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This paper aims to provide and understanding on how and why the entertainment industry affects the ethical perceptions of its

consumers. A model of change equation is developed from  past literature and used to explain how and why changes in ethical

perceptions occur. Possible reasons of such phenomenon are discussed.
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as embiggeners were more willing to share than participants classified as ensmalleners (Membiggener=3.47 vs. Mensmallener=2.78). 
Results were significant in another scenario that involved sharing gum with a classmate.

Willingness to share also depended on the context, which interacted with Embiggener score. One interaction showed ensmalleners 
were more likely to view sharing as fair when reciprocity was in effect (F(1,104)= 4.09, p<.05). After being handed a tissue by a fellow 
student, ensmalleners were more likely to see it as fair to offer use of their pen (M=4.39) than if the tissue had not been offered (M=3.79), 
whereas embiggeners’ perceived fairness did not depend on the scenario (Mno-reciprocity=4.37 vs Mreciprocity=4.19). In another scenario 
in which participants were asked to share a textbook, we varied the situation as either splitting usage of the textbook over a semester or 
lending the textbook after a course was complete. There was an Embiggener score X context interaction (F (1, 104)=2.68, p<.05) when 
controlling for demographics. Ensmalleners—but not embiggeners—were more likely to view sharing as fair when asked to lend, as 
opposed to splitting usage time and co-managing the textbook (Mco-manage=3.82 vs. Mlend=4.26). Together, these results indicate that 
ensmalleners are more willing to share if the context encourages autonomy and diminishes indebtedness. 

A final goal of the pilot study was to establish convergent and discriminant validity of the scale. During the study, responses were 
gathered for other extant scales. For space, only significant correlations are reported below. Embiggener/Ensmallener scale was positively 
and significantly correlated with John, Naumann and Soto’s (2008) Big Five Extraversion (r(113)=.28,p<.01) and Big Five Agreeableness 
(r(113)=.38, p<.001); Rushton, Chrisjohn and Fekken’s (1981) altruism self-report scale (r(113)=.28, p<.001); and Mills and Clark’s 
(1994) scale for communal orientation (r(113)=.36, p<.001). Some overlap with related constructs shows convergent validity with 
well-established theoretical ground. However, discriminant validity in predicting responses is necessary to establish that the construct 
differentially explains variance in consumer sharing practices. A chief concern was the overlap with communal orientation. People high 
in communal orientation view exchange as grounded in the social market and prefer equality and cooperation. Yet, communal orientation 
failed to predict responses to the tested scenarios. 

Through future research, we expect to pare down the present 18-item scale, validate it across different groups of participants to 
increase generalizability, and compare it with additional scales to further establish validity. We also plan to examine other factors that 
influence whether ensmalleners are willing to share. For instance, we will examine the effect of relationship length, predicting that 
ensmalleners are more likely to share if engaging in a short-term relationship. Likewise, we expect that ensmalleners are more likely to 
share when property is clearly engraved or marked (i.e., when there is no chance of confusing ownership). 
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Historically, different philosophies presented the perception of what is moral or immoral differently. Utilitarians, represented by 
Mill, argue that the morality right action is the one that provides the most happiness for all those affected of actions. Kant on the other 
hand, argues that action have moral worth only when we act from duty (Shaw, 2008). Nowadays, even though some people developed 
genuine moral principles, they act differently in different occasions. Thus, it is not unusual to encounter an individual that finds it immoral 
to copy a hard copy of a book, but yet, uses the internet to download a pirate electronic version of the same books. The question is why 
double moral standards? Why people behave differently when faced with similar phenomena, but yet different occasions? In accordance 
with the cultivation theory we argue that the entertainment industry helps to shape the moral standards of today’s society. The main 
goal of the present research is to shed the light on the effects that the entertainment industry has on the perception of what is moral or 
immoral for the consumers of that industry. 

People are bombarded with messages daily and as Snyder (2008) noted the advertising industry spends 200 billions annually. That 
is the industry that practically largely funds our entertainment, and programming and informs consumers about products and services 
(Snyder, 2008). Therefore through constant mass communication certain truths are seen differently. To be more precise, we believe that in 
accordance with cultivation theory (Morgan and Shanahan ,1996) the constant exposure to communication of certain fabricated realities, 
like TV commercials, TV shows, and so forth, people somehow change their moral standards. A possible example of such phenomena 
is a comparison study of Zimmerman and Dahlberg (2008) where their result suggested that females do agree that female bodies were 
portrayed as sex objects in advertisement, but females nowadays are less offended about these portrayals than females in 1991. 
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As explained before, people have double moral standards when it comes to the same ethical dilemmas. Sometimes they see a certain 
thing as immoral, but on the other time they see it as moral. One of the reasons why this happens can be found in the philosophical 
literature. Currently, we live in moment where humanity is moving from the modern era into the so called postmodern era.

The modern era is categorized as an ordinate era. An era, where we as humans have better plans for the future. Humans work 
today, for benefits they would have in the future. Everything must have a plan and everything is under control. On the other hand, the 
postmodern society wants to have a meaning right away. Nothing is seen as the “best” thing, the difference is appreciated, and pretty 
much everything goes. Live now, and do not wait for tomorrow. Post-modernity is chaotic, and so are the people who live in it (Firat and 
Dholakia, 1998). Fragmentation and consequently multiple (fragmented) personalities are one of the most representative descriptions 
of post-modernity (Firat and Dholakia, 1998). Each person has a different role at different points in time. The fragmentation can also 
be a reasonable explanation, why certain actions are explained differently in different occasions. The morality of the situation depends 
from the role people play at a specific moment.

Howver, the process of the ethics change can be analyzed through the change equation model. The Change Equation model borrows 
from Hegel and McLuhan (1989) along with the Social Change Model of Leadership Development created in 1996 by the Higher 
Education Research Institute of UCLA in an effort to enhance student learning and facilitate positive social change. Hegel’s notion of 
the dialectic argues that each action will eventually receive a reaction, creating a new reality. In terms of the Change Equation, public 
opinion can be seen to be affected by the reception and perception of media messages, whereby the original idea becomes an opinion 
which is altered by media exposure into a new opinion, often publically mediated and perceived. Institutions such as mass media or 
government act as mediating devices for the change, and the key here is for everyday citizens to grab ahold of the mechanism themselves 
through various means such as involvement in public affairs, publication of ideas, or feedback using interactivity offered on the Internet, 
i.e. message boards.

Change is achieved as a matter of course due to the dialectical process; whoever controls the power of discourse can guide the 
perceptions that become new public opinion. McLuhan stated that each new communication technology alters the previous ones, but he 
was less optimistic that citizens would able to harness the power of electronic technology, mainly due to the constant distraction such 
innovation visits on its users.

The Change Equation therefore describes the mechanics of how ideas turn into action, through a mediating device. It combines the 
structure of Hegel’s dialectic with the electronic dimension McLuhan wrote about and adapts the UCLA model to show how normal 
citizens not connected with media or government can raise awareness, be active manipulators of message reception and perception, 
and implement social change agendas by getting out in front of the process and becoming active users with a goal in mind. Therefore, 
the model consists of six parts; the thought, the idea, the discourse, power, institution and finally the change. Each part of the model is 
analyzed for the case of the entertainment industry, and sheds the light on how ethics of its consumers change. 

To conclude, people do not generalize their moral standards, but they rather adjust them according to the situation in which they 
find themselves in. The main point here is that the context matters, not the deontological behavior that teaches us that we can only be 
right or wrong, no matter where we are. The same thing can be right in one context, but totally wrong in the other one. The dilemma is 
not the problem, but the context is. And if something is seen on TV, it is even easier to accept it. 
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Introduction and Research Questions
The purpose of this study is to investigate how stigmatized practices that are rooted in anti-consumption ideology are different 

from other forms of social stigma, such as disease (Goffman 1963), obesity (Hebl and Mannix 2003), and low literacy (Adkins and 
Ozanne 2005), and to introduce a theory of “counter-stigma,” where anti-consumption ideology is leveraged to invert the stigma into a 
heroic morality play, while simultaneously redirecting stigma onto mainstream culture. We also look at how voluntary participation in 
a stigmatized practice brings about happiness.


