
 

 
 
 
 
ASSOCIATION FOR CONSUMER RESEARCH 

 
Labovitz School of Business & Economics, University of Minnesota Duluth, 11 E. Superior Street, Suite 210, Duluth, MN 55802 
 
 
Modelling Everyday Consumer Behavior: the Case of Restricted Consumption

Justine M. Rapp, University of San Diego, USA 
Ronald Paul Hill, Villanova University, USA 
Donald Lehmann, Columbia University, USA 

 
Many consumers face a number of restrictions to acquisition and consumption of marketed commodities. This study seeks to

understand consumer recognition, reaction, and behavioral intensions stemming from states of restricted consumption. Findings

illustrate more positive consumer emotion states through self-imposed, permanent restriction situations.

 
 
[to cite]:

Justine M. Rapp, Ronald Paul Hill, and Donald Lehmann (2012) ,"Modelling Everyday Consumer Behavior: the Case of

Restricted Consumption", in NA - Advances in Consumer Research Volume 40, eds. Zeynep Gürhan-Canli, Cele Otnes, and Rui

(Juliet) Zhu, Duluth, MN : Association for Consumer Research, Pages: 769-770.

 
[url]:

http://www.acrwebsite.org/volumes/1011896/volumes/v40/NA-40

 
[copyright notice]:

This work is copyrighted by The Association for Consumer Research. For permission to copy or use this work in whole or in

part, please contact the Copyright Clearance Center at http://www.copyright.com/.

http://www.acrwebsite.org/volumes/1011896/volumes/v40/NA-40
http://www.copyright.com/


769 
Advances in Consumer Research

Volume 40, ©2012

Modelling Everyday Consumer behavior: The Case of restricted Consumption
Justine Rapp, University of San Diego, USA
Ronald Paul Hill, Villanova University, USA
Donald Lehmann, Columbia University, USA

ExTEndEd AbsTrACT
Despite our needs and desires, many consumers face a number of 

restrictions to acquisition and consumption of marketed commodities. 
While a majority of the restriction literature highlights subsistence pop-
ulations (see Andreasen 1975; 1993; Hill 2002; Hill and Gaines 2007), 
marketplace restrictions also arise from nonfinancial sources, such as 
illiteracy and physical impairment (see Baker et al. 2005; Viswanathan, 
Rosa, and Harris 2005). Yet, little has been done to understand every-
day consumer behavior based on the premise of restricted consumption 
as part of our material landscape. Thus, we seek to comprehend how 
consumers recognize restrictions, their subsequent affective reactions, 
and any behavioral aftermath, emphasizing support for theory develop-
ment on our everyday decision making and consideration of the larger 
sociopolitical context.

rEsTrICTEd COnsUMPTIOn
Our model of restricted consumption (Figure 1) is composed of 

three parts in a sequential and interrelated order – recognition, reaction, 
and behavioral intentions. First, recognition of restriction is evaluated 
as either self- or other-imposed. A dichotomy exists in extant litera-
ture between self-imposed restriction (e.g., vegetarianism) and other-
imposed restrictions (e.g., product discontinuation). As self-imposed 
restrictions place a strong focus on individual autonomy, we expect 
that such restrictions remain either unnoticed or recognized as benefi-
cial. Contrarily, other-imposed constraints generate a more dynamic 
array of outcomes – from frustration and inconvenience to malice and 
personal harm (Hill and Gaines 2007), thus posing roadblocks to suc-
cessful navigation of the marketplace and increasing negative emo-
tional states. 

Figure 1
Restricted Consumption Framework

Recognition Reaction 

Behavioral 
Intention 

Self-
Imposed 

Other-
Imposed 

Very 
Important 

Moderately 
Important 

Temporary Permanent 

Secondly, we observe cognitive and affective reactions, under-
stood through the subjective importance (moderate versus very) of the 
restricted object at hand. Defined as “the extent to which a consumer 
links a product to salient enduring or situation-specific goals” (Bloch 
and Richins 1983, 71), we surmise that product importance is the pri-
mary determinant of consumer reactions to restrictions, and limitations 
in access to very important products may produce greater emotional 

reactions due to stronger product-consumer connections (Laurent and 
Kapferer 1985). Such reactions range from active defiance (e.g., fight-
ing restriction) to positive sense of autonomy. 

The third facet of our argument explores behavior of restricted 
consumers through time (permanent versus temporary). As some 
consumers revolt against typical consumption behaviors by refusing 
ownership, curtailing product use, and giving possessions away (Mick 
2008), we expect converse reactions in subsistence populations. Po-
tentially positive effects may occur, however, through development 
of business frameworks termed microenterprises (Viswanathan, Rosa, 
and Ruth 2010) that allow the poor to become change agents in their 
consumptive lives. 

METHOd
Our empirical work entails both qualitative and quantitative mea-

surement using a sample of 145 participants. Each participant was 
asked to reflect on a time they were faced with a restrictive situation 
based on a combination of the following: (1) the source of restriction 
(i.e., self- or other-imposed), (2) time length of restriction (i.e., tem-
porary or permanent), and (3) importance of the restricted object (i.e., 
very or moderately).  The qualitative component required identification 
of restricted items, while the quantitative portion developed composite 
scores for individual feelings towards the restriction, as well as mea-
surement of resultant behavioral reactions based on seven dependent 
measures. 

FIndInGs
As seen in Table 1, three themes emerged through this qualita-

tive assessment, allowing for a richer perspective. Our first quantita-
tive assessment finds that consumers felt better about restrictions when 
based on their volition. Further, an interaction showed respondents in 
the moderately (very) important product condition expressed more 
positive feelings about restriction when the constraint was permanent 
(temporary) (F(1,117) = 4.221, p < .05). 

Next, we evaluate how our three independent variables contrib-
ute to the restricted consumption model. Addressing consumer rec-
ognition, our participants more easily accepted restriction and were 
more willing to find a substitute when caused by one’s volition. Coun-
ter intuitively, participants were more willing to fight and attempt to 
get around restrictions when products were moderately important to 
them. Further, individuals believed they were unable to get products 
they wanted/needed when restricted from an item of only moderate 
importance. Finally, we found that permanent restrictions led to higher 
substitution rates and feelings of greater ability to acquire goods and 
services. An interaction occurs between importance and time in rela-
tion to participant’s perceived ability to obtain goods (F(1,117) = 4.43, 
p < .05), as respondents in the moderately (very) important product 
condition expressed greater inability to obtain products when restric-
tion is permanent (temporary).

Exploring multidimensionality, factor analysis performed on the 
seven dependent variables revealed two distinct behavioral patterns: 
(1) lack of acceptance (comprised of fighting, not accepting, trying to 
get around the restriction, and believing the restriction to be negative), 
and (2) autonomy (comprised of finding a substitute, feeling in control 
of one’s own destiny, and feeling able to obtain needed/wanted prod-
ucts). We found individuals experiencing restriction of moderately im-
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portant products were less accepting of the restriction (F(1,116) = 6.76, 
p < .05), while individuals felt greater sense of autonomy if restriction 
is permanent (F(1,118) = 4.48, p < .05) or self-imposed (F(1,118) = 
14.61, p < .001). 

dIsCUssIOn
The findings presented set the stage for deeper discovery into 

restricted consumption domains. It is clear that self-imposed restric-
tions produce greater behavioral nuances, through more positive at-
titudes and greater autonomy. Presence of autonomy among consum-
ers highlights potential inherent motivations within their reactions to 
unexpected changes in the marketplace. Greater autonomy suggests 
one’s likelihood to seek alternative product options and maintain a 
more positive outlook, which more accurately supports the presented 
hypotheses. Accordingly, action is based on empowerment rather than 
dissatisfaction or frustration.  This finding encourages additional re-
search to understand subjective valuation processes consumers use 
with goods and services. 

We also find both confirmatory market reactions, as well as in-
triguing results for future analysis. More detailed and prescriptive 
methodological designs are need, perhaps utilizing directed restric-
tion situations to systematically eliminate subjective valuation. Such 
knowledge may allow for greater ease predicting consumer response 
patterns, thus enabling increased customer support processes and/or 
product search tools. Further, the two-factor solution among our origi-
nal seven dependent variables helps strengthen theoretical contribution 
to marketing scholarship enabling progress towards a more holistic in-
terpretation of consumer decision making within restrictive situations.
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Table 1
Qualitative Themes

Theme Characterization Examples
Short-run need for monetary savings Temporary restriction Future purchase of car or house

Product discontinuations Permanent restriction
Other-imposed

Type of shampoo
Restaurant dressing 

Brand of cereal
Negative product qualities  

and product failure
Permanent restriction

Self-imposed
Brand of television
Brand of alcohol


