iis ialso isomething iwhich iprovides iproducers iand iretailers iwith 

itheir iraison id'etre. iBecause iof ithis iprice idoes inot inecessarily iaffect ichoice iadversely. 

iCertain imore iexpensive iunnecessary iproducts iare ibought ito isupport i"worthy" icauses, 

iwhereas isome icompanies iand icountries iare iboycotted iwholesale, ithe iimplicit 

iunderstanding iis ithat iprofit iis ithe ibottom iline iin idetermining iproduction ipractices. iThe 

ifirst iand imost iobvious ipoint ito imake iabout iethical iconsumerism iis ithat, iwith ithe 

iexception imaybe iof ivegetarian iand ivegan iproducts, iinternalising ithe iexternalities iand 

ioffering ia ifair iprice ito iproducers inecessitates ipaying ia ihigher iprice ifor igoods. 

 

 

8.4.2: iSelf iIdentity iand iEthical iobligation 
 

Participants iidentified iethical iobligation iand iself-identity ias iappropriate ipredictors iof 

itheir iethical iconsumption ibehaviour iwhich iconfirms iextant istudies ion iethical 

iconsumption i(e.g. iShin, iMa i& iKoh, i2017). iTheir isense iof iobligation iwhich icomes ifrom 

itheir iadopted iethical ivalues, ibeliefs iand irules iregarding iwhat iis iright iand iwrong iinforms 

itheir iattitude iand ithen itranslates iinto ian iintention ito ipurchase i(Ajzen, i2011) ior ito 

iconsume iethically. iFor ithese iparticipants, iethical iobligation iplays ia ifundamental irole iin 
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iexplaining ibehavioural iintention ito iconsume iethical ifoods i(Shaw iet ial., i2000; iShin iet 

ial., i2017) isince iindividuals iwho ihold istrong ifeelings iof iobligation ifor ithe ienvironment 

iand isociety iaffects itheir ipurchasing ichoices i(Shaw i& iClarke, i1999). i 

 

Ethical iself-identity ipredicted iintentions ito ipurchase iethical ifoods ialongside ithe imoral 

inorm iand iattitude iconfirming iextant istudies i(Ozcaglar-Toulouse iet ial., i2006; iDowd i& 

iBurke, i2013), iand ithat ithe irole iof iself-identity iin ia iwider isocial isetting iis ian iimportant 

icontribution ito iunderstand ihow ithe ibroader icommunity imakes idecisions iabout iethical 

iproducts. iMoreover, iethical iobligation ihas ibeen ifound ito ihelp iexplain ithe ipredictive 

ipower iof ithe iTPB i(Ozcaglar-Toulouse iet ial., i2006). iParticipants’ idesire ito ipay ia ifair 

iprice ior isometimes ipremium iprice ifor itheir iethical ifoods i(rather ithan ichoosing 

iconventional ialternatives iwith ithe icheapest iprice) iappears ito iindicate ia isense iof iethical 

iobligation, ifreedom, ichoice iand iflexibility iechoing iShaw iet ial.’s i(2005) icontention ithat 

iethical iconsumers iare iguided iless iby iself-interest ithan iby iethical iobligation ito iothers. 

iIndeed, ithese iparticipants iseem ito ihave iattained ithe ipost-conventional ilevel iof 

icognitive imoral idevelopment, iwhere itheir ineeds iare iconsidered iby ia imoral isense ithat 

iextends ibeyond itheir iimmediate iand ipersonal ineeds i(Kohlberg, i1969). iEthical 

iconsumers’ ivalues iindicate ia iconcern ifor ithe iwelfare iof iothers iand iare iassociated iwith 

ithe iuniversalism ivalue itype i- ifocusing ion iprotection, itolerance, iappreciation iand 

iunderstanding iof iall ipeople iand inature i(Schwartz, i1992). 

 

The iconcept iof i‘self’ ihas imeaning ithrough ithe ireaction iof iothers iand ifor iothers i(cited iin 

iCampbell, i1995, ip. i115). iReasons ifor ithis iinclude ithe iethical iconsumers' iclaims ito ibeing 

iright, ithe idenunciation iof ishared ivalues iand iconventional iconsumer ipossibly inot 
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ibelieving iin iethical iconsumerism. iTypically, inew isocial imovements ihave ialways ibeen 

ian iexasperation ito itraditional imorality i(Campbell, i1995, ip. i56). iWhilst ithis imay ibe 

iunfortunate ifrom ithe iposition iof ithe i"traditional" imorality, iit iremains isomewhat 

iremoved ifrom ithe iself. iWhile ithe iparticipants iusually itried ito iassure ime ithat ithey idid 

inot i“preach” iabout itheir iethical iconsumption, iit ibecame iapparent ithat ifor imany iof ithem 

ithis idecision iwas ibased ion iadverse iexperiences iof idoing ijust ithat. iSome iparticipants 

ibelieved ithat inot ieverybody ihad ithe iability, iand itherefore ithe iduty, ito iconsume 

iethically. iThose ipresumed ito ihave iunderstandable ireasons inot ito iconsume iethically, 

isuch ias ipoverty ior ilack iof itime iand iknowledge, iare inot ipositioned iwith ia icontingent 

irepertoire ias idescribed iby iBurningham i(1995). iIt iis ithose iwho icould ido idifferently ibut 

ihave isimply ichosen inot ito iconsume iethically iwho iattract ithis iasymmetrical ievaluation. 

iIn iother iwords, iit iis ithose iwho imake ithe iconsumer ifeel ilike ithey imust idefend itheir 

iposition iin iopposition ito ianother ithat iproduces ithe iharsher ipositioning. iIndeed, iit iis 

ithose iwho ihold ia ihigher iethical iposition ithan ithe iconsumer idraws ireal icriticism. 

 

Ethical iconsumers ishared ia isense iof iresponsibility itowards isociety iand ithe ienvironment 

iregarding iconsumption ichoice iand ipurchase ibehaviour ibecomes ian iobligation i(Shiu i& 

iClarke i2002; iShin iet ial., i2017). iConsequently, ithe iresults iof ithis ithesis isuggest ithat 

ifamily iethical idecision-making ibegins iwhen ithe ifamily iunit ior iindividual imembers 

irecognise ian iethical iproblem iand iare iinfluenced iby iethical iobligations ito iconsume 

iethically, ibelieving ithat iby iexercising itheir ipurchasing ipower ito iconsume iethically, ithey 

imay ihelp ito ibring iabout isocial, ienvironmental ior ipolitical ichange. iParticipants 

imentioned iwhat ithey ibelieved iin ioften inarrated istories iof ipeople iwho iinfluenced itheir 

idecisions ito iconsume iethically. iThis isuggests ithat iethics iand iidentity iare icomplicatedly 
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ilinked ibut iin ia imore icomplex irelationship ithan iacquiring ian iethical iidentity. iIn isuch 

icircumstances iwhere iethics, ilifestyle iand iself-identity iare icombined, ithe irelationship 

ibetween iethics iand iidentity iare ithe imoral ibasis iwhich istrengthens iindividual’s ichoices 

iand ilimits iour iagency iby imoving ius itowards iour isense iof ithe i"good" i(Taylor, i1989). 

iThis isuggests ithat ithese iparticipants ido inot ifind iethical iconsumerism ia ibarrier ito 

idesirable iself-identity iand ithey iseemed ito iget ia ifavourable isense iof iself iby ilooking 

ithemselves ias iintimately ientwined iwith itheir ipersonal ibeliefs. 

 i 

The iparticipants iinterrelated itheir iidentities iand itheir iethical iconsumer ipractices iin 

idifferent iways. iAlthough iMr iSelwyn icould ibe iviewed ias iusing iethical iconsumerism ias ia 

iset iof ipractices iaffiliated ito ihis ilifestyle ichoice, ior isubculture igroup, imostly iethical 

iconsumption irepresented ia ideeper isense iof iself iand iidentity ithan isimply iconsuming ifor 

idisplay. iIndeed, iit icould ibe iargued ithat iall ithe iethical iconsumers ihad ichosen itheir 

iconsumer ipractices ithrough inotions iof iwhat iit iis igood ito ibe, iand irelated inotions iof iwhat 

iit iis igood ifor isociety iand ithe ienvironment ito ibe. iFor ithe iethical iconsumer ithen, 

iconsumption ipractices iare iviewed ias iinstrumental iin iachieving ia ibetter iworld. iThere 

iwere iconnections ito iother iethical iand ipolitical ipractices ithat icould ibe itaken ias ia iset iof 

iactions iinvolved iin ian iethical iconsumer imovement. iThere iwas ia igeneral ifeeling 

iamongst ithe iparticipants ithat ithey ihad ia igreater idegree iof iempowerment ithan 

iconventional iconsumers, icertainly ieven ian iamount iof isympathy ifor ithose istill iunable ito 

ienjoy ithe ipower iheld iby ithe iconsumer ito idetermine ithe ishape iof ithe iworld. iParticipants 

iexpressed ia isense ithat ithey ihad iachieved ia irelease ifrom ioppression iand imanipulation 

iwhich ithe iconventional iconsumer ihad ifailed ito iachieve. iHowever, ieven iamong ithe 

imost iethically iorientated iconsumers, ithe iability ito ibuy iall ithings iethically ion iall 
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ioccasions ican ibe ichallenging i(Devinney iet ial., i2010). iThe iparticipants ihad ito inegotiate 

itheir iideal iof iappropriate iethical ibehaviour iacross idifferent iethical iissues. iIt iwas iclear 

ithat inot iall ithe iethical iissues ihad ithe isame ilevel iof icommitment ior iemotional 

iattachment ito ithe iparticipants. iIn ithe ifew iareas iwhere itwo iconsumer iethics iclashed, 

ithe iconsumer iusually iknew iwhich iethic iwould isway itheir igreater icommitment. iThis iis 

idemonstrated iby iMrs iDodson iwho iis ia ivegan, iclosely iinvolved iin iFairtrade iand 

ienvironmental igroups isaying; i 

 

If iit iwas iorganic ibut iit ihad ianimal istuff iin iit ithen iI iwould igo ifor ithe 

ianimal-free istuff... iI'd ibe imore ilikely ito ibuy iorganic i[than ifair itrade] 

ijust ibecause iof ipesticides iand istuff. iNot ifor ihealth ireasons, ibut ijust ifor 

imore ienvironmental ireasons. 

 

Mrs iDodson ichose iwhich iethic iheld iprecedence. iWhile ishe ichooses ione iethic iover ithe 

iother, iit iis ihardly ian ieasy idecision. iParticipants irecognise ithe iproblems iin ideciding ion 

iappropriate ibehaviour iacross ia ivariety iof iissues. iThey ifrequently iwrote idown ia iset iof 

ipreferences iwhen itrying ito ichoose iwhat ithey ibuy isuch ias ibuying ilocal iproduce iand 

ibuying iproducts ias ifar idown ithe ifood ichain ias ipossible i– ithose ithey iconsider ito ibe ia 

ileast iimportant iaspect iof iethical iconsumption. iThis ishows iethical iconsumers iholding ia 

ivery iindividual iset iof iconsumer ipriorities iand ian iindividual iset iof iidealised iconsumer 

ipractices. iParticipants iindicated ithat iit iis ialways idifficult ito ifollow ione’s ipriorities iand iit 

iis itherefore iimpractical ito ihave iany idefinitive ibehavioural irules. iOther ifamilies iagree 

iwith ithis iopinion ias ithe iproducts ithey iwere iunable ito ipurchase iwere iquite ia ifew iand ithe 

iones ithey idid inot ibuy iwere ieven iscarce. iCompletely iintolerable ibehaviours iare iusually 

ithose iengaged iwith ianimal iwelfare: ithe ivegans iwould inever itouch iany ianimal iproduct; 
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ithe ivegetarians iwould inever ieat imeat. iFor ianimal iwelfare iconcerns ithe irelationship 

ibetween iconsumer iand iethical i"other" iis ionce iagain istructured ias ia iclear imutual 

irelationship. iHowever, ithe irelationship ideveloped iinto ia imultiplicity iof iethical iactions 

iwhich idid inot inecessarily icorrespond iwith ithe iconsumers' iethical iexpressions. iThe itwo 

iculturally iconstructed ipatterns iof iaction iwhich iproduced ithe igreatest iconsistency iof 

ipractice iwere ivegetarianism iand iveganism. iThese itwo ipatterns iof iaction icould ibe 

iviewed ias iidentity iethics iand iare isubject ito ihigh ilevels iof iscrutiny. iThis ialong iwith ithe 

iease iof iconnection ibetween ia iconsumer iand iconsumed irendered ithe ianimal iwelfare 

iethic ithe imost iconsistently ipractised iethic. iThe idifficulties iof iglobal ienvironmental 

iproblems, ihowever, iensure ithat ienvironmental iconcern iis isubject ito ihigh ilevels iof 

imediation. 

 

There iare itwo iimplications iof ithese iethical iformulations ifor iconsumer iactions. iFirstly, 

iwhat ibecomes iclear iis ithat ifor iethical iconsumption, ithe ihistory iof ithe iethic iaffects ithe 

iconsistency iof ithe iperformance. iThe iculturally ispecific ihistory iof ithe iethic igives ithe 

iethic imeaning ifor ithe iethical iconsumer iself iand ithereby isuggests iforms iof iaction iare 

ithe imost iappropriate. iConsequently, ialthough iTaylor's i(1989) iframework iof iethics iand 

iorientation ito ithe igood iis iperceived ias iuseful ifor iunderstanding ithe ioriginal ipractice iof 

ithe iethic, iin ithe iperformance ifar imore iis iat istake. iHow ian iethic iis isymbolised iis iof ireal 

irelevance. iThe iself-identity iethic iof ivegetarianism iis ithus imore ilikely ito ibe iproductive iof 

iconsistent ibehaviour ithan ithe icomplex isystem iethic-activities iof ienvironmentalism. 

iMoreover, iwhen iwe iconsider iethical ivalues iand imoral icodes ioutside iof ithese inarrowly 

idefined iconsumer iethics, ifurther iunderstanding iof ithe irole iof iethical igenealogy iin 
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idetermining iconsistency ibecomes iclear. iThe igenealogy iof iethic icreates ia ideeper 

iunderstanding iof icontextual ibehaviour ithan iRorty's ibelief iin ia iplurality iof iethical iselves 

i(Rorty, i1997). iHence, iit ibecomes ipossible ito icomprehend ithe iinconsistencies iof 

iconsumer iactions, iwithout idenying ithe iexistence iof ia imore ipermanent iset iof iethical 

ipriorities. iMoreover, iwe ican ibegin ito iaccount ifor ithe ipredictability iof ithe iethical 

iconsumer, iof ithe ilimitations iof itheir ipractices, iand ithe iunequal iperformances iof itheir 

iethical iconsumptions. 

 

There iare itwo ipredominant iarguments iregarding iethical iconsumerism. iFirstly, isome 

iargue ithat iall iconsumption iis iethical; ithis ithesis iargues ithat ithere iare idifferences 

ibetween iethical iconsumption iand iconventional iconsumption, iwithout ihowever idenying 

ithat iall iconsumption ican ibe iethical, ifor iexample ithrough inotions iof ilove iand icare i(see 

ide iVault, i1991; iMiller, i1998). iSecondly, isome iargue ithat ithere iis ino isuch ithing ias 

iethical iconsumption. iIf ithis iargument irefers ito ithe iimpossibility iof ipurchasing iany 

iproduct idevoid iof inegative iimpacts, ithen ithere imay ibe isome ivalidity ito ithe iclaim. 

iHowever, iif ithis iargument iis isupposed ito isuggest ithat ithere iis ino isuch ithing ias ialtruism 

iand ithat iwithout ialtruism ithere iis ino isuch ithing ias iethicality, ithen ithe iissue ihas 

iintriguing iimplications ifor ithe imotivations ito ibecome ian iethical iconsumer. i 

 

 

8.4.3: iChallenges iof ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer 

 

Ethical iconsumerism iis icaught iup iwith inegative iidentity iconnotations, iand idiscourses iof 

idenial, iexpense iand iinconvenience, iit iwas iclear ifrom ithe iconsumers' iexplanations iof 

i"becoming" ithat ithe ichoice ito iact iis irarely ia iquestion iof iholding iinformation iabout ithe 
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iimpacts iof itheir iactions. iInstead, ithey iwere irelated ito inotions iof iwhat iit iis igood ito ibe, 

ilinked ito ithe iinfluence iof iadmired irole imodels, ireligion, ifamily iand icultural 

icommunities. iThese iethics iand iactions iare ichosen ifrom idifferent iethical ipositions 

ibecause ithey ihave imeaning ifor ithe iself. iSo, iwhereas iBauman i(1993) iuses iLevinas' 

itheory iof iasymmetrical iI-thou, iself ifor iother, ito isuggest ithat iface-to-face iresponsibility 

iis ia ipre-social imorality, ithis iresearcher iargues ithat iresponsibility ifor ia idistant iother ihas 

iits iroots ivery imuch iin ithe isocial. iConsumer iresponsibility iis ineither ian iethical iimposition 

inor ia ipre-social imorality. iIt irequires ian iunderstanding ithat iconcepts iof ithe igood iare 

ihardly iachieved ioutside iof ia icultural icontext. iIt iis inot ienough, itherefore, ito iproduce ian 

iethical iphilosophy iand iprovide ithe iknowledge iof ithe iother, iwithout icreating ithe isocial 

iconditions, iwhich iwould iallow ithe ifreedom ito iundertake iethical iactions. i 

 

The icomplexity iof ithe iprocess iof ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer iand ithe inegative isocial 

iidentities ilinked iwith iethical iconsumerism, ibegin ito iexplain ithe igulf ibetween iattitude 

iand ibehaviour iso ifrequently inoted iby isocial isurveys i(e.g. iCarrington, iZwick i& iNeville, 

i2016). iMoreover, ithe iprocess iof i‘becoming’ icomes iwith inegative ireactions ifrom iother 

iconsumers, iand iinconvenience ito ithe iself. iThis inegativity iis ireduced iby isome imeasure 

iof isocial inorms iwhich imean ithat ithe iconsumer idoes inot iact iin icomplete iisolation, iand 

iby ifeelings iof iempowerment iwhich iallow ithe iconsumers ito ifeel igood iabout ithemselves. 

iOnce ithe iconsumer ihas iaccepted iresponsibility ifor ione iset iof iissues, ithey iare ifar imore 

ilikely ito iact iupon iothers iwhich ithey ibecome iaware iof, iif ithey ibelieve iin ithat iissue. 

iHence, iethical iconsumerism ifor ithese iethical iconsumers iis ia icontinual iprocess iof 

ibecoming, irather ithan ia itemporary ireflection iof isocial iand imedia iconcerns. 

 



 
394 

 

Given ithe inegative iperceptions ithat isome iconventional iconsumers ihold iabout iethical 

iconsumers, iit iwould iseem ilikely ithe iparticipants iwere iholding ia imoral iposition iin ithe 

iface iof ian iundesirable isocial iidentity. iWhile ithis istudy isuggests ithat imany iethical 

iconsumers iconstruct ithemselves ias iacting iupon itheir iown ibeliefs iin iisolation ifrom 

ieveryone ielse iin isociety, ithere iare icertain ifactors iwhich ioffer ithe iethical iconsumer ia 

isocial inorm imore ilikely ito iallow ithe iconsumer ithe ifreedom ito ibe iethical. iThese 

ifreedoms ican ibe ian iextension iof ithe iunderlying ipossibilities iof iethical ibehaviour, isuch 

ias itime, imoney iand ithe iquality iof ilife ithat iallows ithe ipossibility ifor iconcern ifor iissues 

ibeyond ithe iimmediate. iSociety ihas iconstantly iheld imany imoral idiscourses, iand 

iconsumer isociety iis ino iexception. iTherefore, ito isketch iout isome icontradictory 

idiscourses, ienvironmental iprotection iis iimperative iand iyet iso itoo iis iconsumerism ias ia 

itool ifor ieconomic iand icultural igood. iThis idivide ibecomes iapparent ias ithe idifference 

ibetween iattitude isurveys ishowing imany ipeople ibelieving ithat iethics iare iimportant 

iconsiderations iin iconsumption ichoices, iand ithe ireality iof ivery ifew iethical ipurchases iin 

ipractice ii.e. ithe iattitude i– ibehaviour igap i(Carrington iet ial., i2016; iHassan iet ial., i2016). 

 

8.5 iConcluding iremarks i 

Ultimately ifamily imicroenvironments irecognise ithat ifamilies icontain iunique ipockets iof 

itreatment iand idifference iand ithat isuch itreatment ihas iimplications ifor ian iadolescent's 

iinfluence istrategies iand isocialisation. iA ichild ifavoured iby ihis ior iher iparents i(e.g. 

iThierry iMoreau) imay inot ineed ito ideploy isophisticated iinfluence istrategies, iwhereas ia 

ichild iwho iis inot ifavoured iby ihis ior iher iparents iwould i(e.g. iAurélie iMoreau). iIn isuch ia 

isituation ithe iless ifavoured iadolescents iwould ineed ito ibolster ihis ior iher ipower ibase iand 
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ione iway iin iwhich ithis ican ibe iachieved iis ito iutilise ia ifavoured ichild's ipocket iof 

idifference. iIn ieffect, ithis imeans ithat ithe iless ifavoured ichild, iin ithe ieyes iof ihis ior iher 

iparent iat ileast, ineeds ito i'get iin ithe ipocket' iof ithe ichild iwho ireceives ipreferential 

iparental itreatment iand iinhabits ia isupportive imaternal imicroenvironment. iHowever, ifor 

ia iless ifavoured ichild i(in ithe ieyes iof ihis ior iher iparents) ito i"get iin ithe ipocket" iof ia 

ifavoured ichild ia ipositive irelationship imust iexist ibetween ithe itwo ichildren, irelating ito 

ithe istrength iand ipositive inature iof itheir ifraternal imicroenvironment. 

 

In isuch ia isituation isibling icollaboration iis ievident, iachieved ithrough i''alliance'' iwith ia 

ifavoured ichild. iHowever, isuch ia icoalition imay ibe ibrief, iand ithe iless ifavoured ichild ican 

istop ithe ialliance ionce ithey ihave iwhat ithey iwanted i(such ias ithe ibehaviour iseen 

ibetween iAurélie iand iThierry iMoreau). iSibling icoalition iitself iwas ievident iacross ieach iof 

ithe ifamilies, ialthough ifull icoalition iamongst ievery isibling iwithin ia ifamily iwas irare. iSuch 

isituations iwere ifound ito ibe iproduct iand isituation-specific iand iusually idepends ion 

icommon ifood ipreferences iand iother iproducts. iWhat iwas imuch imore icommon, 

ihowever, iwas ithe iformation iof i'mini' icoalitions iin iwhich ia ilimited inumber iof isiblings 

ijoined iforces ito iinfluence ianother iperson/group. iSibling icollaboration iwas iusually 

ifound ito ibe ishort-lived, iwith ithe imembership iof isibling icoalitions ioften iin imotion. 

 

The istrategies ideployed iby ithe isiblings iin ia icollaborative iinfluence istrategy iwere inot 

iradically idifferent ifrom ithose ithat ithey ideploy ion ian iindividual ibasis. iHowever, ithe iway 

ithey iwere ideployed idid idiffer. i'Relay iteam' isibling icollaboration iemerged ithrough iwhich 

ione isibling ideployed ithe istrategy ithat ithey iwere imost ieffective iat iusing, iand ithe ione 
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iwhich ithey ifelt itheir iparent(s) iwere imost isusceptible ito, iand ithen ithey ipassed ion ithe 

iinfluence ibaton ito ianother isibling iif itheir iinfluence istrategy iproved iunsuccessful. 

 

Microenvironments ihave ished igreater ilight ion ithe iprocess iof iinfluence iitself, idictating 

iwhich iinfluence istrategy i(and iindeed iwhether ideploying isuch istrategies iis ieven 

inecessary) ican ibe isuccessfully iutilised. iThe ifamily imicroenvironments iwere imostly 

imaintained iby iparents, ialthough ithe isiblings ithemselves ialso imaintained itheir ifraternal 

imicroenvironments, ioften iconstructed iin istark icontrast ito ithose ifostered iand 

imaintained iby itheir iparents ithrough imaternal imicroenvironments. iThe ifamily 

isocialisation ienvironment, iit iis iproposed, iis ialso ilikely ito ibe iheterogeneous ifor ichildren, 

iand ithat ieven iwithin ithe isame ifamily idifferent ichildren iwill ireceive idifferent iattention 

iand icommunication ifrom itheir iparents, irecognising ithat ifamily imicroenvironments 

i(and iconsumer imicroenvironments) iexist iwithin ifamilies. iSiblings iwithin ithe isame 

ifamily iare itherefore ilikely ito ibe itreated idifferently ifrom ione ianother, iwhich ihas 

iimplications ifor ithe itypes iof iconsumer ilearning ithey iare iexposed ito. iThe ichild iwho 

iinhabits ia ifavourable imaternal imicroenvironment iis ilikely ito ibe iinvolved iin imaking 

idecisions, iwith ithe iparents ilistening ito ihis ior iher iviews, iand itherefore iis imuch imore 

ilikely ito ibecome iconsumer isavvy ithan ithe iexcluded ichild iwhose iviews iare iignored iand 

idismissed. iFamily imicroenvironments, itherefore, idevelop iunique iconsumer 

imicroenvironments ifor ichildren iwithin ifamilies, iin iwhich, iwithin ithe isame ifamily, 

idifferent ienvironments iare icreated ifor ichildren ito ilearn iabout iconsumption, iand 

ivarying iopportunities iexist ifor ichildren ito iacquire iconsumer iskills ithrough ithe 

isocialisation iprocess. 
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To isummarise, ithe ireasons iand iimplications iof iethical iconsumption i- iboth iin iterms iof 

ithe iclarity iof ithe irelationship ibetween iself iand iother iand ithe igenealogy iof ithe iethic i- 

ihave ian iimpact ion ithe iconsistency iof iconsumer iaction. iThe ione ithrough ihighlighting 

ithe ilinks ibetween iaction iand ioutcome, ithe iother ithrough iestablishing iappropriate 

iactions. iI iconcur iwith iSmith i(1998) ithat icaring ifor ia idistant iother irequires iboth 

iempathy iand ireason. iAn iability ito iempathise iwith ia idistant iother ior ian iemotive 

iresponse ito ienvironmental idestruction iis ifar imore ilikely ito iresult iin iaction ithan ia isimple 

iacceptance ithat, iif iviewed ifrom ia istandpoint iof ian iethic iof ijustice, ithese iparticipants iare 

iobligated ito ipurchase iethical iproducts. iAt ithe isame itime, iwithout ia imore ireasoned 

iexplanation iof ithe ineed ito icare ifor ithe ienvironment iand iempathy iwith ianother ihas ilittle 

iforce. iHowever, ibefore iwe ibegin ithe irush ito iprovide iconsumers iwith iethic iand 

iempathy, ilet ius ireturn ito ithe ibehaviour iattitude igap i- ithe idisparity ibetween ireported 

iconcern iand iconsumer ibehaviour. i i 

 

Finally, ithis ithesis iattempted ito iidentify ithe iethical idecisions iadolescents iand iparents 

imake iof itheir idaily iconsumption ichoices iand ito iobtain ian iunderstanding iof ithe irange iof 

ifactors iinfluencing i'ethical' ifood ipurchase iand iconsumption i(see iresearch iobjective i4). 

iI ido inot isuggest ithat iall iconsumers ican ibe icategorically istated ito ifit iin iwith iany iof ithe 

iconclusions, ibut imost iof ithe iparticipants ido. iFor iexample, ias iMrs iEvans iis ian iethical 

iconsumer ibecause iof ihealth iconcerns, ishe icannot ibe isaid ito ibe iundertaking iany 

iresponsibility ifor ia idistant iother. iHowever, iall ithe iother iethical iconsumers 

idemonstrated i"other irelated iconcern" iin itheir iethical iformulations. iMost iof ithe 

iparticipants iperceived iconsuming iethically ias ian iaggregate iset iof ipolitical iactions, iwith 
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icertain iparticipants ihaving ia igreater iidentification iwith ia icollective igroup ifor ione iof ithe 

iissues iinvolved i- ifor iexample, iToni iand iher inotions iof ia icollective i"we" ifor iveganism. iMr 

iO'Brien, iwho iincorporates iethical iconsumerism iinto ihis ilifestyle ias ian ienvironmental 

iactivist, ipractices iethical iconsumerism ito iintroduce iconsistency iof ipersonal iactions iinto 

ia imore iradical igroup iof ipractices. iFor ithe irest iof ithe iethical iconsumers ihowever, iethical 

iconsumerism ican ibe iviewed ias ia ipolite irevolution, iempowerment iof iwhat iare iotherwise 

ivery iordinary ipeople ito iwhom ipersonal iconsumption ipractices ihave ipolitical imeaning. 

iThis ifulfils ithe i4th iobjective iof ithis istudy iby ihelping ito iidentify ithe iethical idecisions 

iadolescents iand iparents imake iof itheir idaily iconsumption ichoices iand ito iobtain ian 

iunderstanding iof ithe irange iof ifactors iinfluencing iethical ifood ipurchase iand 

iconsumption. 
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Chapter i9: iConclusion 
 

9.1: iResearch iaim iand iquestions 

The ioverall iaim iof ithis iresearch iis ito iinvestigate ithe iprocesses iinvolved iin iapplying 

iinfluence iin ifamily idecision-making, iwith ia ifocus ion ihow iadolescents iattempt ito 

iinfluence iethical ifood idecision-making iand iconsumption ichoices iin itheir ifamilies, ias 

iidentified iby ithe iparticipants iin ithe istudy. iThis ithesis iseeks ito iexplore inew iground ibut 

inot ito iprove ia imodel isince ilittle iis iknown iabout iadolescent iinfluence iin iethical ifood 

idecision imaking. iThis iresearch isought ito iachieve ithe ifollowing iobjectives iand iexplore 

ithe icorresponding iquestions. iAll ithe iobjectives ihave ibeen ifulfilled: 

 

Research iObjectives Research iQuestions isupporting ithe 

iObjectives 

Objectives 

imet 

5. To iexplore iextant 

iliterature ion ifamily 

idecision-making iand 

ito iidentify 

iadolescents’ iinfluence 

iin iethical ifood 

iconsumption iand 

idecision-making. 

RQ1. iWhat ifactors iwithin ithe ifamily 

ienvironment iaffect iadolescents’ iability ito 

iinfluence ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption 

idecisions? 

RQ2. iWhat ifactors iwithin ithe ifamily 

ienvironment iaffect ian iadolescents’ ichoice iof 

iinfluence istrategy iin ifamily iethical ifood 

iconsumption idecisions? 

RQ3. iWhat ifactors idetermine ithe ilevel iof 

isuccess ior ifailure iof iadolescents’ istrategy iin 

ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption idecisions? 

RQ4. iDo iadolescents iwork iin igroup ii.e. 

icoalition iwith iother ifamily imembers, iand iif 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Objective i1 

iwas imet 
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iso, iwhat ifactors idetermine iadolescents’ 

iability ito iform icoalitions iwith iothers, iand 

iwhat iissues idetermine ithe isuccess ior ifailure 

iof ithose icoalitions ito iinfluence ifamily iethical 

ifood idecisions? i 

RQ5. iWhy ido ifamilies iconsume iethical 

ifoods? 

6. To iunderstand ithe 

ifamily ienvironments 

iand ihow ithey iaffect 

iadolescents’ iability ito 

iinfluence ifamily 

iethical ifood 

iconsumption 

idecisions. 

RQ1. iWhat ifactors iwithin ithe ifamily 

ienvironment iaffect iadolescents’ iability ito 

iinfluence ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption 

idecisions? i 

 

 

 

Objective i2 

iwas imet 

7. To iexplore ifactors ithat 

iaffect ian iadolescents’ 

ichoice iof iinfluence 

istrategy iin ifamily 

iethical ifood 

iconsumption 

idecisions. 

RQ2. iWhat ifactors iwithin ithe ifamily 

ienvironment iaffect ian iadolescents’ ichoice iof 

iinfluence istrategy iin ifamily iethical ifood 

iconsumption idecisions? 

RQ3. iWhat ifactors idetermine ithe ilevel iof 

isuccess ior ifailure iof iadolescents’ istrategy iin 

ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption idecisions? 

RQ4. iDo iadolescents iwork iin igroup ii.e. 

icoalition iwith iother ifamily imembers, iand iif 

iso, iwhat ifactors idetermine iadolescents’ 

iability ito iform icoalitions iwith iothers, iand 

iwhat iissues idetermine ithe isuccess ior ifailure 

iof ithose icoalitions ito iinfluence ifamily iethical 

ifood idecisions? 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Objective i3 

iwas imet 

8. To iidentify ithe iethical 

idecisions iadolescents 

iand iparents imake iof 

itheir idaily 

iconsumption ichoices 

 

RQ5. iWhy ido ifamilies iconsume iethical 

ifoods? 

 

 

 

 

Objective i4 

iwas imet 
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iand ito iobtain ian 

iunderstanding iof ithe 

irange iof ifactors 

iinfluencing i'ethical' 

ifood ipurchase iand 

iconsumption. 

 

As idiscussed iin ichapter i2, ithe iway ifamily iconsumer iresearch ihas ibeen iconducted ihas 

ishortcomings. iCollecting idata ifrom ithe ihusband-wife idyad, ior ia ilimited ifamily 

irespondent ibase imerely ipresents iindividual iopinions i(Ferber, i1955) iand ishould inot ibe 

iconsidered ias ian ieffective iway ithrough iwhich ithe ifamily ican ibe iconceptualised. 

iSimilarly, iit ishould ibe irecognised ithat ifamily idecision imaking iis ian iinteractive iprocess 

i(Commuri i& iGentry, i2000; iWu, iHolmes i& iTribe, i2010) iinvolving imany idifferent ifamily 

imembers. iAccordingly, ithe iexclusion iof ichildren ifrom ifamily iresearch i(Johnson, 

iMcPhail i& iYau, i1994) ipresents ia ilimited iview ias ito iwhat ihappens iwithin ifamilies iand 

ifamily idecision imaking. iWhile iadvances iare ibeing imade itowards ia imore iinclusive 

iresearch iapproach i(e.g. iCotte i& iWood, i2004) iin ifamilies’ ifurther iwork iis ineeded ito igain 

ia iwider iaccount iof iconsumption iin ifamily ilife iby icapturing ivoices iof ichildren. iAs 

iCommuri iand iGentry i(2000) ihighlight, iresearch iattention ishould ishift ifrom imeasuring 

iinfluence, iwhich ihas ia ifocus ion idecision ioutcomes, itowards ibetter iunderstanding ithe 

iprocesses iinvolving iin iinfluence iitself. iConsequently, ian iextension ibeyond ithe 

iassessment iof iwho ihas iinfluence iis ithe istudy iof iunderstanding ithe iprocesses iby iwhich 

iindividuals iincrease itheir iinfluence, iunderstanding ihow isuch iinfluence iis iobtained, iand 

ihow iit iis ideployed i(Commuri i& iGentry, i2000). 
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The iconceptual imodel iwas ideveloped ito iillustrate iwhat iis ibeing iexplored iin ithis istudy. 

iLike iThompson i(1996), ithe idata idrove isubsequent iliterature ireviews ihence ithe 

iconceptual imodel igenerated ifrom ithe iliterature ireview iand ithe idata. iConsequently, ithe 

iconceptual imodel isheds ifurther ilight ion ithe iprocess iof iinfluence iitself iand istresses ihow 

isignificant ifamily imicroenvironments iare iin iguiding ithe iinfluence iprocesses, iand 

istrategies, iof iadolescents. iFamily iconceptualisation iwas ideveloped ifrom ithe iglobal 

ithemes, iillustrating ia iset iof idynamic iinteractions irelating ito ithe ifamily idecision-making 

iprocess iand ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption ichoices. iIn isummary, ithe iconceptual 

imodel ihelped iconfirms ithe ifindings iof ithe ithesis ithat iadolescent's ifamily 

imicroenvironment ihas iimplications ifor itheir ideployment iof iinfluence istrategies i(see ithe 

iconceptual iframework), ithe iparental iresistance iexperienced iand iultimately ithe iextent 

iof ithe ichild's isuccess iin ichanging idecision ioutcomes. 

 

Chapter i3 ireviews ithe iliterature ion iethical iconsumption. iThere ihave ibeen itwo imajor 

itheoretical iapproaches iof iresearch ion iindividual iethical idecision-making, ii.e. iHunt iand 

iVitell’s iGeneral iTheory iof iMarketing iEthics i(Hunt i& iVitell, i1986) iand ithe ibehavioural 

itheories iof iAjzen iand iFishbein i(Chatzidakis iet ial., i2006). iThe iethical idecision-making 

imodels imentioned ifocused ion ian iorganisational iperspective. iTo idate, ifew iconsumer 

idecision-making imodels ihave iemerged. iTo iaddress ithis igap iMarks iand iMayo i(1991) 

iadapted iHunt-Vitell's i'General iTheory iof iMarketing iEthics' ifor iapplication ito ia iconsumer 

icontext. iThis imodel ihighlights ithe irole iof iteleological ievaluations iin iidentifying iethical 

idilemmas ias iindependent ifactors iin ithe idecision-making iprocess iwith ithe iability ito 

ichange ibehaviour i(Shaw i& iShiu, i2002). iEthical iobligation iand iself-identity iare 
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iidentified ias isuitable ipredictors iof iethical iconsumption ibehaviour i(Shaw i& iShiu, i2002; 

iZollo iet ial., i2018). iThese istudies isuggest ithat iethical iobligation iis iantecedent ito ian 

iattitude iwhich itranslates iinto ian iintention ito iconsume iethically. iIndividuals ishared ia 

isense iof iresponsibility itowards isociety iand ithe ienvironment iregarding iconsumption 

ichoice iand ipurchase ibehaviour ibecomes ian iobligation i(Rivis iet ial., i2009). iEthical 

iconsumers imake ideontological iand iteleological ievaluations iof iall iconceivable 

ialternative ibehaviours ito icome ito ia igeneral iethical idecision iwhich idirects itheir iintention 

iand isubsequent ipurchase iof iethical ifoods i(Hunt i& iVittel, i1986; iGregory-Smith iet ial., 

i2013). iHowever, ithese iethical imodels iso ifar ifocus ion iindividual idecision-making, iwith 

ivery ilimited iresearch iin ifamily idecision imaking iand iparticularly ifamily iethical ifood 

idecision-making. i i 

 

A irational ifor ithe imethodological iunderpinning iof ithis ithesis iis ioffered iin iChapter i4. 

iConsidering ithe iaims iof ithis istudy, ia imore iinterpretative iapproach ito idata icollection 

iand ianalysis iwas irequired. iObservations iand iinterviews iwere iused ias iThompson, 

iLocander iand iPollio i(1989) isuggested ithat iinterviews iare ian iimportant iway iby iwhich 

ithe iexistential iphenomenologist imay iattempt ito iunderstand ithe ilived iexperiences iof 

iconsumers. iThe iinterviews iused iin ithis ithesis ihelped ithe iresearcher ito igain i"a ideeper, 

imore ipersonal, iindividualised ianalysis" i(Brocki i& iWearden, i2006, ip. i99). iIPA iwas iused 

ifor ithe idata ianalysis ias iit ioffers ia imeans iof iproviding inew iinsights iinto ithe iprocess iof 

iinfluence iin ifamily iethical ifood idecision-making ifrom ithe ifirst-person idescription iof 

iexperience i(Cope, i2005). iIPA iplaces ia istrong iemphasis ion ithe iinterpretation iof ithe 

iphenomenon i(by ithe iparticipants), iand ithe idouble ihermeneutic i(by ithe iresearcher) 

ibetween ithe iphenomenon iand ithe iparticipants' iexperience iof iit. iThe iuse iof ithis 
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itechnique iresulted iin ia igreater iunderstanding iof ithe iparticipants' inarratives, iallowing 

ithe iresearcher ito imake isense iof ithe iparticipants ias ithey iwere imaking isense iof itheir 

iexperiences i(Smith iet ial., i2009). iConsequently, ithis iapproach ito idata ianalysis ienabled 

ithe iinterpretation iof ithe ifactors iwithin ithe ihousehold iaffecting ian iadolescent's iability ito 

iinfluence, ichoice iof iinfluence istrategy, idetermine ithe ilevel iof isuccess ior ifailure iand 

iability ito iform icoalitions iwith iothers iand iunderstand iwhy ithese ifamilies iconsume iethical 

ifoods i(RQ1, iRQ2, iRQ3, iRQ4 i& iRQ5). iThe imain icontributions iof ithis iresearch, ifrom 

itheoretical iand ipractical iperspectives, iare ihighlighted iin ithe inext isection. 

 

9.2: iContribution ito iknowledge 

This istudy imakes iimportant itheoretical icontributions ito ifamily idecision imaking 

iresearch. iThe ifamily iconsumer idecision-making, iincluding ithe iinfluence iof ichildren iand 

iethical iconsumerism, iare iareas iof iconsumer ibehaviour iin iwhich iextensive iacademic 

iresearch ihas ialready ibeen idone. iHowever, ithe icombination iof ithese itwo iareas iis iunder-

researched. iWhile imany istudies ihave iexamined iadolescents’ ifood iconsumption i(e.g. 

iGram, i2014) ifew istudies ihave iexplored ichildren’s iinfluence iin ifamily ifood idecisions 

i(e.g. iMarquis, i2004, iTor iKadıoğlu iet ial., i2017) iand inone ithat ithis iresearcher iknows iof 

ihas iexamined ichildren’s iinfluence iin iethical ifood idecision-making iwithin ithe ifamily iunit. 

 

John i(1999; i2008) isuggests ithat ithe ifamily iand ithe ienvironmental iinfluences iwhich 

ishape iconsumer isocialisation iand ithe iinfluence iprocesses iof ichildren iis iunder-

researched. iThis ithesis ihas imade isome iprogress iin iexploring ithe ifamily ienvironment, 
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iand imore iimportantly ifamily imicroenvironments, iwhich iextends iwhat iwe icurrently 

iknow iabout ifamily ilife iand ihow iadolescents iare isocialised iwithin ifamilies. iIn ian iattempt 

ito iunderstand iadolescents iinfluence istrategies iin iethical ifood iconsumption, ithis ithesis 

ifindings iindicate ithat ifamily imicroenvironment iis ia imoderator iof ithe iinfluence 

istrategies ithat iadolescents ican iuse ito iinfluence idecisions iand ithe iextent ito iwhich ithey 

ican iparticipate iin, iand ishape idecision imaking iin itheir ifamilies i(see iresearch iobjectives, 

i1, i2 i& i3, iand iquestions i1, i2 i& i3). iConsequently, ithis ikey itheoretical icontribution iof ithis 

iresearch iis ian iaberration ifrom ithe igeneral iview iwhich iconsiders ifamily ilife ito ibe ia 

istandardised iexperience ifor iall, irecognising ithat iwithin ifamilies ithere iare ipouches iof 

ipreferential itreatment iexperienced iby ichildren iand iused ithrough ivariable iparental 

icommunication iand iparenting istyles. iEventually, ifamily imicroenvironments iincrease 

iour iunderstanding iof ihow iinfluence istrategies ican ibe ideployed i(both iindividually iand 

icollaboratively iin icoalitions) iand ithe iextent iof iresistance ito ithem i(by igatekeepers) iand 

iindicate ithe iimportance iof iunderstanding iconsumer imicroenvironments iwithin ifamilies. 

 

This ithesis iacknowledges ithat iwhile imany ifactors ishape ithe isocialisation iof iyoung 

ichildren i(Ekstrom, i2006), iit iis iwidely ibelieved ithat iparents iare ithe iprimary isocialisation 

iagents ifor itheir ichildren i(Hunter-Jones, i2014). iThe isocialisation iliterature itends ito 

isuggest ithat ichildren iwithin ithe isame ifamily ihave iessentially ihomogenous iexperience 

iof ifamily ilife. iThe ifindings iof ithis ithesis ido inot isupport ithis iassumption. iThe iadolescent 

iparticipants iexperience ifamily ilife iin icompletely idifferent iways ifrom itheir isiblings ias 

ithey iwere itreated idifferently iby itheir iparents iand ithe iextent ito iwhich ithey iare iinvolved 

iin ifamily idecisions. iSuch idifferences ialso ihave iimplications ifor ithe itypes iof iinfluence 
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istrategies ithat ithey ican ideploy. iThis imeans ithat icurrent imodels iof iconsumer 

isocialisation iwhich iassume ithat ithe ifamily ioffers ia isimilar ienvironment iin ithe iconsumer 

isocialisation iprocess ineed ito ibe irevised ito iconsider ithe idiverse inature iof ifamily 

ienvironments iand ithe iassociated iparental iinfluences ion ichildren ias iconsumers. 

iConsumer imicroenvironments irecognise ithat ichildren iwithin ithe isame ifamily iare ilikely 

ito ibe iprovided iwith idifferent iopportunities ito ilearn iabout iconsumption. iUnique ifamily 

iconsumer imicroenvironments iare ideveloped ifor ichildren iwith itheir ifamily 

imicroenvironment iaffecting ithe icharacteristics iof itheir iconsumer imicroenvironment. 

iThe isocialisation istyles i(see isection i2.7 iliterature ireview), iadopts ia igeneral 

isocialisation istyle ito iall itheir ichildren. iSimilarly, ithe icommunication istyle ithat iparents 

iuse iin icommunicating iwith itheir ichildren ialso iimplies ia iuniversal icommunication 

ienvironment iin iwhich isiblings iare ithought ito ibe itreated isimilarly. iThe ifindings iof ithis 

ithesis ido inot isupport isuch iassumptions ias iparents iadmitted ithat ithey ioften icompare 

isiblings ito ione ianother iand ithey iprefer icertain ichildren iover iothers i(Peter iet ial., i2018) 

iand ithat iparents ican icreate idifferent ifamily ienvironments ifor ichildren iwithin ithe isame 

ifamily i(Harris, i1995; iGilligan iet ial., i2013). 

 

The ifindings iin ithis ithesis isuggest ithat idifferences ido iexist iwithin ithe isame ifamily iabout 

ihow ichildren ilearn iabout iconsumption. iEventually, ithe inature iof ia ichild's iconsumer 

imicroenvironment iwhich iis ideveloped iby ihis ior iher ifamily icreates idifferent 

iopportunities ifor ithat ichild ito ilearn iabout iconsumption iand ithe ifamily istories iprovide ia 

imuch imore inuanced iunderstanding iof ithe iprocess iof iconsumer isocialisation ias ia iresult. 

iThe ifindings ioffer ievidence ithat ialthough imost ifamily imicroenvironments iare ifostered 
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iby iparents, isiblings ican ialso idevelop itheir imicroenvironments. iTwo idifferent 

imicroenvironments iemerged ifrom ithe ifindings, ione iat ithe iparental ilevel iand ione iat ithe 

isibling ilevel. iThe imicroenvironment ifostered iat ithe iparental ilevel idoes inot inecessarily 

ihave ito itransfer iinto ithe isibling iworld. iCertainly, imicroenvironments iat ithe isibling ilevel 

iwere iconstructed iin iresponse ito inegative ifeelings iabout ithe imicroenvironment iat ithe 

iparental ilevel. iMicroenvironment idictates ithe ineed iand iform iof ithe iinfluence istrategy 

ito ibe ideployed iby iadolescents. iConsequently, ithis ihighlight ithe iprocess iof iinfluence 

iitself, irecognising ithat ian iadolescent's ifamily imicroenvironment ihas iimplications ifor ithe 

ideployment iof iinfluence istrategies, ithe iparental iresistance iexperienced iand iultimately 

ithe iextent iof ithe ichild's isuccess. 

 

While icollaborative istrategies iused iby isiblings ihave ibeen iidentified iby ithe iavailable 

ibody iof iliterature, ithis ithesis’ ifindings idemonstrate ihow isuch icoalitions iare iformed iby 

iadolescents iand ihow iinfluence iis iused. iThe iformation iof ithe icoalitions idepends ion ithe 

iadolescent’s iability ito igain ithe isupport ifrom iothers, iin iturn irelating ito ihow ithis 

iadolescent iis iviewed iby ihis ior iher isibling(s). iMoreover, ithe iextent ito iwhich ia isibling ican 

igain isupport ifrom ianother isibling ito iassist ithem iin ian iinfluence istrategy idepends ion 

itheir ifraternal imicroenvironment. iExploiting ianother isibling's ipositive 

imicroenvironment, itherefore, iemerges ias ia istrategy ithrough iwhich ian iunsupported 

iadolescent, iin ithe ieyes iof ihis ior iher iparents iat ileast ican ibecome imuch imore ipowerful 

iand isuccessful iin igetting iwhat ithey iwant ithrough icollaboration iwith ianother isibling ior 

isiblings i(itself idictated iby ithe ipositive inature iof ia ichild's ifraternal imicroenvironment). 

iThe ifindings ialso iindicate isibling irelationships iwithin ifamilies iare itransient, ioften 
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iresulting iin ishort-lived icoalitions iforming. iThe icoalitions iwere iformed ias iand iwhen 

iadolescents ineed ito igain isupport ifrom iothers. i i 

 

Regarding iethical ifood iconsumption, ithe ifindings iindicate ithat iethical ibeliefs iconstitute 

i‘becoming’ ian iethical iconsumer. iHence, iethical iconsumerism ifor ithese iparticipants iis ia 

icontinual iprocess iof i‘becoming’ irather ithan ia itemporary ifad. iThis irenders ithe idecision 

ito ibecome ian iethical iconsumer iless ideterminable. iAt ithe isame itime, iit iis inot ian ieasy 

iprocess ibut ione iconstrained iby inegative ireactions ifrom iother iconsumers iand 

iinconvenience ito ithe iself. iThis inegativity iis ireduced iby isome imeasure iof isocial inorms 

iwhich imean ithat ithe iconsumer idoes inot iact iin icomplete iisolation ibut iby ifeelings iof 

iempowerment iwhich iallow ithe iconsumers ito ifeel igood iabout ithemselves. iThis ithesis 

ifound ithat inumerous ifactors iinfluence iconsumer iperceptions iof isocial iand 

ienvironmental iresponsibility iand ithe ijostling iof iemotions ithat ioccur iduring ithe 

iconsumer idecision-making iprocess. iMoreover, iit ihighlights iand iconfirms ithe imulti-level 

iand imulti-agent iconceptualization iof iconsumer iresponsibility iand iidentify imicro ilevels 

iof iinfluence ifamilies, iconsumption iand ipersonal imotivations i(Caruana i& iChatzidakis, 

i2013). iIt isuggested ithat iethical iobligation iis iantecedent ito ian iattitude iwhich itranslates 

iinto ian iintention ito iconsume iethically. iParticipants’ ishared isense iof iresponsibility 

itowards isociety iand ithe ienvironment iregarding iconsumption ichoice iand ipurchase 

ibehaviour ibecomes ian iobligation i(Shaw iet ial., i2000; iShin iet ial., i2017). iThis isense iof 

iobligation istems ifrom ipeople's iinternalised iethical ivalues, ibeliefs iand irules iabout iwhat 

iis iright iand iwrong iin itheir iworldview. iThis ithesis iconfirms ithe iabove istudies ibut ialso 

igoes ibeyond ito isuggest ithat idifferent iissues ihave idifferent imotivations ithat ilink ito 
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idifferent iperiods iand isocial inorms. iThe ireasons ifor ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer iare ia 

icomplex iweb iof ilifestyle ichoices, iinfluences, isocial inorms iand ivalues iwhich icombine 

iwith ithe iindividual's iunderstanding iof iwhat iit iwould ibe igood ito ibe. i 

 

One imajor iargument iin ithe iethical iconsumption iliterature iis ithe iattitude ibehaviour igap 

iwhere iattitude isurveys ishowing ihuge inumbers iof ipeople ibelieving ithat iethics iare 

iimportant iconsiderations iin iconsumption ichoices ibut ivery ifew iof ithem ibuy iethical 

iproducts i(Carrington iet ial., i2016). iThis ithesis ihighlights ithe icomplexity iof ithe iprocess 

iof ibecoming ian iethical iconsumer iand ithe inegative isocial iidentities ilinked iwith iethical 

iconsumerism iand ithese ibegin ito iexplain ithe igap ibetween iattitude iand ibehaviour iso 

ifrequently inoted iby isocial isurveys. iThis iwas ievidenced iin ihow iparticipants ifound iit 

isometimes idifficult ito ifollow itheir ipriorities iand ihow iimpossible iit iis ito ihave iany 

idefinitive ibehavioural irules iand icould inot ialways ipurchase iwhat ithey iwanted ito. i iIn 

isummary, iif iwe iare ito igrasp iwhy iconsumer iactions ipersistently icontradict itheir ivalues, 

iwe ineed ito iadvance iand iimprove iresearch iapproaches ito ibetter iidentify, iunderstand 

iand ipredict ithe ineeds iof ithe iethical iconsumer. iThis ithesis iacknowledges ithat iconsumer 

iresponsibility imanifests iitself iflexibly, iestablishes iethical iconcerns ithat iare iproduct iand 

isituation-specific, iare isubject ito iattitude ibehaviour igaps iand iimpacted iby imultifaceted 

icontextual iinfluences. iMotivating ithe iethical iconsumer inecessitates iappealing ito iethical 

iconcerns ithat iare ialready irooted iin iethical iconsumers idaily ipractices. 

 

Ethical iconsumption istudies iare ifull iof isocial iacceptance ibias; imore iimaginative 

iresearch itechniques iand itools icould ireduce ithis iproblem ithrough iresearch ithat iis 



 
410 

 

iembedded iin ireal-world iobservations iof iphenomenology iused iin ithis ithesis i(Thrift, 

i2007). iFor iinstance, iAskegaard i& iLinnet i(2011) iuse iphenomenology ito iconnect ithe igap 

ibetween ithe ibroad inature iof ianthropological iwork iand isocial itheories iwhere ithe 

iresearch iis igrounded iin ithe iresearch. iThis imethod, iincreasingly iused ito istudy ithe 

icomplex iinteractions iof ieveryday iconsumption ithat iencourage ior idisincentivise iethical 

ibehaviour, ihighlights iconsumers’ iactual ilived iexperience ias ia isource iof iknowledge. 

iAlthough isurvey imethods ioffer ivital imacro-level iunderstanding, iqualitative imethods 

ioffer imicro-level iinsight iof ithe ieveryday ireplications iand ipractise iof isocial ibehaviours iin 

ipeoples’ ilives, iwhere iinterference ican ioccur iand iwhy ithey iendure i(Evans, i2011). iFuture 

iresearch icould iadd ivalue iby iusing itechniques isuch ias iparticipant iobservation, iused iin 

ithis ithesis ito icapture imeanings iand ithe icompilation iof iaudio-visual imaterials. iThere iis 

istill iconsumer iscepticism iand iselective iethics iand ithe ineed ifor imore iethical iconsumer 

iresearch iacross iseveral iproduct icategories. iBetter ichoice iediting iat isource iand ipolicy 

iinterventions, igreater iethical iretail iperspective imanagement i(e.g. iusing itrack iand itrace 

ior i‘blockchain’ itechnologies ito iethical ifood) iand ipolicy iinterventions ito iimprove iethical 

iconsumption. iConsumers iwant ito ibelieve itheir ichoices imake ia idifference. iAlthough 

icooperation iof iethical iresearch, ipractitioner, ipolicy iand iregulatory iarrangements ihave 

imade isignificant ichanges iin irecent iyears, ithere iis istill imore ito ido. iWhereas iit iis 

iperceived ioccasionally ithat iwe iare ino inearer ito iunderstanding ithe iethical iconsumer, 

istudies idone iin ithe ilast idecade iindicate ithat ithe iethical iconsumer iis icomplicated, ifluid 

iand iindefinable iand ithey iare isubject ito iemotional, iindividual, icultural iand icontextual 

inotions. iExasperating, ibut ithey iform ia isolid ifoundation ito ibuild ion ifuture iresearch. 
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In isummary, ifor ius ito iunderstand iwhy iconsumers’ ibehaviour ipersistently icontradict 

itheir ivalues, iwe ineed ito irefine iand idevelop iresearch imethodologies ito ibetter iidentify, 

iunderstand iand iforecast ithe ineeds iof ithe iethical iconsumer. iConsumer iresponsibility 

imanifests iitself iflexibly, idemonstrates iethical iconsiderations ithat iare iproduct iand 

isituation-specific, iare isubject ito iattitude ibehaviour igaps iand iimpacted iby icomplex 

icontextual iinfluences. iMotivating ithe iethical iconsumer irequires iappealing ito iethical 

iconcerns ithat iare ialready irooted iin itheir idaily ipractices. i 

 

All iresearch iobjectives iwere imet ias iset iout ithroughout ithe ithesis. iThis istudy ithrows 

imore ilight ion ifamily imicroenvironments, iadolescents’ iinfluence iand iethical 

iconsumption. iThis istudy’s ikey ifindings iare ithat idifferences ido iexist iwithin ithe isame 

ifamily iabout ihow iadolescents ilearn iabout iconsumption. iAn iadolescent’s iconsumer 

imicroenvironment iwhich iis ideveloped iby ihis ior iher ifamily icreates idifferent 

iopportunities ifor ithat ichild ito ilearn iabout iconsumption iand ithe ifamily istories iprovide ia 

imuch imore inuanced iunderstanding iof ithe iprocess iof iconsumer isocialisation ias ia iresult. 

iLastly, ithis ithesis ihighlights ithe icomplexity iof ithe iprocess iof iethical iconsumption iand 

ithe inegative isocial iidentities ilinked iwith iethical iconsumerism iand ithese ibegin ito iexplain 

ithe igap ibetween iattitude iand ibehaviour iso ifrequently inoted iby iprevious istudies. i 

 

9.3 iManagerial icontributions 

The idata iclearly ishows ithat ichildren iplay ia isignificant irole iin ifamily iethical ifood 

idecision-making. iThese iadolescents iare iskilled iin isophisticated ibehaviours iwhich ithey 
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ideploy ito iinfluence iothers. iThe ilevel iof isophistication iin iinfluence istrategies iwas 

ireinforced iby itheir iaccess ito iwide-ranging iinformation iwhich ithey iused ito isupport itheir 

iinfluence istrategies. iThis iinformation iwas iprimarily igathered ithrough ithe iinternet iand 

isocial imedia isites iwith ieach ichild iinvolved iin ithe idata icollection iprocess ihaving iaccess 

ito imobile iphones, itablets iand ipersonal icomputers iand ibelonging ito iat ileast ione isocial 

imedia isite. iThe iexisting iimage iof ichildren-as-innocent, iadvertiser-as-seducer i(Young, 

i1998), iis ichallenged islightly iby ithe ifindings iwhich irecognise ithat iadolescents iare iskilled 

iin iquite isophisticated ibehaviours iwhich ithey ideploy ito iinfluence iothers. iIn ithis istudy, 

ichildren iwere ifound ito iform icoalitions iwith iother isiblings idetermined iby ithe ipositive 

inature iof ia ichild's ifraternal ifamily imicroenvironment iand iChildren iin iunfavourable 

ifamily imicroenvironment iexploits itheir isiblings’ ifavourable ifamily imicroenvironment ifor 

itheir iinterests. 

 

Understanding ihow idecisions iare imade, iand iequally iimportantly iwho iis iinvolved iin ithe 

idecision-making iprocess, iis iof icrucial iconcern ito imarketers. iGiven ithat i'the ifamily 

iserves ias ia iconsuming, iproducing, idistributing iand isocializing iunit iand iits iinteraction 

iwith iother ielements iof isociety iis iintimate, iimmediate iand ithus itelling' i(Commuri i& 

iGentry, i2000, ip. i1) ithe isignificance iof ithe ifamily ishould inot ibe ineglected. iMarketers 

ihave ilong ibeen iinterested iin iwho imakes idecisions i(Kim, iLee i& iHan, i2018) iand iwhom ito 

itarget iand ithe imost ieffective imedia ito ido iso i(Kim, iYang i& iLee, i2015). iLee iand iCollins 

i(2000, ip. i1195) isuggested ithat i'effective imarketing irequires iknowledge iof ihow 

iproducts iare ipurchased, iand iwhat isources iof iinfluence iindividual ifamily imembers iapply 

ito ithe idecision iprocess'. iMost iof ithe iethical ifood ifound iand ibought iby ithe ifamilies, 
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iespecially iby ithe iadolescents iwere idone ithrough ithe iinternet. iIn isuch iinstances, itheir 

ichoice iof iproduct iwas iheavily iinfluenced iby ithe iopinions iof ifamily imembers. iThe ifamily 

ifood idecision-making iis iinfluenced iby ithe idynamic iinteraction iamong ifamily imembers’ 

iindividual idecision-making isystems iand ithe ibalance iof ipower iamong ithem i(Gillespie i& 

iJohnson-Askew, i2009). iParticularly, ithe ieffect iof iintragenerational iinfluence i(Cotte i& 

iWood, i2004) ion ithe iconsumption iof isiblings iis ievident iand ishould ibe iof iparamount 

iconcern ito imarketers. 

 

Adolescent’s iability ito ishape ifamily iconsumption ipatterns ishould ialso ibe iof icrucial 

iconcern ito imarketers isince ithey ihave ienormous ispending ipower ito ispend itheir iown 

imoney iand ito iinfluence ifamily idecisions ion iconsumption i(Batat, i2010) iand itheir 

ipotential ias ia ifuture imarket. iIt iis itherefore ivery iimportant ithat iethical ifood icompanies 

iand imarketing ipractitioners imake isure itheir icompanies ioffer iinformation iand iproducts 

ithat iwill iattract iadolescents. iMoreover, ithe idesign iof ipromotions ineeds ito ibe 

iconsidered ifrom ian iadolescent's iperspective iand ito iensure ithat ithe idisplays iand ithe 

iinterpretations iof icommunications ican iattract iand ihold itheir iattention. i 

 

On iethical iconsumption, iconsumers istill iseldomly iexamine ithe iethical icredentials iof 

imany iproducts, ibut ithey iare inow iwilling ito ipay ia ipremium ifor iethical ifoods, iand ithere iis 

ia igrowing isector iof iproducers, iretailers iand iconsumers iwho iare itrying ito imake, isell iand 

ibuy imore iethical iproducts i(Humphrey, i2016). iPractitioners iand iresearchers ineed ito 

iwork iclosely iand idevelop ia ibetter iconnection ibetween iethical iconsumers iand itheir 

ipurchases ito iincrease iawareness iabout ithe ibenefits i(Lang, i2016). iThis ithesis imakes ia 
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ivery ireal icontribution ito ithe ifield iof iconsumer ibehaviour iand iethics. iThe icomplexity iof 

iconsumer iethics ishows ithat icontributions ito i"context-sensitive iethics" i(Smith, i1999) 

ihave ito ifurther isupplement itheoretical iunderstandings iof ithe irole iof icontext iwith imore 

iethnographic iresearch ito ibegin ito iunderstand ihow ipeople iboth iconstruct itheir iethical 

irelationships ito idistant iothers iand imediate ithose iconstructions ithrough itheir isituated 

inorms iof iethical ipractice. iWithout iattention ito i"everyday ipractices" iof imorality, 

iconsumption itheories iof iethics iwill icontinue ito iremain i"out-of-touch" idespite ithe ibest 

iintentions iof ithe itheorists. iThis ithesis imakes ia ivaluable icontribution ito iidentifying 

iAdolescent iinfluence istrategies iin iethical ifood iconsumption iand isuggests ithat 

ipractitioners iattempting ito iincrease iethical iconsumption ipurchasing icould iincorporate 

ithese iinfluential iconstructs iin itheir icommunications ito ipromote i‘thoughtful ishopping’. 

iUnderstanding iand iencouraging iconsumers’ iethical iconsumption ipurchases imay ihelp 

iin ithe iimportant iambitions iof ienabling ia icleaner ienvironment, isafer iworking iconditions 

iand ifairer ipay ifor iworkers iglobally. 

 

9.4 iLimitations iand ifuture iresearch i 

This ithesis ihas imade iprogress iin iinvestigating ithe iadolescent iinfluence iin iethical ifood 

idecision-making, iwith ia ifocus ion inot ionly iadolescent iand iparent iinteraction ibut ialso 

isibling ito isibling iinteractions iin ithe ifamily ihome. iHowever, iit iis irecognised ithat ionly ia 

ilimited inumber iand ivariety iof ifamilies ihave ibeen iincluded. iThere iare iseveral i"other" 

ifamily iforms iwhich ineed iresearch iattention, istressing ithat ifamilies ihave iindeed 

ichanged iin istructural iterms iin ia imove iaway ifrom inuclear iconcepts. iStacey i(1996) 

iconsiders igay iand ilesbian ifamilies ito ibe ithe ipioneers iof ithe ipostmodern ifamily 
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icondition, iand iPalan iand iWilkes i(1997) ialso imade ia icall ifor ifuture ifamily iresearch ito 

iincludes ia irange iof ifamily istructures. iThough isteps iare icurrently ibeing itaken ito 

iresearch iemerging ifamily itypes i(e.g. iHarrison i& iGentry, i2007a) iand itheir isingle ifather 

istudy, ifuture istudies ishould ifocus ion iinvestigating ia iwide irange iof ifamily istructures iand 

imembers. i 

 

This ithesis iis itherefore ilimited ito ithe i20 inuclear ifamilies iand ipotential iexists ito iexplore 

iwhether isimilarities i(or iindeed idifferences) iexist iamongst iother ifamily istructures iand 

imembers. iWhilst iit icould ibe iargued ithat igreater ibreadth icould ihave ibeen iachieved iin 

ithis ithesis iby irecruiting ia igreater inumber iof ifamilies, idepth ihas ibeen iachieved iby 

icollecting idata, iphenomenological ifocus iand ithe ilength iof ithe iinterviews ithereby ioffer 

idetailed, iin-depth iaccounts i(Smith iet ial., i2009). iTo iachieve ithis ilevel iof idepth irequired 

ia itrade-off iin iterms iof ithe inumber iof ifamilies iwhich icould ibe iincluded iin ithis ithesis iin 

ithe ilight iof ithe iconstraints i(particularly iin iterms iof itime) iof idoctoral iresearch. 

iNonetheless, ithere iare iseveral idrawbacks iwhen iusing ia ilimited inumber iof iparticipants. 

iThis istudy idoes inot imake iclaims iof igeneralisability ior iclaim ito ihave ireached ia ipoint iof 

isaturation, ihowever, iit iis iconcerned iwith ithe i'particulars'. 

 

The iintention iof ithe ithesis iwas ialso ito iobtain ithe iviews ifrom ievery iparent iand 

iadolescent ifamily imember ito ipresent ia iwider iaccount iof idecision imaking iin ifamilies 

ifrom imultiple ifamily imembers, ihowever, icertain iadolescents ichose inot ito iparticipate. 

iFuture iresearch ineeds ito iconsider ihow ito iobtain ithe iviews ifrom ievery ifamily imember, 

iparticularly, iother ifamily imembers iwho ido inot ilive iwithin ithe imain ifamily ihome, 
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ichildren ibelow iand iabove ithe iage irange iof i11 i– i16 irecruited iin ithis ithesis iand ithe 

ipotential irole ithat ithey imight iplay iin ishaping idecisions iin ifamilies iand ithe ifamily 

ienvironment. 

 

Future iresearch ishould iconsider ithe ipotential ifor iethical iconsiderations iin ipeople’s ifood 

ichoices isuch ias ichoosing iorganic ior ilocally/nationally/sustainably isourced iproducts iand 

ihow iconsumers iweigh iup ithese iconsiderations iwith iother imore igeneral ideterminants 

isuch ias itaste iand iprice iinfluences. iRecent ifindings ithat imoral isatisfaction imediates ithe 

ieffect iof iethical icharacteristics iof ifood i(Bratanova iet ial., i2015) ion itaste iexpectations 

ishould ialso ibe iconsidered, iparticularly ias ithe itaste iexpectations iand isubsequent 

iexperience iof ifoods ican ibe iexpected ito iinform ifuture ipurchasing ibehaviour. i 

 

Finally, ifuture iresearch ishould ifocus ion iother ifamily imembers iwho ihave ithe ipotential ito 

isocialise ichildren iand idirect ifamily idecisions, iand ithat iother ifamily isites ican ialso iexist. 

iNon-resident ifamily imembers ishould, itherefore, ibe iconsidered ias ipart iof ithe ifamily. 

iNon-kin irelationships, isuch ias iwith ifriends, ineighbours, ior icare iproviders, ias ipart iof ithe 

ifamily i(Jordan-Marsh i& iHarden, i2005) icould ialso ibe ia ipotentially ifruitful iresearch iarea 

ito iexplore. iThere ihave ialso ibeen icalls ito iexplore idecision imaking iusing iobservational 

imethods i(Carrigan, i2017). iWhilst ithe ifamilies iwere iobserved iin itheir ihome iit imay ihave 

ibeen ibeneficial ito igain ilonger iperiods iof iimmersion iwith ithe ifamilies ito iobserve 

idecisions ibeing imade. 
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9.5 iReflections i 

 

9.5.1 iBarriers ito iAccess 
 

I ihad idifficulty iin irecruiting iparticipants iat ithe iinitial istage iof imy idata icollection. iWhile 

imany ipeople ishowed iinterest iin imy iresearch iboth ionline iand iin-person iat ithe ishops iand 

icollected imy iflyers, imany ifailed ito irespond iand iwhile iothers icontacted ime ilater ito 

idecline itheir iparticipation. iOn ireflection iand ispeaking ito iother iacademics, iI idecided ito 

irecruit itwo ifemale iacademic icolleagues iwho ikindly ijoined ime ito irecruit iin ithe iethical 

ishops iand ithe iresponse ichanged iimmediately. iMore ipeople ishowed iinterest, iincluding 

itwo iparticipants iwho ihad iearlier ideclined ito iparticipate. iDuring ithe idata icollection, ithey 

itold ime ithey idid iso iout iof i‘suspicion’. iHicks i(2006, ip. i102) idiscusses ithe i'discourse iof 

isuspicion' iassociated iwith imen iwho itake ian iinterest iin ithe iactivities iof ichildren iand ichild 

iresearch, iciting ione iparticipant iwho iopined ithat i'men iare iseen ias imore ipredatory iand 

inot ithe inatural icarers iof ichildren' i(Hicks, i1998, ip. i293). iAs isuch itheir iinterest iwith 

ichildren iand iresearch iwith ichildren imay ibe iseen ito ibe isuspicious iin ithe ieyes iof iothers. 

iWallendorf iand iBelk i(1989) ito iacknowledge ithat imale iand ifemale iresearchers iare ilikely 

ito iface idifferent idegrees iof iproblems iin iovercoming ibarriers ito iaccess ito ichildren, 

iparticularly irelevant iin itoday’s iworld iin iwhich ithe iconcern ifor ichild isafety iis iheightened, 

iwith iparents iand iguardians iright ito ibe iprotective iof itheir ichildren iand iin icontrolling 

iwhom ithey italk ito. iI ifeel ithat ithe iformality inecessary iin igaining ithe iconsent iof ithe 

iparents ito ibe iinvolved iwith ithe iresearch iprocess, irequiring ithe iparents ito iformally 

iaccept iand iallow imy iconversations iwith itheir ichildren i(providing ithe ichildren iagreed ito 

italk ito ime), ihelped igain itheir itrust iand istressed ithat ithe iresearch iwas ito ibe iconducted 

iprofessionally. i 
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9.5.2 iResearcher ivulnerability iand iEthical iissues 
 

Throughout ithe iinterview iprocess, iI iwas ikeen ito idevelop ian iinformal iresearch istyle, 

iwhich iwas iparticularly iapparent iwhen iI italked iwith ithe ichildren. iThe iphenomenological 

iapproach iemployed ifacilitated ithis, iwith ithe iinterviews iintended ito iyield ia 

iconversation-like iquality i(Thompson, iLocander i& iPollio, i1989), iwhereby irich idata iis 

ibelieved ito iemerge ifrom iinformal iresearcher-participant iconversations i(Elliott i& iJanke 

iI-Elliott, i2003). 

 

I iwas iso iinterested iin ithe ifamilies irecruited ithat iI ioften irevealed ia igreat ideal iabout imy 

iown ilife ito ithem, iand idetails iand iexperiences irelating ito imy iupbringing iin ia inuclear 

ifamily iand itelling ithem iabout imy iMum’s ibattle iwith icancer. iOn ireflection, iI ifeel ithat ithis 

idisclosure ihelped ito imake ime ilook i‘normal’ iperson ilike ithem iand ibuild ia ibond ibetween 

imyself iand ithe iparticipants. iMoreover, iI imay ihave igot i''too iclose" ito isome iof ithe 

ifamilies irecruited. iWhilst iI ienjoyed isuch ia iclose ibond iwith ithe ifamilies, iand iparticularly 

iwith ithe iadolescents, iI idid inot ifully iconsider ihow iI iwould iend ithis irelationship. 

iSimilarly, iI idid inot iconsider ihow iharmful iending ithis irelationship icould ibe ifor ithe 

iparticipants i(especially ithe iadolescents) ior imyself. 

 

Regarding iending ithe i'relationship' ibetween imyself iand ithe iadolescents, iI ifeel ithat iit 

iwas iclear ifrom ithe ioutset ithat ithe irelationship iwas idifferent ifrom ithat iof ia ifriend. iWhilst 

iI idid iindeed itake ian iinterest iin itheir ilives, iand iwhilst iI iwas iaffected iby iwhat ihappened 

ito ithem, ithis iwas inot ia i''traditional'' ifriendship. i iWhile iothers ihave iquestioned iwhether 



 
419 

 

isuch ia ifriend-like iand iequal irelationship ican iexist ibetween iresearcher iand iparticipant. 

iJamieson i(1998), ifor iexample, isuggests ithat ifriendship ican ionly iever iexist ibetween 

iindividuals iequal iin istatus, iand iHarden iet ial. i(2000) iargued ithat isuch iconditions ican 

inever ibe iapplied ito ithe iresearch isetting iwith iits ipower idisparities. i 

 

However, iit iwas imade iclear ito ithe iadolescents ithat iafter ithe iconversations ihad iended 

ino ifurther icontact iwith ithem. iThis iwas ito iensure ithat ithe iethical iconditions ilisted iwhen 

irecruiting ithe ifamilies iwere imet. iWith ithe ibenefit iof iretrospection, iperhaps iI icould ihave 

ipaid imore iattention itoward imanaging ithe icessation iof isuch irelationships iwith ithe 

ichildren. iLikewise, ialthough iI ido ifeel ithat ia ibond iwas ideveloped iwith iseveral iof ithe 

iadolescents, iI ialso ifeel ithat ithey iwere ifully iaware ithat imy irelationship iwith ithem iwould 

ibe itemporary iand iin imany icases, iI iam iconfident ithat ithe ichildren isoon ienjoyed 

ireclaiming ithe itime ithat ithey ihad iearmarked ifor italking iwith ime. 

 

Perhaps iwhat iis imost iinteresting iis ithe ieffect ithat ithe itime ispent iwith ithe ifamilies ihas 

ihad ion ime. iSome iof ithe ifamily icircumstances iwere ivery idistressing ito ihear, ior iwitness, 

iparticularly iwith ithe iJannetta ifamily i(with ithe imurder iof ia ifamily imember, iand ithe 

ifamily's idire ifinancial isituation) iand ithe iparental itreatment iof iAurélie iin ithe iMoreau 

ifamily. iI iequally ifelt ihelpless iand iill-equipped ion ian iemotional iand ipractical ilevel ito 

ioffer iany ihelp ior iadvice ito iAurélie i(and iothers), iand iI istruggled iwith ithe iuncertainty ias 

ito iwhether iit iwas imy iplace, ias ia iresearcher, ito ioffer isuch isupport ior iadvice iin ithe ifirst 

iinstance. iThe iline ias ito iwhere ithe irole iof ithe iresearch iends iis iquite ivague, iand ialthough 

ithe iissue iof iresearcher ivulnerability ihas ibeen iraised iin iother iacademic idisciplines i(most 
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inotably iin ithe ifield iof ihealth iresearch) isuch iissues iare irarely isufficiently iaddressed iin 

iconsumer iresearch. 

 

 i 
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Appendix i1: iFamily ibriefing isheet 

 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 
 

 

 

 
 

 

BRIEFING iSHEET 

 
Participant iID iCode: i001 

 
 i 
 

1. Study ititle 
Influence iin iDecision-Making: iPerspectives iof iadolescent iethical ifood iconsumption. i 
 

2. Invitation iparagraph 
You iare ibeing iinvited ito itake ipart iin ia iresearch istudy. i iBefore iyou idecide iit iis iimportant ifor iyou 

ito iunderstand iwhy ithe iresearch iis ibeing idone iand iwhat iit iwill iinvolve. i iPlease itake itime ito iread 

ithe ifollowing iinformation icarefully iand idiscuss iit iwith iothers iif iyou iwish. i iAsk ius iif ithere iis 

ianything ithat iis inot iclear ior iif iyou iwould ilike imore iinformation. i iTake itime ito idecide iwhether ior 

inot iyou iwish ito itake ipart. 
 

Thank iyou ifor ireading ithis. i 
 

3. What iis ithe ipurpose iof ithe istudy? 
The ioverall iaim iof ithis istudy iis ito iinvestigate ieveryday iethical ifood idecision-making iprocess 

iand ishopping iof ifamilies ito ihelp idevelop ian iunderstanding iof ithe idecision-making iprocess iof 

ifamily iethical ifood iconsumption iand ito icapture ithose ifactors iaffecting itheir idecisions. i i 
 

 

4. Why iwere iyou ichosen? 
We imust iassess ias imany iparticipants ias ipossible, iand iyou ihave iindicated ithat iyou iare 

iinterested iin itaking ipart iin ithis istudy. iThis istudy iis ilooking ifor ifamilies iwho iconsume iethical ifoods 

iand ihad iat ileast ione iresident ichild i(11–16) iin ithe ifamily ihome iand iit iwas ion ithese ibases ithat iyour 

ifamily iwas iselected iand iinvited ito iparticipate. 
 i 
 

5. Do iI ihave ito itake ipart? 
It iis iup ito iyou ito idecide iwhether ior inot ito itake ipart. i iIf iyou ido idecide ito itake ipart iyou iwill ibe 

igiven ithis iinformation isheet ito ikeep iand ibe iasked ito isign ia iconsent iform. iIf iyou idecide ito itake 

ipart iyou iare istill ifree ito iwithdraw iat iany itime iand iwithout igiving ia ireason. i iIf iyou ido idecide ito 

iwithdraw ifrom ithe istudy ithen iplease iinform ithe iresearcher ias isoon ias ipossible, iand ithey iwill 
ifacilitate iyour iwithdrawal. i iIf, ifor iany ireason, iyou iwish ito iwithdraw iyour idata iplease icontact ithe 

iresearcher iwithin ia imonth iof iyour iparticipation. i iAfter ithis itime, iit imay inot ibe ipossible ito 

iwithdraw iyour idata ias ithe iresults imay ihave ialready ibeen ipublished. i iHowever, ias iall idata iare 

ianonymised, iyour idata iwill inot ibe iidentifiable iin iany iway. iYou iand iyour ifamily imembers ihave ithe 
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iright ito iwithdraw ifrom ithis istudy iat iany itime ior ia idecision inot ito itake ipart, iwill inot iaffect iyou iin iany 

iway. i 
 

6. What iwill iI ihave ito ido? 
 

- The ientire iresearch ishould ilast ifor iat ileast i3 ihours iin ia isingle ivisit iand iyou iand 

iyour ifamily imembers iwill ibe iactively iinvolved ithroughout ithis itime. 
- The iresearch iwill ibe icarried iout iat iyour ihome iduring ia isingle ivisit. iWe iwill icome 

iround ito iyour ihome iat ia imutually iconvenient itime ito imeet iyou, iyour 

iwife/husband iand iyour iadolescent ichild/children ifor ithe istudy. 
- Preferably, ithree ivisits iwill ibe imade ilasting iat ileast i2 ihours. iDuring ithis itime, iyou 

iand iyour ifamily imembers iwill ibe iobserved iand iinterviewed. iAs ipart iof ithe 

iobservation iyou iwill ibe igiven ia i£50 ivoucher ito ispend ion ifood ishopping iand ithis 

iis iexpected ito ilast ifor i50 iminutes. iA ifinal ipart iof ithe iresearch, ithe ifamily iwill ibe 

iinterviewed itogether iwhich iwill ibe iaudio-recorded iand iexpected ito ilast ifor iabout 

i60 iminutes ieach itime. 
 

Please inote ithat ito iensure iquality iassurance iand iequity ithis iproject imay ibe iselected ifor iaudit 

iby ia idesignated imember iof ithe iEthics iCommittee. i iThis imeans ithat ithe idesignated imember 

ican irequest ito isee isigned iconsent iforms. i iHowever, iif ithis iis ithe icase iyour isigned iconsent iform 

iwill ionly ibe iaccessed iby ithe idesignated iauditor ior imember iof ithe iaudit iteam. 

7. Will iI ihave ito iprovide iany ibodily isamples i(i.e. iblood/saliva/urine)? 
 

 iNo 
 i 
8. What iare ithe ipossible idisadvantages iand irisks iof itaking ipart? 
 i 
 

There iis ino iknown irisk iin iparticipating iin ithis iproject. iAppropriate irisk iassessments ifor iall 

iprocedures ihave ibeen iconducted iand iwill ibe ifollowed ithroughout ithe iduration iof ithe istudy. 
 

9. What iare ithe ipossible ibenefits iof itaking ipart? 
We ihope ithat iparticipating iin ithe istudy iwill ihelp iyou. iHowever, ithis icannot ibe iguaranteed. 

iWhile ithere imay inot ibe ia idirect iintended ibenefit ito iyou iand iyour ifamily ifor itaking ipart iin ithe 

istudy, iyour ifamily’s iparticipation iwill ished ilight ion iethical ifood idecision-making iwithin ifamily iunits. 
 

9. Will imy itaking ipart iin ithis istudy ibe ikept iconfidential? 
The iresearch iteam ihas iput iseveral iprocedures iin iplace ito iprotect ithe iconfidentiality iof 

iparticipants. iYou iwill ibe iallocated ia iparticipant icode ithat iwill ialways ibe iused ito iidentify iany 

idata iyou iprovide. i iYour iname ior iother ipersonal idetails iwill inot ibe iassociated iwith iyour idata, ifor 

iexample, ithe iconsent iform ithat iyou isign iwill ibe ikept iseparate ifrom iyour idata. i iAll ipaper irecords 

iwill ibe istored iin ia ilocked ifiling icabinet, iaccessible ionly ito ithe iresearch iteam, iand iall ielectronic 

idata iwill ibe istored ion ia ipassword-protected icomputer. i iAll iinformation iyou iprovide iwill ibe 

itreated ifollowing ithe iUK iData iProtection iAct. 
. 

 

10. What iwill ihappen ito ithe iresults iof ithe iresearch istudy? 
The iresults iof ithe iresearch istudy iwill ibe iused ias ipart iof ia iPostgraduate ithesis. i iThe iresults imay 

ialso ibe ipresented iat iconferences ior iin ijournal iarticles. i iHowever, ithe idata iwill ionly ibe iused iby 
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imembers iof ithe iresearch iteam iand iat ino ipoint iwill iyour ipersonal iinformation ior idata ibe 

irevealed. 
 

 

11. Who ihas ireviewed ithe istudy? 
The istudy ihas ireceived ifull iethical iclearance ifrom ithe iResearch iethics icommittee iwho 

ireviewed ithe istudy. iThe icommittee iis ithe iBusiness iSchool iREC. i 
 

12. Contact ifor ifurther iinformation 
If iyou irequire ifurther iinformation, ihave iany iquestions ior iwould ilike ito iwithdraw iyour idata ithen 

iplease icontact: 
 

Daniel iHagan i 
d.e.hagan@mdx.ac.uk 
 

Dr iJyoti iNavare i 
Middlesex iUniversity iLondon 
Hendon iCampus 
NW4 i4BT 
Tel: i+44 i(0)20 i8411 i6568 
j.navare@mdx.ac.uk 
 

 

Thank iyou ifor iwanting ito itake ipart iin ithis istudy. i iYou ishould ikeep ithis iparticipant iinformation 

isheet ias iit icontains iyour iparticipant icode, iimportant iinformation iand ithe iresearch iteams 

icontact idetails. 
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Appendix i2: i iFamily irecruitment ipack 

 

 

 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iDepartment iof iEconomics 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iMiddlesex iUniversity iBusiness iSchool 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iHendon icampus. iThe iBurroughs 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iLondon, iNW4 i4BT 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i id.e.hagan@mdx.ac.uk 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

 

Dear iFamily, 

Thank iyou ifor ishowing ian iinterest iin imy iresearch iand ifor iagreeing ito iparticipate. iMy 

iresearch iaims ito iexplore ifamily iethical ifood idecision-making. iThis iis ia imuch iunder-

researched iarea iin iConsumer iBehaviour iterms, iand iwhat ilittle iwe ido iknow iabout isuch 

iissues irests ion ipast istudies iconducted iin ithe i1960s iand i1970s. iThese iearly istudies 

imostly ifocussed ion ihusband iand iwife ipairs. iAccordingly, iresearch iis ineeded ito iupdate 

ithis ibody iof iknowledge iwhich icollects idata ifrom ia ivariety iof ifamily imembers, 

iparticularly ichildren. 

 

Through idiscussions iwith iyour ifamily imembers, ia ipicture iof iyour ifamily idecision-

making iprocess iwill iemerge. iI iwould ilike ito italk ito iboth iparents iand ione iof iyour ichildren 

iwithin ithe iage igroup iof i11 i– i16 iyears ito igain iinsight iinto iyour ifamily iconsumption 

ipractices. iI iwill italk ito iyour ichild iwith iyour i(and itheir) iconsent ion itheir irole iis ifamily 

iconsumption ipractices. iHowever, iI iappreciate ithat ievery ifamily imember imay inot iwant 

ito iparticipate iand iI iwill irespect ithe iwishes iof iany iindividual iwho iasks ito iopt-out iof imy 

iresearch. 

As iinvolving iyour ifamily iin imy iresearch ihas ithe ipotential ito iinclude ichildren iin ithe idata 

icollection iprocess, ia istrict iethical icode iof iconduct iwill ibe iadhered ito. iThis iresearch ihas 
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ibeen iapproved iby ithe iEthics iCommittee iof ithe iMiddlesex iUniversity iand ithe iuniversity's 

icode iof iconduct iwill ibe ifollowed iat iall itime iand iyour ifamily iwill ionly ibe iinvolved iafter 

iconsent ihas ibeen igiven. 

 

The imeeting iwith iyour ifamily iwill ibe iincredibly iinformal iand iwill inot ibe itoo icomplex ito 

iensure ithat iyour ichild ican iparticipate iif ithey iso iwish. iI ican icome iround ito iyour ihome iat 

ia imutually iconvenient itime ito iobserve, ihave ian iinteractive iexperiment iand ito italk iabout 

ifamily ilife iand iconsumption ipractices ito igain iyour iopinions. iAs ithey iare iyour iopinions, 

ithere iare ino iright ior iwrong ianswers i- iI iam isimply iinterested iin ibetter iunderstanding 

iyour ifamily iand ihow iconsumption idecisions iare imade. iNothing itoo ionerous iand ithe 

ilevel iof iyour iinvolvement ican ibe idetermined iby iyou iand iother ifamily imembers. iYou iand 

iyour ifamily imembers ihave ithe iright ito iwithdraw ifrom ithis istudy iat iany itime, ifor 

iwhatever ireason. iFor iagreeing ito iparticipate iin ithe istudy iyou iwill ireceive ia ifood igift 

ivoucher i(approximately i£50) ias ia itoken ito icompensate ifor iyour itime. 

 

If iyou istill iare iinterested iin ithis istudy, iplease isign ithe iconsent iform iattached iand isend iit 

iback ito ime iand iI ishall isend iother iconsent iforms ifor iyour ifamily iif ithey iare iinterested iin 

ithis iresearch. iShould iyou ihave iany ifurther iqueries, ior iif iyou iwould ilike ito icontact ime ifor 

ifurther iinformation ior iclarification, ithen iplease ifeel ifree ito ido iso. iMy icontact idetails iare 

igiven iat ithe itop iof ithis iform. iFinally, ishould iyou irequire ian iappeal iagainst ithis iplease 

icontact imy iDirector iof iStudies, iDr iJyoti iNavare ion ij.navare@mdx.ac.uk. 

 

Best iwishes, 

Daniel iHagan 

 

 

 

 

 i 



Appendix i3: iParent iconsent iform 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i 

 

 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i Department iof iEconomics 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i I                                              Middlesex iUniversity iBusiness iSchool 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iHendon icampus 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iThe iBurroughs 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i iLondon, iNW4 i4BT 

 i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i i            id.e.hagan@mdx.ac.uk 

Dear iparticipant 

 

Thank iyou ifor ishowing ian iinterest iin imy iresearch iand ifor iagreeing ito iparticipate. iFor 

iyou ito ifully iconsent ito ibe iinvolved, iand iagree ito iparticipate, iI iwould ibe igrateful iif iyou 

icould iread ithe istatements iin ithe iconsent iform ibelow iand isign ithis iform. iThese 

istatements ibriefly idetail iwhat iyour iinvolvement iwill ientail, iand iwhat iyou ican iexpect ias 

ia iresult iof itaking ipart. 

This iconsent iform ionly ioutlines iyour iconsent ito itake ipart iin ithe iresearch iprocess. iOther 

ifamily imembers iwill ibe iissued iwith isimilar iforms, iand ithey iwill ieach ibe iasked iin iturn iif 

ithey iwould ilike ito iparticipate. iIn isigning ithis iform, ihowever, iyou iagree ithat iI ican 

iapproach iyour ifamily iparticularly, iyour ichildren ito iask ithem idirectly iif ithey iwould ilike ito 

ialso itake ipart iin ithis iresearch. iThis icontact iwill itake ithe iform iof ia iletter ior iby iyou 

iintroducing ime ito ithem iat iour ifirst imeeting, iwhere ipossible. 

Should iyou ihave iany ifurther iqueries, ior iif iyou iwould ilike ito icontact ime iin iany iway ifor 

ifurther iinformation ior iclarification, ithen iplease ifeel ifree ito ido iso. iMy icontact idetails iare 

igiven iat ithe itop iof ithis iform. iShould iyou irequire ian iappeal iagainst ithis iplease icontact 

imy iDirector iof iStudies, iDr iJyoti iNavare ion ij.navare@mdx.ac.uk. 

 

Best iwishes 

Daniel iHagan 

 

I iagree ito itake ipart iin iDaniel iHagan's istudy, iand iI iunderstand ithat: 

• I iwill ineed ito imeet iwith iDaniel, iat ia iconvenient itime, iand ion iagreed idates; 
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• I iwill italk iwith iresearch iabout imy ifamily iethical ifood idecisions; 

• The imeetings iwill ibe iaudio irecorded ito ihelp iDaniel itranscribe iour idiscussions; 

• Different inames i(Pseudonyms) iwill ibe iused ito iconceal imy iidentity iand ithose iof 

iother ifamily imembers; 

• I iam ifree ito iwithdraw imy iconsent iat iany itime, iand iwithdraw ifrom ithe idata 

icollection iprocess; 

• The iresults iof ithis istudy imay ibe ipublished iin iacademic ijournals iand ielsewhere, 

ialthough ipseudonyms iwill iagain ibe iused; 

• I ican iask iDaniel iabout ithe istudy, iand ifor iclarification, iif ineeded; 

• I igive imy ipermission ifor iDaniel ito iapproach iother ifamily imembers ito iseek itheir 

iconsent ito ialso itake ipart iin ithis istudy; 

• Daniel imay italk ito imy ichildren i(where irelevant), ibut ionly iwhen iI iam ipresent ior 

inearby; 

• Daniel iwill ihave ino ifurther icontact iwith ifamily imembers iafter ithe iresearch ihas 

ifinished. 

I iconsent ito itake ipart iin ithis istudy. iI iunderstand ithat iI imay iwithdraw ifrom ithis istudy iat 

iany itime, ifor iwhatever ireason, iand ithat iif iI ido iI ishall iinform iDaniel ias iquickly ias 

ipossible. 

 

Signature: 

Name iand iAddress: 

Date: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 
515 

 

Appendix i4: iAdolescent iconsent iform 

 

 

 

 

Name: i__________________ i 

 

Before iyou isign ithis iform. iyou ineed ito iknow ithat: 

 Everything ithat iyou isay ito ime iwill ibe ikept iprivate iand iwill ibe ijust ibetween iyou 

iand ime; 

 No ione ielse iwill ibe iable ito ilisten ito ianything iyou isay; 

 Your iname iwill ibe ichanged iso ino ione iwill iknow iwhat iyou isaid ito ime; 

 Nothing ibad iwill ihappen ito iyou iif iyou isay i'no' iyou idon't iwant ito italk ito ime iany 

ilonger; 

 If iyou isay i'yes' inow, iyou ican idecide ilater ion ithat iyou ido inot iwant ito italk ito ime iif 

iyou ichange iyour imind; 

 An iadult i(parents) iwill ialways ibe iwith iyou iwhen iwe imeet, iand iall imeetings iwill 

itake iplace iat iyour ihouse; 

 I iwould ilike ito italk iwith iyou ito ibetter iunderstand iyour ifamily ifood idecision-

making iand iif ithere's ianything iyou idon't iunderstand ijust iask; 

 If ithere iis iever ianything ithat iyou idon't iwant ito italk iabout, ijust isay iit. 

 

 

Signed/Name: 

Name iof ia iperson iwatching: 

Date: 

 

 

I iagree ito itake ipart iin iDaniel iHagan's istudy, iand iI iunderstand ithat: 
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• I iwill ineed ito imeet iwith iDaniel, iat ia iconvenient itime, iand ion iagreed idates; 

• I iwill italk iwith iDaniel iabout imy ifamily iand ifamily imatters; 

• The imeetings iwill ibe iaudio irecorded ito ihelp iDaniel itranscribe iour idiscussions; 

• Pseudonyms iwill ibe iused ito iconceal imy iidentity, iand ithose iof iother ifamily 

imembers; 

• I iam ifree ito iwithdraw imy iconsent iat iany itime, iand iwithdraw ifrom ithe idata 

icollection iprocess; 

• The iresults iof ithis istudy imay ibe ipublished iin iacademic ijournals iand ielsewhere, 

ialthough ipseudonyms iwill iagain ibe iused; 

• I ican iask iDaniel iabout ithe istudy, iand ifor iclarification, iif ineeded; 

• Daniel iwill ihave ino ifurther icontact iwith ifamily imembers iafter ithe iresearch ihas 

ifinished; 

• The imeetings iwill itake iplace iat ithe ifamily ihome iwhen ian iadult iis ipresent. 

 

I iconsent ito itake ipart iin ithis istudy. iI iunderstand ithat iI imay iwithdraw ifrom ithis istudy iat 

iany itime, ifor iwhatever ireason iand ithat iif iI ido, iI ishall iinform iDaniel ias iquickly ias 

ipossible. 

 

Signature: 

Name iand iAddress: 

Date: 
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Appendix i5: iRecruitment iadvert 

 

 

Participants ineeded 

I iam irecruiting iethical ifood iconsumers i- iindividuals iwho ibuy iorganic, iFairtrade, iforest ialliance, 

ifree-range ieggs, ifree-range ipoultry, ifarmers’ imarkets/local ifoods, ivegetarian iproducts, 

ifreedom ifoods iand isustainable ifish, ivegan iproducts ietc. iin ithe iUK ifor ia istudy ion ifamily 

idecision-making ion iethical ifoods 

 

The istudy iinvolves iabout i4 iappointments iof iinteractive iobservation iand iinterviews ilasting i2 

ihours iat ia itime. iVisits iwill itake iplace ion iweekends iat ithe iparticipant’s ihome 

 

This istudy ihas ibeen iapproved iby ithe iMiddlesex iUniversity’s iBusiness iSchool iResearch iEthics 

iCommittee 

 

To icompensate ifor iyour itime iyou iwill ireceive i£50 iethical ifood ivoucher 

 

If iyou’re iinterested ior irequire ifurther iinformation iplease icontact iDaniel iHagan 

i(d.e.hagan@mdx.ac.uk) 

 

 

mailto:d.e.hagan@mdx.ac.uk
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Appendix i6: iInterview iguide 

 

Hello, 

 

Welcome ito ithe istudy iand ithank iyou ifor iparticipating. iThe ipurpose iof ithis istudy iis ito 

iunderstand ihow ifamilies imake iconsumption idecisions. iYour iparticipation iwill 

icontribute ito ithis iimportant iresearch iin ifamily idecision-making. iBefore iwe istart ithe 

iinterview, iI ijust iwant ito iremind iyou ithat ithe iinformation iyou iprovide iwill ibe itreated 

iaccording ito ithe iguidelines idetermined iby ithe iMiddlesex iUniversity’s iResearch iethics 

icommittee, ithe iData iProtection iAct i1998 iand ithe iMarket iResearch iSociety’s icode iof 

iconduct. iYou iare iguaranteed ianonymity iand iabsolute iconfidentiality. iThis imeans ithat 

iyou iwill inot ibe iidentifiable iin iany iway iwhen ithis idata iis ipresented ior ireported iand ithat 

iyour iinformation iwill inot ibe ishared iwith iother ithird iparties ibut iexclusively iused iin ithe 

icontext iof ithis iresearch iproject. iMoreover, iyour iparticipation iin ithis istudy iis icompletely 

ivoluntary iand iyou ican iwithdraw ifrom ithe iinterview iat iany istage. 

 

I ialso iwant ito istress itwo ithings iabout ithis iresearch iproject. iFirst, ithis iis inot isome isort iof 

iexperiment iwhere iI iwant ito idiscover ihidden iaspects iof iyour ipersonality. i i iSecond, ithere 

iis ino iright ior iwrong ianswer i– iI iam iinterested iin iwhat iyou ihonestly ithink, iand iI iam ihere 

ito iunderstand iand inot ito ijudge iyour ithoughts ior ilifestyles ias iindividuals ior ias ia ifamily. 

Before iwe istart, ican iI ijust icheck iif iyou iare ihappy ifor ithis iinterview ito ibe itape-recorded? 

 

Section i1: iEthical ifood iconsumption i(20 iminutes) 

1. What ido iyou ithink iare iethical ifoods? 

2. Do iyou ias ia ifamily ibuy iethical ifoods ievery iday? 
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3. What itypes iof iethical ifoods ido iyou inormally ibuy? i(Organic, iFairtrade, ifree-range, 

ipoultry iproducts, ifarmers’ imarket, iFreedom ifoods, iVegetarian, iSustainable ifish) 

i i 

4. Why ido iyou ibuy iethical ifoods? 

5. Who inormally idecides ito ibuy iethical ifoods iin iyour ifamily? 

6. Tell ime iyour inormal iroutine ifor ifood iconsumption idecision-making iat ihome 

7. How ioften iare iyou iinvolved iin ifood idecision-making? 

 

Section i2: ifamily iinfluence i(20 iminutes) 

1. How ido iyou idecide ion iwhich iproduct ito ibuy? 

2. Do iyou inormally iget iwhat iyou iwhat iduring idecision-making? 

3. What ido iyou inormally ido ito iget iwhat iyou iwant iduring idecision-making? iOr 

4. Why ido iyou ithink iyou idon’t inormally iget iwhat iyou iwant iduring idecision-making? 

5. Are iyou iable ito ichange ithe ioutcome iof ia idecision? 

6. What ido iyou ido ito ichange ithe ioutcome iof ifamily idecisions? 

7. What ido iyou ithink iinfluence iis? 

8. Do iyou ithink iyou ihave iinfluence iin ithe ifamily? 

9. If iyes, iwhy ido iyou ithink iso? iOr 

10. If ino, iwhy ido iyou ithink iyou idon’t ihave iany iinfluence 

11. If iyes, iwhat imakes iyou ithink iyou ihave iinfluence? 
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12. How ido iyou igo iabout imaking ifood idecisions iin ithe ifamily? 

13. Who iin iyour ifamily ido iyou ithink ihas imore/less iinfluence iduring idecision-making? 

14.  iDo iyour iparents iallow iyou ito imake idecisions ion iyour iown? i[child ionly] 

 

Section i3: iParental istyles i(10 iminutes) 

1. Do iyou inormally iinvolve iyour ichild iin idecision-making? 

2. If iyou ido ior ido inot iinvolve iyour ichild iin ifamily idecisions, icould iyou itell ime iwhy? 

3. Do iyou iallow iyour ichild ito iexpress ihis/her iopinion iabout ithe ifood iproducts iyou 

ibuy? 

4. Do iyour iparents idiscuss ifood ishopping iwith iyou ibefore ibuying ithem? 

5. Do iyou ithink iyour iparents irespect iyour iopinion iduring ifamily idecision-making 

iand iconsumption? 

6. Do iyou idiscuss ifood ichoice iwith iyour isiblings? iIf iso, ihow idoes ithat iaffect iyour 

ifood iconsumption? 

 

Section i4: iIssues iarising ifrom ithe iobservations i(5 iminutes) 

 

 



 

Appendix i7: i iTranscript iof iinterviews iof ithe iCohen iFamily 

 i 

 i i i i i i i 

 

Notes  Interview texts Themes 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 Children using social 

media first thing in the 

morning   

 

Heavy users of social 

media to catch up on 

friends 

Interviewer   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mrs Cohen 

Illana 

Mr Cohen 

Abbi 

Interviewer 

Illana 

Abbi 

 

Interviewer 

Illana 

Abbi  

Anything that you say to me now will not be shared with anyone, and it's just 

a way of me collecting some information for my PhD. What you tell me might 

be used in the PhD which will be seen by my supervisors and examiners. It is 

going to be available in the University library as well. It might also be that little 

snippets get used in other publications if that's ok, but I just want you to know 

that no one will be able to tell whom the information came from. If bits of the 

interviews with your family are used then I'll give you a different name so no 

one will know who you are, all they'll know is that these interviews come from 

a family in the South East. Is that ok or do you want me to tell you about 

anything else? 

No, that’s fine. We are ok with it, aren’t we? 

[Nodded] yeah, we’re. 

Yeah, I’m pretty much ok with it. 

I’m fine too. 

Kids, have you had time to catch up with your friends today? 

Yes, I did as soon as I got up this morning. 

Me too. I saw lots of message notifications on my phone, so I quickly checked 

them out to see and read them. 

So, what social media are you on? 

Facebook, Snapchat and Instagram. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Active internet & social 

media users 

 

Internet Mavens 
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Friends influencing the 

type of social media to 

use 

Found Facebook boring 

 

 

Spend lots of time 

Online with friends 

 

Joining ethical 

consumption groups 

online 

 

Kids introducing 

parents to online 

groups & shops  

 

Mum monitoring 

children’s online 

behaviour 

Using internet to catch 

up on news 

Mum & Dad use 

internet to connect 

with family & friends 

 

 

 

 

 

Interviewer  

Abbi 

 

Illana 

Interviewer 

Illana 

  

 

Interviewer 

Illana 

  

 

 

Interviewer 

Mrs Cohen 

 

 

 

 

Mr Cohen  

 

 

Interviewer 

 

 

 

 

I only use Snapchat these days as most of my friends have left Facebook and 

are now using Snapchat. 

Why did you and your friends leave Facebook? 

They find Facebook boring. Snapchat is fun so me and my friends we all 

decided to stay there. 

Well, I guess you lot don’t know what is fun. Facebook is more fun place to be 

[Illana], so what is fun about Facebook? 

We hang out a lot more there than anywhere else. I get to share photos and 

chat with friends and do a lot of things up there. Like you get to join other 

interesting groups and communities there too. 

Which group do you belong to? 

My favourite group is called the Ethical Omnivore consumer alliance. It’s made 

up of many people from around the world who care about ethical food and 

share useful information about food. That is where I get my information about 

ethical stuff. I recently introduced my mum and dad to the group and shops.  

So, do you [Mr. & Mrs Cohen] use the internet and social media? 

I didn’t use it as much as they [children] do. I particularly use it to ensure my 

children are safe online, check up on family and meet old school friends. I find 

the ethical consumer group insightful as they share much vital information 

about ethical foods, vegan, vegetarian and all sorts. I go to the group’s platform 

often these days to catch up on information.   

Yes, I’m but not as active as [Mrs. Cohen] and the children. We use Facebook 

and WhatsApp to connect with friends and family. I’m more of a WhatsApp fun 

as I have got few WhatsApp groups; for work colleagues, family and friends. 

Ok, well I think we need to start talking about your family, shall we? I mean 

talk about what took place today – food consumption and family decision-

making and everyday food decision-making at your home. Could you tell me 

what was your experience doing grocery shopping online today with the 

coupon? 

Peer influence of social 

media usage 

 

 

Disagreement 

 

 

 

 

 

Internet tool to gather 

information and inform 

decision-making 

Reverse socialisation 

 

 

Maternal gatekeeping 

 

Internet as a useful 

source of information 
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Dad’s limited 

involvement in food 

decisions 

 

 

 

Dad’s interested in food 

bought but not always 

involved in decision-

making process due to 

cultural role  

 

Dad does not think 

telling is part of 

decision making 

 

Mum played deaf to 

Avoid Abbi’s request 

Abbi got angry, made 

faces & walked away 

because she thinks 

mum was playing deaf 

 

 

Mum didn’t buy Illana’s 

because it was 

expensive and she got 

angry for asking 

constantly 

Mr Cohen 

 

 

Interviewer 

 

Mr Cohen 

 

 

 

Mrs Cohen 

 

Mr Cohen 

 

Interviewer  

 

Abbi 

 

Interviewer 

 

Abbi 

 

Interviewer 

Mrs Cohen 

 

Illana 

Mrs Cohen 

 

 

Interviewer 

One again thanks for the coupon, we’re grateful. I don’t always get involved in 

food decision-making but whenever I do, I don’t say much, but the whole 

experience was interesting for me 

I saw you sitting quietly most of the time, is it because you were not interested 

in grocery shopping? 

I’m interested in the sort of food we buy but I have always thought that [Mrs. 

Cohen] and the children will make the right food decisions. Culturally, my role 

is to provide financially and hope she [Mrs. Cohen] takes care of the home. So, 

some of the times I just go by what they buy when it comes to food. 

Yes, but you sometimes tell me what you would like for breakfast or dinner, 

don’t you? 

But I only tell you what food I prefer and leave it up to you what you buy, don’t 

I? 

[Illana and Abbi] what’s your experience of the grocery shopping you just 

made? 

It was ok. I saw a granola cereal I liked, and which looks so good but when I 

pointed it out to mum, she pretended she didn’t hear me, and I got crossed. 

I saw you making faces and later got up to the kitchen and joined later. Could 

you tell me what was going on? 

Yeah, I was upset mum was playing deaf. Later when I saw it in the shopping 

basket, I was happy. It made me feel a bit better then.  

Who selected Abbi’s granola into the shopping basket? 

I did. I knew she was upset when she pulled faces, kept quiet and walked off 

so I look up for the product and bought it just to keep peace at home. 

So, why didn’t you buy what I selected too? 

Because yours was expensive than [Abbi’s] and besides you got on my nerves 

by constantly asking me to just buy everything you saw out there for you. 

[Abbi] doesn't ask for things as you do. 

What did you mean when you said [Abbi] doesn’t ask for things? 

Limited involvement in 

food decision-making 

 

 

Trust family decision-

making on food  

 

Culture restricts 

involvement of men in 

some home decision 

making 

 

 

 

 

Resistance strategy: play 

deaf 

 

 

 

Influence attempt: 

anger, making faces, 

keep quite & walking 

away 

 

Different sibling 

treatment 

Influence attempt: 

persistent asking 
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Abbi’s positive not-

asking attempt proves 

effective influence 

strategy while Illana’s 

constant asking is not 

 

 

 

Illana constantly asks 

while Abbi doesn’t 

 

 

Abbi ticks to request 

what she wants but do 

not ask 

 

Mum is more 

susceptible to Abbi’s 

influence attempts due 

to her vulnerability 

earlier on. She says she 

has no favourite, but 

her behaviour indicates 

she has a favourite.  

 

 

 

 

Mrs Cohen 

 

 

 

Illana 

Mrs Cohen 

 

Illana 

 

 

Mrs Cohen 

 

 

Illana 

Mrs Cohen 

 

Interviewer 

Mr Cohen 

Mrs Cohen 

 

 

 

 

 

Interviewer 

 

Mrs Cohen 

Illana 

Interviewer 

What I meant was that [Abbi] doesn’t ask us to buy things for her. She hardly 

does that. But Illana just can’t stop herself. She asks all day long. She asks for 

things she doesn’t even need them. For instance, she keeps asking for phone 

although for the past two Christmases she's had a mobile phone. 

No, I haven't! 

She said that she's not having one this year. She said that she can have 

anything else bar a mobile phone. 

No, I haven't! I got one last year because mine was decked, I couldn't even 

hear people talking, and I got that one free off Emma. And Dad broke my 

phone. 

It's just been what do you want for a present? 'Mobile phone, mobile phone'. 

So, she said 'no, she's not having one'. She said that she can have something 

else. This one [Abbi] doesn't ask. 

Yes, she has, she's asked for, and she’s about circled all the Argos catalogue. 

She's ticked things, she's ticked things. She's not actually asked. Ticking those 

makes us know what she wants and if we can we go ahead and buy for her.  

When it comes to your children, who is your favourite child? 

I love and treat all of them equally. 

I don’t have one particular favourite, they all my favourites. I think in the early 

days I used to overcompensate, particularly for Abbi, I think if you were to 

speak to Illana particularly she will say that Abbi gets away with blue murder. 

But I think I did, and still do, overcompensate because she has a particularly 

miserable time very early on, and because she was sweet, and because she 

could smile, and she looks lovely and peachy. 

Well, you just said you don’t have a favourite but admitted you overcompensate 

Abbi, so it means she is your favourite, isn’t she? 

I think I treat them all equally. 

I don’t think so, mum. Not me. You’re always mean to me and good to Abbi. 

[Illana] what happens if your parents refuse to buy you what you want? 

 

Positive Influence 

attempt: not asking 

 

Negative Influence 

attempt: constant asking 

 

 

 

Illana: difficult sibling 

Abbi: Easy sibling 

 

 

 

Influence attempt: 

ticking products 

 

 

Positive affect: 

miserable, sweet, looks 

lovely and peachy 

 

Different sibling 

treatment 
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Mum gives in to have 

her peace 

 

Illana’s negative 

attempt is generally not 

effective but mum 

gives in sometimes 

anyway.  

 

 

 

 

The family buys ethical 

foods to help make the 

world a better place 

 

Ethical foods have little 

impact on social, 

environmental and 

animal welfare 

 

Selfish greed, and 

reckless politicians 

exploiting the world’s 

limited resources 

 

Illana 

 

Interviewer 

Mr Cohen 

Interviewer 

Mr Cohen 

Mrs Cohen 

 

 

Interviewer 

 

Illana 

Abbi 

Illana 

Mrs Cohen 

 

Interviewer  

 Mrs Cohen 

 

 

 

 

 

Mr Cohen 

 

 

Interviewer 

Mr Cohen 

 

I refuse to eat, I cry, I keep telling and asking, if it goes on for long it makes 

me aggressive, and at times I ask Abbi to help me put pressure on them. 

Is she right? 

Yes, she does all these things all the time.  

Do you find them effective and give in to her demands? 

I’m not sure if they are effective. 

They drive me mad and sometimes I just give her what she wants so I can 

have my peace. But most of the time I ignore her. But it depends on what she 

is asking though. 

Shall we talk about the foodstuffs you purchased? Why did you select those 

foodstuffs with such labels? 

Those are food brands we always buy. We don’t but the normal foods. 

What? Are they normal than what we buy? 

But that is what many people buy, and they think it is the normal thing to buy. 

We buy these sort of ethical labels as we do out bit to make the world a better 

place for all at our personal costs. 

How does buying these “ethical labels” make the world a better place? 

Because these foods are grown with little impact on social, environmental and 

animal welfare. The world is gone mad with big corporate companies exploiting 

the limited resources of this world to satisfy their selfish greed. Leaving 

irreparable environmental and social damage in its wake. We are now living in 

a climate emergency, something brought upon ourselves, particularly by 

corporate greed and reckless politicians in rich developed countries. 

We are just a normal family taking steps to right the wrongs of humanity’s 

mistakes which is causing environmental catastrophes - earthquakes, flooding, 

hunger, poverty and social injustice and the list goes on and on and on.  

Since when did you start buying these ethical foods? 

I grew up in the ’90s when my mum began to shop green as we call it then. 

My mum became an activist through a friend so they would go out there 

Influence attempt: 

refuse to eat, crying, 

telling, asking, 

aggression, deal making 

 

Negative affect 

strategies: not effective   

 

Coping strategy: give in 

to make peace 

 

 

 

 

 

Reasons for ethical 

consumption: self-denial, 

morality, sense of ethical 

obligation 

Big companies, human 

activity and politicians in 

developed countries 

caused climate 

emergency 

 

Reasons for ethical 

consumption: altruism, 

self-denial, sense 

of ethical obligation 
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Ethical consumerism 

was formally called 

green issues 

Dad became an ethical      

consumer via his 

activist mother 

 

Consuming ethically 

before and after 

marriage 

 

 

Mum’s ethical lifestyle 

was gradual since it 

was difficult to become 

ethical consumer 

 

Mum thought family 

and friends won’t let 

her become vegan 

Dad helped mum 

pulling off ethical 

lifestyle 

Mum struggled staying  

away from eating meat 

 

Mum struggled to eat 

meat initially until later 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Mrs Cohen 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Interviewer 

campaigning and demonstrating on environmental and social injustice issues. 

Back then, the Cooperative was the only company we knew who stock green 

products. My dad didn’t care about all these and rowed with my mum more 

often as he thought these products were too expensive and my mum was being 

brain-washed by the green leftie brigade. I became more sympathetic to the 

social and environmental issues. Later, after I got married, I joined Friends of 

the Earth. So, we have been buying ethical products as a family since we got 

married. I was just amazed that they could go out and do it, I am not the sort 

of person to go out and do that sort of thing. I felt I just wanted to support 

them, and it is from their literature and the things that they send you that urn, 

I got more interested: I am a terrible one for merchandise.  

For me ethical consuming came on somewhat gradually, um, it's not something 

that you can suddenly decide you are going to get into, it’s a matter of what 

choices are available. It’s more difficult to put yourself out there than it is to 

talk about what is available ethical food choices. I liked the reasons behind 

veganism, I just thought my family and friends won’t let me. I thought it would 

be too hard and I didn't think I could pull it off. I had to do that gradually with 

[Mr. Cohen’s] help while we were in uni. I said right the only way I'm going to 

pull off this vegetarian thing as if I still allow myself to eat chicken when I go 

home or went out with friends. So that was a bit difficult. I went vegan very 

gradually as well. I was only a vegan at uni, but when I went out I might buy 

a vegan product, so yeah I did it all very gradually. Well, I'd say I didn't touch 

any more meat for many years really, but before that, I didn't eat very much 

meat. But kind of like if I was served something that had sausage in or 

something that wasn't like really obvious meat I could sort of like make myself 

struggle and eat it, you know, to try and, well I don't know, to try and be polite 

or whatever. Whereas maybe by the time I got to about the age of my late 

teens, early twenties I had the confidence to go vegan. 

With all that you just told me, what does ethical consumption mean to you? 

Intergenerational 

influence of ethical 

consumption 

 

 

Ethical consumption is 

too expensive 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Reasons for ethical 
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For me this is me and who I am, it’s my lifestyle. A lifestyle choice, which is a 

force for good for humanity and the environment. I suppose one of the things 

is that ethical consumption is not an isolated part of life, it is related to things 

we do on a campaigning level, and the money that you spend relates to the 

other things that you are concerned about, so some of the other campaigns I 

am involved in touch particularly on ethical consumption. Those are all again 

very much about linking the theory of what ought to happen with what you do 

in practice. 

Well, it makes me feel selfless. it's kinda a thing that has gradually developed 

since childhood really because, urn, I used to kinda like the urn, cruelty to 

animal issue and issues like that and ever since I was age three and I was 

kinda told by my dad and friends that you have to eat chicken and lamb and it 

is kinda like quite an infantile dislike then of eating meat (right). I was thinking 

oh I don't want to eat these animals that I see about and really love and I don't 

want to eat them and it kinda developed from there and then as far as Fairtrade 

goes we were always quite involved with, um, well my parents were involved 

with Third World, urn, World Development Movement, and I used to go along 

to the meetings with them as a girl and so sort of like the idea of buying, urn, 

Fairtrade I suppose was kinda like absorbed into me in a way [urn) and., and 

I suppose some of the people that I respected as I got older have had a similar 

sort of interests in a way, and perhaps, perhaps that has influenced me as well, 

cos like for example a, well now I am a fair trader for Traidcraft and I think 

partly the reason I got interested in doing that was that a very close friend of 

the family did that and sort of maybe that is part of it. 

Once I had my children, I really felt, with this climate emergency here with us 

I said to myself: you know when they have grown up I wouldn't like them to 

say to me “what did you do to help save the world?” you know, I will say "I 

was there, I stood my ground and did my bit. You have got to do something, 
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even if it is one little thing otherwise how can you live with yourself knowing 

that that is what is going on and you are not doing anything to help. 

Girls, would you like to tell me when you started buying and eating ethical 

foods? 

So, I grew up seeing and eating ethical foods in our home all the time. Any 

time we went out for grocery shopping, I saw my parents selecting ethical 

labels and brands. Mum would say it’s ethical and buy it or it’s not ethical and 

drop it. So, I find myself doing the same. Anytime time I went out to buy 

something, I would look for the label to make sure it’s one of the ethical brands 

before I buy them. Even at school and with my friends, I look out for ethical 

brands often to the annoyance of my friends. They think I’m weird for doing 

so. It can be upsetting that sometimes.   

Me too. Growing up mum would tell me not to buy anything that is not vegan, 

vegetarian, organic and fairtrade because they destroy the environment and 

make poor people even poorer and make people grow fat and ill. So, I always 

made sure I bought ethical products whenever I need to buy something. I don’t 

buy a lot of stuff myself, my parents buy them for me. 

Do you like shopping ethical food and enjoy this ethical lifestyle or do you think 

you‘re being forced by your parents?  

I don’t think my parents force me to buy them. No, they have never forced me. 

I enjoy ethical foods because they’re organic and therefore sweeter and 

healthier, and for me, that is something that I prefer.  

No, I can’t think of a time my parents forced me to buy ethically. They told me 

to buy ethical when I was a kid but since I grew up they don’t tell me any 

longer since they know I will buy ethically. Although, on a few occasions Abbi 

and I followed our friends and bought unethical products. Even as a kid I didn’t 

feel forced. They [parents] told me ethical products were healthier and better 

for the environment and for me that is what makes me buy them so I can play 

my part in making the world a better place. Through the internet, I have come 

responsible selfless 
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to realise how many people around the world and in the country are buying 

ethical food. So, yeah it feels good to be part of this global family. There are 

lots of organisations out there online supporting ethical consumption. But due 

to lack of information and convenience, I and Abbi would buy what we could 

on a few occasions. 

And as the kids were growing up, in the beginning, my son, in particular, took 

a kind of pride in thinking the way we [mum and dad] did, and because he was 

going to Sunday School and Quaker meetings and that's how people thought 

and stuff. And then it became embarrassing for them and all their friends had 

trainers with strong brand names, but unethical business practices, on them 

and I would buy them stuff that wasn't “cool” on them. But as they got older 

and my daughters more than my son, they started to find it embarrassing, you 

know, these weird parents of theirs that didn't believe in such and such. But, 

while they were eating ethical foods at home, they grew out of other non-

ethical products and developed their own styles and things and had the 

confidence to make their own decisions. And I think their upbringing enabled 

them to be more critical of peer pressure and what they were being asked to 

do. 

So, did they stop consuming ethical products? 

Sort of. They began to lead double lives. They lead an ethical lifestyle home 

and a completely different one when with friends. They buy whatever they saw 

their friends buy. I guess it was their way of coping with peer pressure. 

I didn’t stop but it felt difficult sometimes to be ethical when I’m with my friends 

as they think I’m weird and they call me all sorts of names.  

For me, I don’t do it anymore. It was a time I was young and wanted to feel 

belonged, so I went along with them [friends], but not anymore. Now, they 

respect me for my values and most of them are coming around to my lifestyle 

since they realise that our favourite celebrities such as Ariana Grande, J-Lo 
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were vegans. It makes me feel cool as they all come to me for advice on ethical 

foods.   

In the previous discussions, you mentioned the ethical product and ethical 

brands. What do you think are ethical product? 

So, I think they are products and services produced in a way that minimises 

social and environmental damage. 

I will add to that and say they [ethical products] are products and services 

deemed not to have a negative impact on society, environment, animals, social 

justice. I guess the list goes on and on and on. 

So, girls, what sort of ethical brands do you normally buy? 

At home, we normally buy Vegan, Organic & Free Range, Fairtrade brands. 

Yeah, we buy Palm-Oil Free, Ethical Consumer Best Buy Labels, soil 

association. 

We buy other labels like RSPCA Assured, Sustainable fish, MSC Fish 

[Nodding in affirmation] oh yes, I forgot those labels. 

Me too. 

[Illana] you answered my question by saying “at home we buy …” do you buy 

something different when you’re outside your home? 

No. It depends. When I’m outside I buy ethical foods unless I couldn’t find 

one that’s when I buy whatever I could find. But at home, we stick to these 

labels. 

I know of RSPCA, but what is MSC fish? 

They are marine stewardship council certified fish. They promote sustainable 

fishing just so fishing can be done in a sustainable way before we clean up all 

the fish in the sea in no time. We need to help sustain the environment. 

There aren’t that many ethical brands out there compared to conventional 

foods. 

Why do you think that is the case?  

I don’t know [shrugs shoulders] 
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While I appreciate green issues have come a long way since the ’80s and ’90s, 

we still have a long way to go. In those days we only had few companies such 

as the fairtrade, ethical consumer, tradecraft and cooperative store but now 

many companies are coming into this industry. I think governments need to 

take leadership in this sector and support and incentivise companies to move 

into ethical businesses.   

Well, it might sound cynical, but I think the big organisations out there don’t 

find the ethical industry as lucrative as other industries since making those 

obscene profits may be seen as unethical and may attract unfavourable press 

and ethical campaigner’s attention. Avoiding bad brand image really.  

Are these ethical food brands easily available in the shops? 

Some are niche you can only buy them from a particular shop or online while 

others too can easily be found in selected stores and some supermarkets. Most 

companies I have come across are small start-ups. The supermarkets are doing 

their best but that is not good enough with the exception of the cooperative 

shops. They [the cooperative] are way ahead of the pack. 

It can be difficult sometimes to get the right product you’re looking for. 

Yeah, it is.  

How do you determine that a particular product or brand is ethical? 

The labels help a lot more in finding the right ethical foods. If you saw the 

fairtrade or the soil association labels on a package, you know it’s from an 

ethical source. These organisations certify them to ensure confidence in the 

brands and to help promote ethical consumption. 

Yeah, food certifications, labels, and marketing claims could be confusing. A 

simple stroll through those grocery stores aisle or online shopping means 

deciphering dozens of different labels environmental, nutrition, and agricultural 

food labels. It’s no wonder we’re confused by sustainable and ethical food 

packaging labels. Trustworthy food certification organisations ensure that 

animals are provided organic feed and have access to the outdoors and that 
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plants foods are grown without genetically modified organisms, as well as most 

synthetic fertilizers, herbicides, insecticides. 

Yeah, you’re right. You need to read up a lot too so if the labelling doesn’t state 

the source or don’t have the recognised logos you have to read up and use 

your common sense really. Adopting ethical lifestyle means knowing where 

your food comes from, but it can be challenging to know which stamps and 

seals are backed by government agencies and reputable third-party certifiers, 

and which are simple food manufacturer marketing claims. 

I get a lot of information on ethical products online from reputable sources like 

the Food Ethics Council, the ethical consumer. The website and communities 

tend to share the right information about food products. 

Yeah, some of the companies also spread their information through these social 

media platforms and people start talking about them. Last week I saw a lot of 

new vegan products on the market on the Omnivore consumer website. 

I think the internet has made a huge impact in creating awareness. Growing 

up you can only read up from a handful of sources and most information came 

by word of mouth but today the internet makes such information easily 

available. The ethical consumer website reviews companies, brands, products 

and recommends them to us. They [the ethical consumer] do a great job in 

supporting green consumers. 

There are many more of such websites popping up online so it’s not as bad as 

it used to be in the ’80s and ‘90s when I was growing up. 

Are these ethical foods not too expensive? 

Well that is the elephant in the room, isn’t it? They are expensive than 

conventional ones. Maybe it’s because they are not mass-produced with 

chemicals and that may account for the higher prices. In my uni days, my 

economics teacher told us that mass production reduces unit price as the cost 

of production could be spread across large numbers and that means the unit 

price falls. I guess that is what is happening here. 
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If you consider the damage our lifestyle is causing to the environment for 

example, with all the floods and earthquakes, bushfires, famine, it might be a 

price worth paying for to save the world from climate change. As a father I 

worry about the kind of world, if there is even one left, my children will live in 

in the future. So, if we can pay these higher prices today to make the world a 

better place for the future generation then I guess it’s a good thing and it’s 

worth it. 

I think the older generation has been careless with the environment and done 

a lot of damage to it. So, maybe it’s good they are paying for the climate 

change they’ve caused. 

But it’s not every adult out there who is paying for the damage, is it? It’s only 

those who care enough to consume ethically who are paying the price. 

Well, I think we are all paying in some way or the other for the damage we’re 

causing to the environment. Utility prices have been going up due to global 

warming and we’re all having to pay for it in many other ways. I guess some 

are paying more than others. 

Yeah, especially the poorer countries who produce little co2 emissions but 

suffer famine and earthquakes and all the terrible conditions they have to 

endure as a result of our carelessness. The world is not fair at all. 

Yeah, it’s so unfair. Just as we’re also paying for the previous generation’s 

greed and damage to the environment.  

As a family, is the price a challenge to consuming ethically? 

I guess the price has always and will forever be a challenge until ethical foods 

become mainstream. As economic beings, we always buy value for money. But 

as ethical consumers, we don’t sacrifice our values for value. Of course, we buy 

cheaper ethical foods, but we won’t buy conventional foods because they are 

cheaper. We hope one day ethical food production will become conventional.  
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Yeah, we know ethical foods are relatively expensive, but some are cheaper 

than others. This is what the kids don’t know and so often they mistook the 

expensive products to be more quality and wanted to buy them at all cost.  

Mum, we know some brands or labels can be expensive than others. 

Yeah, from the online price comparison, I realised that vegan foods tend to be 

more expensive than like say vegetarian foods. I like buying vegan foods as 

they appeal to me more. So, we're looking at the prices of those foods and 

looking at the prices of vegan foods and comparing them to others and this 

vegan food's appealing to me an awful lot more than the last one. 

I’m not particularly vegetarian or vegan as others describe themselves. I just 

buy ethical, so I’m not too bothered about it.  

Do you find the kids’ knowledge about prices online useful? 

Yes and no. Their knowledge about what ethical food is available, where to buy 

them and their prices are immensely useful for us as a family but as parents, 

more often than not it becomes our undoing. You will assume that knowing 

prices of these products will help them compare and go for the cheaper once 

but not in their case. They often want to go for the expensive once.  

No mum, that’s not fair. I only go for the expensive ones if they’re certified by 

reputable labels or sold by known brands. 

Are cheaper foods often from not well-known brands?  

Yes. Most often. 

Yeah, they are. 

I don’t think that is right. Many factors account for the pricing of these food 

products, like distance, transportation, costs or just the brand name. So, one 

must be rational when shopping. Good quality foods may be cheaper in price 

and poor quality could be high priced. This is what the kids don’t understand. 

Just because we buy ethical foods doesn’t mean we don’t care about the prices 

of these products. I guess even the millionaires just don’t buy anything because 

they can afford it, they consider the prices.  
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We’re happy to pay fair prices for food products we buy like fairtrade labelled 

products just so farmers in developing countries can receive good returns for 

their produce. That is not to say that we don’t consider prices before we buy. 

I think that is where the confusion comes from. Some of my mates think that 

we don’t care about the price of ethical products, but we definitely do. 

Yeah, my friends do too. They think we are rich for buying these expensive 

foods when we could get cheaper ordinary foods in the supermarkets and 

around the place. We’re also rational consumers who buy quality goods or 

services at the best price when we go shopping 
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For the record, can I know how old are your children? 

They are 18, 15, 12 and 10 

How do they get on? 

Not particularly well in the house, but they stick up for each other when they 

go outside. 

Do they help out with the house chores? 

Not necessarily. When it comes to Illana and Abbi, one's the studious do-

gooder and one's a little devil.  
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Why did you say one's the studious do-gooder and one's a little devil? 

Surely, the devil one can't be bothered and she's the cheekiest and winds me 

up all the time. 

Do they get on with their older siblings? 

Well, it depends, if they want something, and it's always one with Illana. 

They don't go together, but only if it is in their interest to do so, even 

between them. 

Do you involve your children in deciding what food to buy in the house? 

Yes, I do sometimes. I used to when they were smaller. Illana used to like 

custard, chips, and beans, and that's all she'd eat. But no, generally now they 

get what they are given and like it or lump it. They do ask for their favourite 

foods and products, but no most of the time it's what they are given. When 

they were smaller it was their meals and our meals because they ate at 

different times to us, but now, no, they get what they are given and like it or 

lump it. 

Do they do anything around the house for pocket money? 

They don't get pocket money. The eldest is quite good, he'll get up in the 

mornings and make his bed and tidy round. They will vac their bedrooms if I 

ask them, they're very good at doing the washing, but they've got to be 

asked to do it. But since being little they used to dust around and vac around, 

they were so young, weren't they? Because I had them in the house, I've 

stayed with them since they were babies. I've not left them and gone to 

work, and only work weekends or in the evening, so yeah, they can do things 

if I ask them, and they are very good at doing washing and putting it into the 

machine and drier. And I suppose they would do a lot more if I made them 

do it, but I don't 
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Given the chance, yes, I think they would. They're good kids, the youngest is 

a bit of a handful, but on the whole, they are good, it's just I do the Mum 

things. Like [Mr. Cohen], he goes out to work and he does the man thing, 

and I look after the house and stuff. He's the main earner, I just work to get 

out of the house and away from the kids, but because I'm here what seems 

like twenty-four-seven I do the house things. I think that's only fair in terms 

of that's my job, I'm a housewife most of the time and a part-time worker, 

you know. I don't have to work as a Jew, I choose to. So, the kids don't need 

to do anything major around the house. It's nice when they do, don't get me 

wrong, but they don't have to, they don't have to do the cooking and 

cleaning and that. I enjoy doing it, so I do, it’s part of my job. 

So how do you feel when they do work around the house to help? 

I like it, you know, but I suppose deep down I don’t like it, do you see what I 

mean? It's nice to think that they're helping me, but sometimes they might 

not be. Like [Illana] will vac and make beds, but I have to go around 

checking they've all been done, I can't leave her to do it on her own, I need 

to check on her. Sometimes it's just easier for me to do everything, at least 

then I don't have to check and redo things. Mr Cohen doesn't do a lot either, 

not during the week, he's at work. 

It’s a week to Christmas, with Christmas presents who are they more likely to 

ask for things, you or Mr Cohen? 

Me! 

Why do you think so? 

I'm more likely to give in, but I wouldn't give in to anything. It's like they had 

a set limit and they can write a list, they've got to write a list. This year the 

little one got to know that there is no Father Christmas, I think they've known 

that for the last couple of years. Last year it was kind of: if you don't believe, 

you might not get anything. This year they definitely knew it, but it was a 

case of well, you can put what you want, but I'm not going to say that you're 
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going to get it. But I always panic, it's so hard with having four children and I 

won't buy the same game, they can't understand that I won't buy them the 

same game each. But yet they won't share, they're sods. We had an 

argument last night, Illana and Abbi both wanted the same games at 

Christmas and we're not buying two or three of the same games at two 

hundred and nine odd pounds every time. And Illana was at it, “no it's my 

game, and I'm not letting you play on it”. But she wasn't even playing on it! 

She's sat on the shelf but she won't let Abbi play on it. Illana is very devious. 

No, I’m not. I’m just fighting my corner else I don’t get anything. 

Has she got any ways of trying to change your ways or decisions? 

Yes, all the time. 

What does she do? 

Whinge. Whinge and stomp around and she'll hit Abbi. She likes getting her 

own way, she's an attention seeker and she always has been. She's fulfilling 

her own prophecy really, she's been told she's an attention 

seeker and she goes for it. 

What do the others do? Do they have anything they do to try and get their 

own way? 

[Abbi] and Robert [youngest] have learnt to kind of pull stupid faces at me 

And do they work? 

No! Sometimes they can do. Abbi kind of says well ok then, all right, and then 

he'd say would you like a cup of coffee, Mum? Would you like me to do the 

washing, Mum? So being a goodie-two-shoes and then he thinks he's going 

to get what he wants. 

Would their Dad not give into them at all? 

Sometimes he does, but mainly it's me. I'm the control freak, I'm the money 

person. 

Do you think the kids work together to get the things they want? 
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No, the kids don't do teamwork often, they sometimes do teamwork when 

Illana persuades them to so. Like recently when they needed a new vegan 

cereal on the market, they call it Ella-Bircher Muesli. But the other things they 

want it for themselves, they don't want it for sharing. 

How long ago did you get the cereal? 

Oh God, they were going on about it for along time. I want the Ella-Bircher 

Muesli, we want the Ella-Bircher Muesli! We'll take care we don’t waste it. 

None of them does it, it's all me. But yeah it was kind of mithering mither, 

mither, mither, mither, mither, but I've always come from an ethical family 

anyway, so I've had loads of vegan food, so it was something that I would 

have got anyway. But I think the price was too much as we could get equally 

good vegan cereal for a far cheaper price.   

And what did they do, just all go on at you? 

They're actually quite good, they don't ask for anything except Illana. They 

don't ask for an awful lot. At the moment I've got Illana asking for one of 

these shot Fairtrade jackets, you know a black hoodie. And she'll ask and 

she'll ask, but she's not getting it. 

Is that what she does, just ask? 

Yes. And if she really wants something, or if she thinks it's really unfair and 

that everyone else has got one - because that's hers, it's everyone else has 

got one, she's got one and she's got one and she's got two. And she'll start 

stomping, and when she gets really annoyed, she'll start picking up 

ornaments and she'll say, you like this, don't you? Shall I smash it? And I'm 

just like yeah, smash it, do it. You know, do it if you think that's going to get 

you anything. They've learnt that they can't push me that way if anything it 

pushes me the opposite. 

Is there anything that they do that you think might get you to change your 

mind? 

Not really. 
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What happens when they start fighting with each other? 

I generally let them I let them, although there have been occasions where it's 

been like, time out, you're getting a bit and then it's like round two when I 

walk away. If they want to fight, I'm not one to stop them unless it's really, 

really physical. But no, generally they've been good. They don't ask 

for things a lot of the times, and when they do it's for Birthdays or Christmas 

or foods. 

Do they get anything that you buy them weekly, any ethical foods or similar? 

No, I'm tight! They used to, and they used to get spends every week but 

then they were just buying sweets and I'm not a sweet person. It's not like 

they were saving up. When they were into magazines, they started to save a 

little, but then the magazines went out of the window. And its sweets, and 

you can imagine five pounds each on chocolate. Not good. 

Do they do anything outside the house that costs things, any clubs? 

Yeah, they go to the gym. We're members of the gym so we go swimming, 

they did use to go to a gym class but unfortunately because my kids were the 

only ones going to this gym class they decided to close it, which I wasn't very 

happy about. They go to football, these are the younger ones, they go to 

football and they go to cubs. Illana and the eldest used to do the cubs but 

decided that they didn't want to go into scouts or anything like that. And 

Illana generally does nothing apart from hanging around the library with her 

mates after school and go on the social media. And then she'll come home 

and play on her PlayStation or disappear for three hours at a time. 

So, she's at Secondary School now? 

Yeah, she is. 

Does she like it? 

Loves it, she even loves detention. She gets it a couple of times. She goes 

through weeks where she has detention and then she'll go through weeks 

where she doesn't have anything. But I think she likes the independence like 
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she says she'll walk home from school now. But I've sussed that out, it's 

because she saves the five-pound bus fare and gets some sweets on the way 

home! 

Will Abbi and the little one attends the same Secondary School? 

If they want to. 

From a sibling point of view that was the best thing that happened to us, 

because it was only really at High School that we got split up. 

My two young kids have always been very separate. At home, they're 

together, obviously, but they've kind of had a little independence from each 

other. I always looked after my nephew who's six months younger than 

Abbi, so there was always four of them in the house, so the two kinds of 

went together and so did the other two. But at school, because they're in 

different classes they have different friends, and they're totally different 

friends. And when they play out, they play out with different friends. So, 

they'll play together, out on the front or in the back garden with the dog, but 

if their friends come calling it's always whoever's at the door for you, if the 

phone rings it's for you, they're not the same friends. That's good. I started 

out straight away that I didn't want them in the same class and even from 

playgroup they didn't sit in the same groups.  

Do they argue between themselves, the kids? 

All the time! 

Is there anyone main argument? 

Games and food. She's got certain flavoured crisps and I wanted them, that 

was this morning. She's sat on my bed, yes anything, they can even argue 

about what channels on the TV. Anything. 

Do the kids ever gang up on you? 

Not at all, no because I think [Mr. Cohen] is a lot firmer than me. I'm very 

strict and always have been since they were little, but they tend to come to 

me rather than their Dad. 
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Sometimes when she [Illana] needs something, she will show me the product 

online and when she realises that I’m also interested then she will ask me to 

ask my parents to buy so we can share it.   

She does that for her own selfish end. Not because she cares for her [Abbi] 

Is there anyone that will come to you more often to try and get their own 

way? 

Illana. 

Rather than her Dad? 

Yes. 

And what do you do in the family, do you control the spending? 

I look after the money and the bills, but I wouldn't say that I keep track of 

what I'm spending. 

Who does the food shopping? 

Me, and most of the time with Abbi as Illana fancy spending time with friends  

Well, you shop most of the time with Abbi even when I’m home or around. 

From my perspective, Abbi is far more shopping savvy than Illana 

I could be as savvy as Abbi if I were often involved in shopping. I’m always 

ignored and on my own. I have to try so hard to get what I need, unlike 

Abbi. 

Why don’t you involve all the children when shopping? 

I try to do most of the time. At times I do so on my own and when 

Abbi and Illana do come they help me, they hinder, but they help as well. 

Illana just can’t stop nagging, throwing tantrums and making the whole 

shopping experience a nightmare. 

She [Illana] can be very over-demanding oftentimes. 

And pushy all the time. She pisses us off. 

What do they do, try and make you buy things? 

They try, but because they've done it for so long and they know that half the 

time it's not successful. But they'll sneak in the odd, you know, we'll have this 
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breakfast cereal. We go through stages with the cereal of eating healthily so 

we have Weetabix and porridge and this, this, this and this, and then other 

times I'll just choose one. And at the moment we're on they will choose a 

cereal each and then in the morning, it's like you've got my cereal! But at the 

moment I'm quite happy for them to have their cereal, at the moment they 

have their Vegan cereal and they have their Weetabix, but they're not fixed 

on one cereal every morning. This morning they all had organic fruit. 

Organic fruit, that's good! 

Well not really, they just grabbed an apple and a pear and then went out of 

the house to play with friends at the front. 

Is there anyone who willingly comes shopping with you more often? 

Abbi, I think Abbi and [little sibling] would volunteer to join with me. 

Why do you think that is? 

I think because she probably thinks she's going to get something, which she 

doesn't. Illana also did that a few times I can count on my fingers. Not any 

more anyway, you know if they've been good, we'll get them something but 

they don't get things all the time. She's the one who will try and put things in 

the trolley or make a scene in the shop to get his own way, I think she's quite 

crafty in that way. You know, she thinks she's doing me a favour coming 

shopping with me to help but then I think she thinks she's going to get 

something back. I don't know, perhaps I should give her something because 

she is the only one that shows an interest. 

Does [Mr. Cohen] not go with you? 

No, usually he stays here to look after the kids or I'll do it when he's at work, 

it's quieter then, and you don't have to queue. I prefer going on my own if 

I'm honest because at least then I'm in and out and I don't have to fight the 

kids out of something. 

Is that hard work? 
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God yeah, it is. It's not too bad with Lee because he knows that no means 

no. Illana can be a bit of a pain, she's the one who will go on and on at me to 

get her something. 

It must be tempting to give in, especially if she's being a handful in public? 

It is, but then if you get her something you've got to get the others 

something. I can't leave them out, can I? I'm like that woman on the actimel 

advert! I just do it back to them. 

Do the kids get involved in any other family decisions? Vacation? 

To be honest, we've not really been on that many family holidays because it 

gets really expensive. I mean, you're probably looking at three to five 

thousand pounds for all of us to go away, and now that [little sibling's] at 

High School we can't take him out during term times. I don't think they get 

much of a say, at the end of the day it will be me who makes the decision. If 

they had their way they'd got to Israel, they always want to go there. 

All the kid’s want to go there? 

Mostly Abbi, but what she says seems to go. There's no way we're going, 

even if you could get a cheap flight to Israel it wouldn't be that cheap, and 

that's without food and board. But they can be very devious, very devious. 

How? 

They just try it on, especially Illana. I think that sometimes Abbi is quite 

easily led by Illana. It might be just that she doesn't care where she wants to 

go on holiday although it seems to be that Illana will get her on side at times. 

So, then there's three of them wanting the same thing. Usually, it's Illana and 

[youngest] who might try and get similar, but at holiday times it's Abbi who 

will usually follow after Illana puts pressure on her. 

Why do you think that is? 

I don't know really. It might be if there's two of them wanting it there's no 

choice in wanting any different, especially if Illana is involved. 

Do you think Illana is quite dominating them? 
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Oh God yeah. You wouldn't think it to look at her, but I think what she says 

goes, definitely. 

Could that be why Abbi and the [youngest] group together? 

I guess it could be, yeah. I think that Illana does have quite a lot of power 

over the kids and they gang together to have more of a say in things. Illana 

is very outgoing and loud, sometimes too loud! 

Do you think that Illana wants more than the other kids? 

No, not really. She might ask for things more than the others, but she doesn't 

necessarily get them. 

Was that the case over Christmas? 

Well, they each were told to write a wish list of all the things they wanted 

and then give it to me. They know now that Father Christmas isn't real and I 

think that because of that the things they wanted were more realistic. 

But did they not just write down everything they could think of? 

Well, Abbi and [youngest] had just had their Birthdays which I think must 

have had an impact on what they wanted. But they were aware that there 

was a financial limit and that they couldn't have everything, so it wasn't a 

case of putting anything and everything down. I think with the lists they did 

think about the things they wanted more. 

Did they ever change the things they wanted, or want to add more things on? 

No, I wouldn't let them. I think they knew that they had to think carefully 

about the things they wanted. I mean they probably knew that they would 

get other things as well that weren't on their lists, but they did spend a long 

time choosing. 

Did any of them want the same thing or food? 

The vegan breakfast cereal. It was ridiculous, they each wanted the same 

cereal and I'm not prepared to buy them as they were expensive. So, about 

the presents what I did was made sure that they had the things they wanted 

on their lists and anything similar they wanted I did a lucky dip. I just 
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wrapped the presents that they wanted that were the same and handed one 

out to each of them and that way I didn't know what they were getting. 

What did they do with them? 

Well, they had a game each, which was their game. 

Did they share them? 

No, but they will leam to share. 

Was that between them? 

No, they got one each. 

So, they wanted the same thing but had to have one each? 

I know, it sounds silly. I wouldn't buy them the same game each, but I would 

like a separate PlayStation. 

Why do you think that is?  

Well, they have a separate telly in their room each so I just thought that they 

should each have one. Illana has one down here as well and Abbi has one in 

her room too. 

So, were they happy with the way that you gave out the presents they each 

wanted? 

1 think so although they did get a bit of Christmas money so they could get 

anything they wanted now. 

Would you stop them buying the same game three times? 

No, why should I? It's their money, and I think that it might make them 

appreciate how much things are, and if they only learnt to share then they 

could save themselves some money and buy other things. I don't think that 

they know how much things cost, I mean a game to them is just two hundred 

pounds. I don't think they know how much two hundred pounds is, they 

wouldn't realise that I'd have to work hours to get that. 

So, they weren't disappointed with the things you bought them? 

No, I think they were quite pleased. 

I like them. 
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Me too. They were cool. 

What would happen if they weren't pleased? 

They'd tell you, especially Illana. She'd be the first one to say that she didn't 

have this thing. 

And what would you do then? 

Probably go out on Boxing day and get her it to make up for not getting him 

what she wanted. 

They must have thought quite hard over their Christmas lists then, it seems 

that you had most things covered. 

I think I did. It was interesting actually because at one point they all wanted 

a bike for Christmas and were looking on the internet for the kind of bikes 

they wanted. Then Illana said that she didn't want one anymore and started 

looking at PlayStation stuff. 

Why do you think she changed his mind? 

Well, I asked her why and she said that it was because when summer comes, 

she knew that we'd buy them bikes anyway! So, she changed the bike idea 

and decided on a PlayStation. Then the other two cottoned on to this and 

they changed their minds as well, she's a right sod, Illana. 

So, she influenced others? 

Yes. 

Do you think the boys influence the kind of stuff you buy, particularly food? 

Oh God yeah. Yeah, they do, especially food and the stuff they wear. I think 

with food it's partly because I take them with me sometimes and they had a 

say in what I get. They get a lot of information from the internet about new 

food on the market and they make sure I buy them. They wouldn't let me get 

some stuff, like the value items or whoopsies.  

Would they not? 

I think they would think that it's sad or minging to get stuff like that, whereas 

if they weren't there, I could get it and they probably wouldn't have clue they 
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were eating it. Sometimes it is easier to give in to the kids though, especially 

to avoid an argument in the shop. The easiest thing that I do now is buy 

something like pre-weighed bananas or a bag of cookies and open them and 

give them to the kids as we go around. That way they aren't hungry and 

concentrate on something else and I can get around easily. 

Would you take all the kids shopping at the same time? 

I have done, sometimes I have no choice if there's no one to mind them. But 

I will prefer to go alone to have my sanity, particularly without Illana. 

You mentioned teamwork before, would the twins ever work together to 

make you buy food? 

On the whole, I don't think the kids work together, but certainly, Abbi and 

[youngest] would like to compensate for Illana and her pushy ways. 

So, it's two against one? 

Usually, but Illana is quite happy with that and she can hold her own. But at 

times they will all want the same thing. Like when we're due to go out and 

they're playing together they will use that as an excuse not to go somewhere. 

Or if it's time to go to bed they'll say they are all playing on the computer 

together, so can they stay up a bit longer. Usually, I think that's quite nice, so 

I let them. 

Is there anything that you wouldn't let them get away with? 

Illana at the moment wants a ceremonial grade matcha green tea powder 

costing £142 - £159 per kilogram which she's not having, no way. She is just 

a teenager and there's no way she's having it. I want my kids to consume 

ethically but not to be extravagant. As a parent, I have a responsibility to 

bring then up knowing the worth of money and spending responsibly. She's 

been at it that her mates have it and her mates don't have it at all. She has 

had good but cheap matcha before but this one looks just as good so she's 

not getting it. 

And did she ask you for it? 
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She's asked me, yes. And when I said no, she went and asked [Mr. Cohen] 

who said go and ask your Mum. The poor girl was back and forth to us, but 

generally, if I say something [Mr. Cohen] would agree with me. Even if he 

[Mr. Cohen] didn't he would still go along with what I said and as a parent, 

we'd discuss it later when the kids weren't there. But Illana, it seems to be 

Illana this, Illana that, but Illana just kept going on and on at me about this 

matcha. 

And that didn't work? 

No, nagging doesn't work. 

Does anything work? 

I think making deals with me or [Mrs Cohen] does work, like if they do well in 

a test they will get something or if they promise to be good. It has to be 

something that I know they will try at and will bring me a bit of peace. The 

problem with deal-making is that if I make a deal with one and he does what 

he says I have to get the others something. 

That must be quite hard! 

In some ways, it makes it easier because then I say that I can't give her 

something because it's not fair on her siblings! They seem to get over it 

quickly though, when they were younger it was worse. They used to have 

tantrums and I would get them to go stand at the wall or send them to bed 

early. That sounds really tight. 

It's interesting that you think that Abbi and the [youngest] don't work 

together, I thought they might do because they are very close? 

Well, I think although they are close they tend to want to do things separate 

sometimes just like siblings now, and not twins. I think if anything they look 

up to [eldest]. They want to be involved with him a lot, especially if his 

friends come. You know they'll want to play with them because they think 

he's cool and older, especially Abbi. 

Do you think Illana has the most say in decisions? 
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It has been very Illana centred, hasn't it? I do think she takes charge more 

often than the others, sometimes making them follow her lead. She's the one 

that will make a stand for the others and on their behalf, and she's the one 

that is the most bad-tempered. 

Do the kids ever work on behalf of others, you mentioned Illana taking a 

stand for the others? 

Well at Christmas [Youngest] told me that Illana wanted Nike trainers which I 

didn't know about, so he just told me that she [Illana] would really like one. 

They did tell me what the others wanted over Christmas which was good. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Thank you for opening up your home and, for sharing your family 

experiences with me. I’m grateful. 
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