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This research aims to analyze the influence of Food Corporate Social Irrespon-
sibility (FCSI), animosity, and reluctance to buy on boycott behavior with con-
sumers’ altruistic value orientation as a moderating variable among food and
beverage product consumers in West Sulawesi, Indonesia. The boycott phe-
nomenon has increasingly become a global trend as a form of consumer protest
against corporate actions deemed socially irresponsible. Using a quantitative
approach with Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) analysis, data were col-
lected through questionnaires from 200 respondents in West Sulawesi. Research
findings indicate that FCSI has a positive and significant effect on animosity, and
animosity has a positive and significant effect on reluctance to buy. However,
FCSI does not significantly influence reluctance to buy, neither animosity nor
reluctance to buy significantly affects boycott behavior, and FCSI does not sig-
nificantly influence boycott behavior. Additionally, consumers’ altruistic value
orientation does not prove to moderate the relationship between animosity and
boycott behavior, nor between reluctance to buy and boycott behavior. The re-
sults suggest that although FCSI can trigger animosity and reluctance to buy,
these factors do not necessarily drive consumers to engage in boycott behavior,
providing insights for companies in managing reputation and developing more
effective communication strategies to address the negative impacts of consumer
perceptions regarding corporate social irresponsibility.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Boycott behavior has increasingly become a form of consumer response to corporate actions per-

ceived as socially irresponsible, particularly in the food industry where ethical, religious, and safety concerns
are highly salient [1, 2]. Although prior studies have established links between Food Corporate Social Irre-
sponsibility (FCSI), negative emotions, and consumer resistance, empirical evidence remains mixed regarding
whether such emotional reactions translate into actual boycott behavior. Moreover, limited attention has been
given to the role of personal moral values and contextual factors in shaping this process, especially within
digitally connected and morally sensitive communities [3, 4]. Addressing this gap, the present study exam-
ines the relationships between FCSI, animosity, reluctance to buy, and boycott behavior, while incorporating
consumers’ altruistic value orientation and the local context of West Sulawesi, Indonesia.
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Several studies have confirmed that consumers who are aware of unethical corporate behavior tend to
express their dissatisfaction through negative word of mouth negative word-of-mouth (NWOM) and boycotting
[5]. Previous studies found that in the food industry context, operational failure and ethical failure have distinct
consequences the former more strongly triggers boycott behavior, while the latter drives NWOM. Moral emo-
tions are central to consumer responses to Corporate Social Irresponsibility (CSI). One of the most common
emotional reactions is animosity, a feeling of hostility or anger toward a company [6, 7]. Animosity has been
shown to reduce consumer loyalty and purchase intentions, particularly when firms are perceived to neglect
their social responsibilities. In geopolitical or international contexts, animosity toward business entities can
significantly affect buying intentions, as evidenced in studies on boycotts of products from China, Japan, and
Russia [8, 9]. Alongside animosity, consumers also exhibit reluctance to buy as a form of rejection toward
products that conflict with their personal values, including ethical and environmental concerns. Misalignment
between consumer values and corporate image often results in resistance.

Beyond emotional responses, this study also considers consumers’ altruistic value orientation as a
key factor in explaining boycott behavior [10]. Consumers with high social and environmental concern are
more likely to actively reject products from companies that act unethically. Research by suggests that altruistic
values strengthen negative reactions to corporate initiatives perceived as profit driven [11-13]. In cases of
inauthentic Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), altruistic consumers are often more skeptical and resistant.
These values also significantly drive boycott behavior toward products that harm the environment or violate
social ethics.

Although numerous studies have explored the relationship between FCSI and consumer behavior,
a gap remains in understanding the role of consumers’ personal values particularly altruistic orientation in
influencing the intensity and persistence of boycott actions [14, 15]. Much of the existing literature focuses
on emotional aspects such as animosity or distrust, with limited attention given to how internal moral values
reinforce consumer reactions to CSI, especially in the context of food products, which are closely linked to
religious norms and ethical consumption [16].

This study is closely aligned with the Sustainable Development Goals (SDGs), particularly SDGs 12
(Responsible Consumption and Production) and SDGs 16 (Peace, Justice, and Strong Institutions). By exam-
ining consumer responses to FCSI, this research highlights how ethical concerns, animosity, and reluctance to
buy reflect increasing consumer awareness of responsible consumption practices [17, 18]. The findings support
SDGs 12 by demonstrating that consumers actively evaluate corporate behavior and express resistance toward
irresponsible production practices, even when such resistance does not fully materialize into boycott actions.
Furthermore, the study contributes to SDGs 16 by illustrating how consumer reactions to corporate involve-
ment in unethical or unjust practices represent a form of social accountability and civic engagement [19, 20].
Although boycott behavior is not always enacted, the presence of moral disapproval and ethical scrutiny indi-
cates the growing role of consumers in promoting justice, transparency, and institutional responsibility through
market based actions.

2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. FCSI on Consumer Animosity

Food Corporate Social Irresponsibility (FCSI) refers to actions by companies in the food industry that
contradict social norms, ethics, or public expectations, such as labor exploitation, environmental pollution, or
participation in controversial political issues [21]. Such practices often lead to negative consumer perceptions
of the company, which may escalate into emotional hostility, commonly referred to as consumer animosity.
Demonstrated that unethical conduct in food company operations can provoke strong emotional reactions,
particularly anger resulting in consumers’ unwillingness to engage with the brand [22, 23]. Regret theory
suggests that consumers may also act to avoid the regret associated with purchasing from socially irresponsible
companies. To ensure both currency and theoretical rigor, this study prioritizes recent empirical literature
published from onwards. Earlier references are retained selectively and solely to support foundational theories
that remain central to the conceptual framework [24, 25]. Therefore, the hypothesis developed is FCSI has
a positive effect on consumer animosity toward food products associated with unethical practices in West
Sulawesi, Indonesia [26]
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2.2. The Effect of Animosity on Boycott Behavior

Consumer animosity represents a negative emotional response toward companies perceived to violate
ethical or social norms [27]. Prior studies suggest that animosity may motivate avoidance and protest behavior,
including boycotts, particularly in contexts of political or ethical conflict [28]. However, empirical findings
remain inconsistent, indicating the need for further examination across different product categories and cultural
settings [29, 30]. Therefore, the hypothesis developed is animosity positively influences boycott behavior
among consumers of food products associated with unethical practices in West Sulawesi, Indonesia.

2.3. The Effect of FCSI on Reluctance to Buy

Reluctance to buy is a psychological response in which consumers feel uncertain, anxious, or un-
comfortable toward a product often due to the company’s negative reputation or unethical business practices
[31, 32]. In the food sector, corporate reputation greatly influences perceived risk and trust in the product
offered. Found that poor product performance and ethical violations within the food industry contribute to
consumer resistance, manifesting as hesitation or outright rejection. Such reluctance not only reflects concerns
over product quality but also signals moral disapproval of the company’s behavior [33]. Therefore, the hy-
pothesis developed is FCSI has a positive effect on reluctance to buy food products associated with unethical
practices in West Sulawesi, Indonesia.

2.4. The Effect of Reluctance to Buy on Boycott Behavior

Reluctance to buy reflects a negative consumer attitude toward products tied to unethical companies
[34, 35]. According to the Theory of Planned Behavior such negative attitudes like distrust or doubt shape
intentions, which then drive actual behavior, including product boycotts. Showed that misalignment between
consumer personal values and company image is a critical trigger for resistance, which can escalate into overt
boycott actions. In this regard, reluctance to buy is not merely a passive rejection but can evolve into active
participation in boycott movements [36, 37]. Therefore, the hypothesis developed is reluctance to buy positively
affects boycott behavior toward food products associated with unethical practices.

2.5. The Direct Effect of FCSI on Boycott Behavior

When FCSI involves violations of moral values such as religion, human rights, or humanitarian con-
cerns, consumers may immediately resort to boycott behavior [38]. Prior research indicates that boycotts can be
triggered directly, without the mediation of emotions like anger or animosity, particularly when moral sensitiv-
ity is high In Indonesia, this phenomenon is reinforced by normative legitimacy such as the Indonesian Ulema
Council (MUI) Fatwa No. 83 of 2023, which explicitly urges Muslims to refrain from purchasing products
linked to injustice against Palestine [39, 40]. This suggests that moral and religious solidarity can indepen-
dently prompt boycott behavior. Therefore, the hypothesis developed is FCSI has a direct effect on consumer
boycott behavior.

2.6. The Effect of Animosity on Reluctance to Buy

Animosity, as a form of negative emotion or hostility toward an unethical company, affects how con-
sumers evaluate and respond to products [41, 42]. This hostility not only influences boycott decisions but also
initiates early stage resistance, such as hesitation or skepticism in purchasing found that consumers with high
levels of animosity exhibit strong tendencies to question a product’s legitimacy even before explicitly deciding
to avoid it. Hence, reluctance to buy can emerge as an early outcome of rising animosity toward a brand or
company [43]. Therefore, the hypothesis developed is animosity positively influences reluctance to buy food
products associated with unethical practices [44].

2.7. Moderating Role of Altruistic Value Orientation on the Animosity Boycott Relationship

Consumers with high altruistic value orientation exhibit heightened sensitivity to issues of social jus-
tice, ethics, and humanity [45, 46]. They tend to display stronger moral commitment when responding to social
violations, including through emotional reactions such as animosity. Empirical evidence supports the notion
that altruistic values amplify the relationship between animosity and collective action like product boycotts.
Altruistic individuals are more likely to convert emotional hostility into real world behavior such as refusing
to purchase or publicly opposing unethical brands [47, 48]. Therefore, the hypothesis developed is altruistic
value orientation positively moderates the relationship between animosity and boycott behavior toward food
products associated with unethical practices in West Sulawesi, Indonesia.
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2.8. Moderating Role of Altruistic Value Orientation

Consumers with high altruistic values not only hesitate to purchase from unethical companies but are
also more inclined to take concrete action by participating in boycott movements as a form of social concern
and moral responsibility [49]. This value orientation strengthens the transition from passive attitudes, such as
reluctance to buy, into more active forms of resistance, reflecting moral intentions to protect broader societal
and environmental interests rather than merely personal preferences. In this context, altruistic value orientation
plays an important role in shaping how ethical concerns are translated into actual consumer behavior. Therefore,
the hypothesis developed is that altruistic value orientation positively moderates the effect of reluctance to buy
on boycott behavior toward food products associated with unethical practices in West Sulawesi, Indonesia.

2.9. Conceptual Framework

To enrich this explanatory model, altruistic value orientation is introduced as a moderating variable
that strengthens the emotional and attitudinal pathways toward action [50, 51]. Specifically, consumers with
a high sense of altruism are more likely to transform animosity into boycott behavior, and convert reluctance
to buy into an active refusal to support unethical brands. This inclusion acknowledges the role of personal
moral frameworks in consumer decision making, particularly in morally sensitive communities. Overall, Figure
1 captures the complex interplay between corporate irresponsibility, emotional and cognitive responses, and
ethical consumer activism in the form of product boycotts [52].

Consumers’
altruistic value
orientation

Animosity

Food
Corporate
Social
Irresponsibility

Boycott
Behaviour

Reluctance
to buy

Figure 1. Conceptual Framework of the Study

Figure 1 presents illustrates the proposed conceptual framework examining the relationships between
FCSI, animosity, reluctance to buy, and boycott behavior, with altruistic value orientation included as a mod-
erating variable. The framework outlines the hypothesized direct and moderating effects tested in this study
[53].

3.  RESEARCH METHODS
3.1. Population and Sample

The population of this study consists of food product consumers in West Sulawesi who have adequate
awareness of ethical issues, sustainability concerns, and Food Corporate Social Irresponsibility (FCSI), partic-
ularly information obtained through digital media and various online platforms that frequently report or discuss
unethical corporate practices. Respondents were selected using purposive sampling based on several predeter-
mined criteria, namely that they have previously or are currently consuming food products, possess sufficient
awareness and understanding of unethical corporate behavior related to food companies, and are willing to
voluntarily participate in the research process [54].

The determination of the sample size was conducted using the Lemeshow formula for populations
with an unknown total size, applying a 95% confidence level (Z = 1.96), an assumed proportion of boycott
behavior of 10% (P = 0.1) to represent conservative prevalence, and a margin of error of 5% (d = 0.05), which
resulted in a minimum required sample of 139 respondents. To enhance the robustness, accuracy, and reliability
of the data analysis and to reduce potential sampling error, the final number of respondents was increased to
200 individuals who fully met all the established selection criteria and completed the questionnaire properly.
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Table 1. Operational Definition

Variable Operational Definition Indicators Sources
Consumers’ perception .. .
c1s percep The product is irresponsible
of unethical practices . .
. toward environmental impact,
by food companies, .
Inadequate action to ensure
Food Corporate  such as labor
. . product safety, Use of
Social exploitation, use . [3, 34]
e . environmentally harmful raw
Irresponsibility  of harmful materials, . . .
. materials, Misleading
environmental . .
. . marketing claims,
damage, and misleading ,
. Neglect of workers’ welfare
marketing.
. . Displeasure with products
Negative emotions . . .
. linked to unethical behavior,
such as hostility, . . .
Discomfort in purchasing due
anger, and C
distrust felt b to moral or religious reasons,
Animosity y Refusal to support unethical [8, 29, 37]
consumers toward . .
. companies, Perceived lack of
companies engaged .
. . social concern by the company,
in unethical or .
. . Anger due to negative impact
controversial practices.
caused by the product
Consumers’ hesitation Hesitation to buy due to moral or
or unwillingness religious concerns, Product price
Reluctance to purchase products causes reluctance to buy,
. . [7,10]
to Buy associated Preference for ethically neutral
with unethical or products, Discomfort with
controversial issues. production and marketing practices
Actual consumer . .
. Intention to stop buying the
actions to . .
. . product, Planning to avoid product
avoid purchasing .. .
Boycott or usine products based on religious rulings, [7. 31, 36]
Behavior &P Discomfort after learning T
as a protest . . . .
. . of ethical violations, Recommending
against unethical
. others not to buy the product
practices.
Prosocial values Choosing environmentally
that drive friendly products despite higher prices,
consumers to act Favoring companies concerned with
Altruistic Value for the benefit of social and environmental welfare, (33, 37]

Orientation others or society,
especially in
supporting CSR

and sustainability.

Avoiding products that fail ethical or
sustainability standards,

Feeling responsible to support
socially responsible companies

As presented in Table 1, This study defines and operationalizes each research variable based on rele-
vant theoretical foundations and empirical indicators that have been widely applied in previous studies. FCSI is
measured through consumers’ perceptions of unethical practices, misleading marketing activities, and social or
environmental harm caused by companies, while animosity reflects consumers’ negative emotional responses
such as anger and moral disapproval toward irresponsible companies. Reluctance to buy is indicated by hesi-
tation in making purchase decisions, and reduced purchase intentions toward unethical food products, whereas
boycott behavior is captured through actual consumer actions such as refusing to purchase, switching to al-
ternative brands, and encouraging others to avoid certain products. Meanwhile, altruistic value orientation is
operationalized through consumers’ concern for environmental protection, and ethical responsibility, which
reflects their tendency to prioritize collective well being over personal benefit in consumption decisions. To-
gether, these operational definitions ensure that each construct is measured consistently, accurately represents
the underlying concepts, and aligns well with the conceptual framework of the study.
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3.2. Operational Definitions and Measurement

This study employs a set of clearly defined constructs to examine the influence of FCSI on consumer
behavior, particularly animosity, reluctance to buy, and boycott behavior, in the context of food product con-
sumption. In addition, the role of altruistic value orientation is explored as a moderating variable that may
influence how strongly FCSI affects these consumer responses. Each variable is operationalized using indica-
tors derived from established and widely accepted literature to ensure conceptual clarity and empirical validity
of the measurement.

As shown in Table 1, FCSI is defined as consumers’ perceptions of unethical corporate practices in the
food industry, such as environmental damage or labor exploitation, and is measured through five key indicators
that represent these unethical dimensions. Animosity refers to consumers’ negative emotional responses toward
unethical companies and is captured through indicators that reflect moral discomfort and active rejection of such
firms. Reluctance to buy encompasses cognitive hesitation and unwillingness to purchase products that are
linked to ethical concerns or irresponsible corporate behavior. Boycott behavior is defined as actual consumer
actions to abstain from purchasing or using products as a form of protest, and is measured through behavioral
intentions as well as recommendations to others to avoid certain products or brands.

Finally, altruistic value orientation reflects prosocial values and consumer motivations to support so-
cially and environmentally responsible companies, indicating a preference for collective welfare over personal
benefit in consumption decisions. All variables are measured using a 5-point Likert scale, ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). This scale enables the researcher to assess the strength and intensity
of consumer attitudes, perceptions, and behavioral intentions in a consistent and quantifiable manner, thereby
facilitating robust statistical analysis across all constructs.

3.3. Data Analysis Technique

This study employs Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) using IBM SPSS AMOS, a technology
based statistical software, as the primary analytical tool. SEM is particularly suitable for testing complex
causal relationships between latent variable constructs that are not directly observable and their associated
manifest indicators. SEM enables researchers to simultaneously assess measurement and structural models,
making it an effective analytical technique for theory testing and validation in behavioral and social science
research conducted in digital and data driven environments.

The SEM procedure in this study follows a structured sequence, development of the theoretical model,
construction of the path diagram using analytical software, translation of the diagram into structural equations,
selection of the input matrix and estimation method, assessment of model identification, evaluation of model
fit through goodness of fit indices generated by the system, and interpretation and modification of the model if
necessary.

Model fit is evaluated using multiple fit indices as recommended in SEM methodology. Overall model
fit is assessed using several goodness of fit indices, including a non significant Chi square (p > 0.05), indi-
cating no substantial difference between observed and estimated covariance matrices. RMSEA values smaller
than 0.08 indicate acceptable fit, while GFI and AGFI values greater than 0.90 are considered satisfactory. A
CMIN/DF ratio less than 2.00 indicates good fit, and TLI and CFI values greater than 0.95 reflect excellent fit.
These indices are evaluated collectively to determine the adequacy of the proposed model in representing the
underlying data structure and to validate the theoretical assumptions and hypotheses tested in this study.

4. RESULTS AND DISCUSSION

4.1. Descriptive Analysis
4.1.1. Respondent Profile Analysis

Before conducting structural model testing, it is essential to understand the demographic characteris-
tics of the respondents, as these attributes may influence how individuals perceive and respond to issues related
to Food Corporate Social Irresponsibility (FCSI). This section provides a descriptive analysis of respondents’
profiles, including gender, age, and education level. These demographic variables help contextualize the find-
ings and offer insights into the representativeness and potential biases of the sample.
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Table 2. Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

. Number of
Characteristics Category Respondents Percentage
Gender Male 144 72%

Female 56 28%

17-27 years 7 3.5%

Age 28-38 years 35 17.5%
39-49 years 66 33%

> 50 years 92 46%

Senior High School 32 16%
. Diploma 16 8%
Education BaIc):helor’s Degree 82 41%
Postgraduate 70 35%

Table 2 presents the demographic characteristics of the 200 respondents who participated in the study,
providing an overview of the composition of the research sample, respectively. In terms of gender distribution,
males accounted for the majority, representing 72% of the sample, while females constituted the remaining
28%. Regarding age, the data show a dominance of older age groups, with 46% of respondents aged 50 years
or older and 33% belonging to the 39-49 year age group, indicating that most participants were in the middle-
aged to older categories. Meanwhile, the younger groups aged 28-38 years and 17-27 years comprised 17.5%
and 3.5% of the sample, respectively, showing that younger respondents were relatively underrepresented in
the study.

In terms of educational background, most respondents had attained higher education, with 41% hold-
ing a Bachelor’s degree and 35% a Postgraduate degree, reflecting a generally well educated sample. Respon-
dents with a Senior High School education accounted for 16%, while those with a Diploma represented the
smallest proportion at 8%. This demographic profile suggests that the study sample was predominantly male,
middle aged to older, and highly educated, factors that may shape their level of awareness, patterns of judgment,
and behavior responses toward ethical and sustainability related issues in the food industry.

Table 3. Descriptive Statistics of Variables

Variable Theoretical Actual Range Mean Star.ldzfrd
Range Deviation
Food Corporate Social 5-25 18.7-19.4  3.801  0.82033
Irresponsibility
Animosity 5-25 19.1-19.8 3.897 0.83683
Reluctance to Buy 4-20 15.4-16.2 3.885 0.80069
Boycott Behavior 4-20 15.5-15.9 3935  0.78395
Consumers” Altruistic 4-20 156-168 4063  0.72318

Value Orientation

The descriptive statistics Table 3 shows that the Food Corporate Social Irresponsibility variable has
a mean score of 3.801 with a standard deviation of 0.820, indicating that respondents tend to agree with the
statements related to corporate irresponsibility in the food sector. The Animosity variable has a mean of 3.897
and a standard deviation of 0.837, reflecting a general agreement among respondents regarding feelings of
hostility toward certain companies or products. The Reluctance to Buy variable has a mean of 3.885 and
a standard deviation of 0.801, suggesting that respondents somewhat agree with being hesitant to purchase
products from irresponsible companies. Meanwhile, the Boycott Behavior variable shows a mean of 3.935
with a standard deviation of 0.784, indicating a relatively high level of agreement toward engaging in boycotts
as a form of response. Lastly, the Consumers’ Altruistic Value Orientation variable records the highest mean
score of 4.063 with a standard deviation of 0.723, suggesting that respondents generally possess strong altruistic
values in making their consumption decisions. Overall, all five variables reflect a tendency among respondents
to agree with statements concerning ethical behavior and social responsibility in consumption.
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Table 4. Reliability and Validity Testing Results
Construct Highest Lowest

Variable Reliability (CR) Loading Factor Loading Factor Notes
Food Corporate . .

. All items valid (> 0.5),
Social o 0.822 0.789 0.698 reliable (CR > 0.7)
Irresponsibility
Animosity 0.882 0.843 0.716 All'items valid and

reliable
Reluctance All items valid,
0.866 0.897 0.559 item with 0.559
to Buy .
still acceptable
Boveott Strong construct
yco 0.823 0.836 0.780 reliability
Behavior LT
and valid items
Consgmers Acceptable
Altruistic R
0.751 0.732 0.548 reliability,
Value . .
. . all items valid
Orientation

The results of the validity and reliability testing in Table 4 show that all variables meet the acceptable
thresholds for construct validity and internal consistency reliability. The variable FCSI has a critical ratio
(CR) value of 0.822, with loading factors ranging from 0.698 to 0.789, indicating good reliability and valid
indicators. The Animosity variable demonstrates a high CR of 0.882, with loading factors between 0.716 and
0.843, suggesting that all items are both reliable and strongly valid. The Reluctance to Buy variable has a CR
of 0.866, with the highest loading at 0.897 and the lowest at 0.559. Although one item falls slightly below the
ideal threshold of 0.6, it is still acceptable within exploratory research contexts. The Boycott Behavior variable
shows a CR of 0.823, with consistently strong loading factors between 0.780 and 0.836, reflecting excellent
internal consistency and convergent validity. Lastly, the Consumers’ Altruistic Value Orientation variable has
the lowest CR at 0.751, but still meets the minimum threshold for reliability, with loading values ranging from
0.548 to 0.732. Overall, all constructs exhibit sufficient levels of reliability and validity, making them suitable
for further analysis in the structural model.

4.2. Model Fit Testing

Table 5. Model Fit Indices
Fit Index Cut off Value Test Result Evaluation

CMIN/DF <2 1.370 Good
Sig. Probability >0.05 0.071 Good
RMSEA <0.08 0.009 Good
GFI >0.90 0.961 Good
RMR <0.05 0.023 Good
TLI >0.95 0.957 Good
CFI >0.95 0.931 Marginal
AGFI >0.95 0.900 Marginal

Table 5 presents the goodness of fit analysis, indicating that the structural model achieves an overall
acceptable fit with the observed data. Several indices support the model’s validity, including CMIN/DF 1.370,
which is below the cut off value of 2, and a significance probability value of 0.071, which exceeds the 0.05
threshold, suggesting the model is statistically adequate. Furthermore, RMSEA 0.009, GF1 0.961, RMR 0.023,
and TLI 0.957 all fall within favorable ranges, indicating good model fit. However, two indices, CFI 0.931 and
AGFI 0.900, are slightly below the recommended cut off value of 0.95, reflecting marginal fit and suggesting
potential areas for further model refinement. Overall, the model demonstrates a strong fit with minor areas that
could benefit from adjustment.
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4.3. SEM Analysis

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was employed to examine the causal relationships among the
latent variables in this study. Data analysis was conducted using the latest version of Analysis of Moment
Structures (AMOS) software with the maximum likelihood estimation approach. SEM enables the simultane-
ous testing of both the measurement model and the structural model, offering a comprehensive understanding

of model fit and the relationships among constructs. The following Figure 2 presents the results of the structural
model analysis using SEM in AMOS:

i 4
% g e % 27 28 25 39

@EEEES 219) (620) (e2) (622
r cl i R 1]
T T T T
| FAE] | ) 22 | pA D P
o9 R o7 M1.1][M1.2] [M1.3] [M1 4]
10 o
023 .
-03
. Consumers' Abruistc
! 024 Valos Grietatio
2 2
55 U] 545 x :

A 4 100 Y11 e15),
51 Zg T 12 216
e d Foad Corporate 4
8\ socil nesponsbiity Y13 017
14|45 & . il
= 158 Yi4 018

Reluctance to Buy i 00

N/ S 2\

224 |[z223][z22][221
i i 9 i
22 15 45 13

eld ) (e13 ) (e12) ( e11

Figure 2. Structural Model Results Using SEM AMOS

Figure 2 presents the SEM results of the proposed model. The diagram displays standardized path
coefficients and significance levels, illustrating the relationships among Food Corporate Social Irresponsibility,
animosity, reluctance to buy, altruistic value orientation, and boycott behavior.

4.3.1. Analysis of Indicator and Variable Relationships with Latent Constructs

Moreover, Animosity exerts a strong and significant positive effect on Reluctance to Buy (CR =
11.614, p < 0.001). This highlights the mediating role of emotional reactions in shaping consumer behavior,
where feelings of hostility or resentment directly contribute to consumer hesitation or avoidance in purchasing
products associated with corporate misconduct. In contrast, the direct effect of FCSI on Reluctance to Buy was
found to be negative and marginally non significant (CR = -1.911, p = 0.056). Although the direction of the
relationship aligns with expectations suggesting that perceived irresponsibility reduces purchase intention the
lack of statistical significance implies that the impact of FCSI alone may not be sufficient to deter purchasing
behavior without the presence of affective mediators such as animosity.

Interestingly, the analysis revealed that none of the direct paths leading to Boycott Behavior were
statistically significant. Specifically, the influence of FCSI (CR =-0.299, p = 0.765), Animosity (CR = 0.274,
p = 0.784), and Reluctance to Buy (CR = -0.224, p = 0.822) on Boycott Behavior were all non significant.
The non significant relationships observed between animosity, reluctance to buy, and boycott behavior warrant
a more nuanced interpretation from a consumer behavior and Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) perspec-
tive. Rather than indicating consumer indifference, these findings suggest the presence of a well documented
attitude behavior gap, where moral disapproval and negative affect do not automatically translate into collective
action. In the context of essential goods such as food products, consumers may experience ethical discomfort
while simultaneously prioritizing functional needs, habitual consumption patterns, and limited availability of
substitutes. From a CSR standpoint, this implies that moral evaluations of corporate irresponsibility operate
primarily at the attitudinal level, whereas behavioral responses are constrained by situational feasibility and
perceived personal impact. Furthermore, the absence of significant effects indicates that boycott behavior may
require additional social activation mechanisms such as perceived consumer effectiveness, social endorsement,
or digital mobilization beyond individual emotions or values alone. Thus, the non significant findings refine
existing CSI boycott models by demonstrating that emotional and moral reactions are necessary but insufficient
conditions for sustained boycott participation.
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Table 6. Regression Weights of the Structural Model

Path C.R. p-value Significance
iiisrfl:sity 8.840 Significant
FCSI —

Reluctance -1.911 0.056  Not Significant
to Buy

Animosity —

Reluctance 11.614 HAE Significant
to Buy

Animosity —

Boycott 0.274 0.784  Not Significant
Behavior

Reluctance to
Buy — Boycott -0.224  0.822  Not Significant
Behavior

FCSI —

Boycott Behavior

-0.299  0.765  Not Significant

Table 6 presents the regression weight estimates derived from the SEM analysis, examining the direct
effects among the latent constructs in the structural model. The findings provide insight into the strength
and significance of each hypothesized relationship. The results indicate a statistically significant and positive
relationship between FCSI and Animosity (CR = 8.840, p < 0.001). This suggests that consumers’ perceptions
of unethical corporate practices such as environmental harm, labor exploitation, or deceptive marketing in the
food industry provoke heightened emotional responses, specifically animosity, toward the offending companies.

4.3.2. Moderation Analysis

To test the moderating role of Consumers’ Altruistic Value Orientation, interaction terms were in-
cluded in the structural model. The analysis focused on examining whether altruistic values strengthen or
weaken the relationships between key antecedent variables and Boycott Behavior. The results of the modera-
tion analysis are presented in Table 7.

Table 7. Regression Weights (Moderation Effect)
Relationship Estimate S.E. C.R. p-value Significance
Boycott Behavior
< Animosity 0.000 0.000 0.443 0.658  Not Significant
x Altruistic Value
Boycott Behavior
« Reluctance 0.000 0.000 -0.046 0.964  Not Significant
x Altruistic Value

Table 7 presents although the moderating effects of consumers’ altruistic value orientation were found
to be statistically insignificant, these findings provide important theoretical and empirical contributions to the
CSI and boycott literature. First, the results challenge the dominant assumption that strong moral or altruistic
values automatically intensify the translation of negative emotions or purchase reluctance into active boycott
behavior. This suggests that ethical consumption behavior is not solely value driven but is also constrained
by situational, structural, and practical considerations. Second, the insignificant moderation effects highlight
the existence of an attitude behavior gap, where moral awareness and prosocial values do not necessarily lead
to collective action such as boycotts, particularly in essential product categories like food. Third, this study
contributes to theory refinement by demonstrating that altruistic value orientation may function as an antecedent
of ethical concern rather than as a behavioral catalyst. By empirically documenting these non significant effects,
this research encourages scholars to reconsider the boundary conditions of value based models and to explore
alternative moderators such as perceived consumer effectiveness, social norms, availability of substitutes, and
collective efficacy. Therefore, the insignificant moderation findings do not represent a limitation but rather
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offer meaningful insights that advance a more realistic and context sensitive understanding of ethical consumer
behavior.

4.4. The Effect of FCSI on Animosity and Reluctance to Buy

The findings indicate that FCSI has a significant positive effect on consumer animosity toward food
companies associated with unethical practices in West Sulawesi. FCSI includes violations of business ethics,
environmental harm, labor exploitation, and the use of unsafe materials, which can trigger negative emotional
responses from consumers. This result is consistent with previous studies showing that unethical corporate
behavior in the food industry reduces trust and increases hostility toward companies that fail to meet social and
ethical expectations. High consumer sensitivity to public health and environmental issues in West Sulawesi
further strengthens this emotional reaction.

However, the study finds that FCSI does not significantly influence consumers’ reluctance to buy.
Although consumers may be aware of unethical practices, this awareness does not necessarily translate into
hesitation to purchase. Statistical results show that the relationship between FCSI and reluctance to buy does
not meet the significance threshold (estimate = -0.174, CR = -1.911). This indicates that ethical awareness
may be psychologically salient but behaviorally constrained by market realities and daily consumption needs.
Practical considerations such as price, brand loyalty, product availability, and personal preferences continue to
play a dominant role in food purchasing decisions, thereby weakening the impact of ethical concerns on actual
buying behavior. Therefore, while FCSI successfully triggers emotional reactions, it does not automatically
lead to reduced purchasing intention.

4.5. The Effect of Animosity, Reluctance to Buy, and Altruistic Values on Boycott Behavior

The results show that neither animosity nor reluctance to buy has a significant direct effect on boycott
behavior. Although animosity reflects strong negative emotions toward unethical companies, these emotions
do not necessarily translate into active boycott participation. This finding contrasts with previous studies sug-
gesting that animosity can encourage boycott behavior, but in this context, emotional dissatisfaction appears to
remain at the attitudinal level rather than developing into collective action. Similarly, reluctance to buy repre-
sents a passive form of resistance that does not automatically escalate into organized boycott behavior, which
contradicts assumptions derived from the Theory of Planned Behavior and value ethics mismatch theory.

Furthermore, altruistic value orientation does not moderate the relationship between animosity or re-
luctance to buy and boycott behavior. Although altruistic consumers are theoretically more concerned with
social and environmental welfare, the findings indicate that moral values alone are insufficient to drive boy-
cott actions. Several contextual factors may explain this outcome, including limited access to ethical product
alternatives, price sensitivity, habitual consumption patterns, and the absence of strong social or digital mo-
bilization mechanisms. In the Indonesian context, particularly in West Sulawesi, social norms and economic
realities may exert stronger influence on consumer behavior than individual moral convictions. Overall, these
results highlight a critical gap between ethical awareness, emotional reactions, and collective behavioral re-
sponses, contributing theoretically by showing that emotional and moral concerns require supporting social
and technological mechanisms to be transformed into effective boycott behavior.

5. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS

The findings of this study provide several important managerial implications for firms in the food
industry, particularly in managing Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), reputation, and consumer trust. First,
the absence of a direct effect of animosity and reluctance to buy on boycott behavior suggests that negative
consumer sentiments do not automatically result in active market punishment. For managers, this indicates a
critical opportunity to intervene through timely and transparent CSR communication before negative attitudes
escalate into coordinated consumer actions.

Second, firms should prioritize proactive reputation management by clearly communicating ethical
standards, food safety practices, and social responsibility initiatives. Since consumers may continue purchas-
ing essential food products despite moral discomfort, consistent and credible CSR messaging can help mitigate
reputational damage and preserve consumer trust. Managers are encouraged to leverage digital platforms and
social media not merely for promotional purposes, but as channels for ethical disclosure, dialogue, and respon-
siveness to public concerns.
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Third, the findings imply that trust plays a mediating role between ethical evaluations and actual con-
sumer behavior. Companies that demonstrate accountability, corrective actions, and long term commitment to
responsible production are more likely to prevent attitudinal negativity from transforming into behavioral re-
sistance. Therefore, managerial efforts should focus on building trust based relationships rather than assuming
that the absence of boycotts reflects consumer acceptance.

Overall, this study highlights that managing CSR in the food industry is less about reacting to boycotts
and more about addressing early stage consumer animosity and reluctance through strategic communication,
transparency, and ethical consistency.

6. CONCLUSION

This study examined consumer responses to food-related corporate social irresponsibility by focusing
on animosity, reluctance to buy, and boycott behavior within an ethically sensitive consumption context. The
findings demonstrate that while corporate social irresponsibility significantly triggers negative emotional and
attitudinal reactions, these responses do not necessarily translate into active boycott behavior. This highlights
the presence of an attitude behavior gap in ethical consumption, particularly for essential products such as food.
Furthermore, the results show that altruistic value orientation does not significantly strengthen the relationship
between negative consumer reactions and boycott behavior, suggesting that moral values alone are insufficient
to mobilize collective consumer action. These findings contribute to the literature by challenging prevailing as-
sumptions that emotional and moral disapproval automatically lead to behavioral resistance. From a practical
perspective, the study underscores the importance for firms to proactively manage CSR communication, repu-
tation, and consumer trust to prevent attitudinal negativity from escalating into long term reputational damage.
Overall, this research offers a more nuanced understanding of consumer responses to corporate irresponsibility
and provides insights relevant to both scholars and practitioners concerned with responsible consumption and
ethical business practices.
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