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SESSION OVERVIEW
By virtue of the propagation of neoliberal ideology and adop-

tion of neoliberal socio-economic policies across the globe (Foucault 
2008; Harvey 2005), there has been renewed academic interest in 
marketization of social life—commonly understood as the infiltra-
tion of market logics into quarters of human life, such as religion, 
family relations, and intimacy (e.g., Hochschild 2005, 2012; Zelizer 
2005). In marketing literature, consumer culture theory (CCT) schol-
ars have yielded important insights into the marketization debate, 
by illuminating ways in which market logics permeate into differ-
ent domains of social life and how consumers navigate these mar-
ketized domains (e.g., Epp and Velagaleti 2014; McAlexander et al. 
2014; Varman, Saha and Skalen 2011; Vikas, Varman and Belk 2015; 
Zwick and Cayla 2011).

Sociologist Michel Callon suggests that marketization entails 
not only establishment of new markets in new domains i.e., exten-
sive marketization, but also transfiguration(s) of market structures 
and concomitant amplification of market pressures where markets 
already exist i.e., intensive marketization (Callon 2016; Caliskan 
and Callon 2010). Borrowing this broad conceptualization, we 
examine some distinctive characteristics of contemporary inten-
sive marketization(s) via empirical studies of four different cases 
of marketization. These studies collectively address the following 
questions: Through what different mechanisms does intensive mar-
ketization transpire? How does the intensification of market logics 
reconfigure relationships between human (and non-human) actors? 
What repercussions do such transformations have on consumers’ 
lives and how do they shape consumer subjectivities? How do con-
sumers cope with these repercussions?

The first paper investigates the intensive marketization of dat-
ing via mobile dating apps and their gamified interfaces. Focusing on 
consumers’ experiences within and beyond these platforms, it char-
acterizes the ways in which gamification as a marketizing apparatus 
reconfigures dating.

The second paper examines intensive marketization in the con-
text of the American eldercare industry. It traces the emergence of 
this commercialized market with its attendant issues of heightened 
risk and greater individual/familial responsibility and demonstrates 

how consumers leverage resources to postpone reliance on more 
problematic, heavily commoditized forms of service.

The third paper examines how the emergence of digital plat-
forms has transformed existing amateur-to-amateur markets through 
an amplified competition. It demonstrates that such intensive mar-
ketization is visible through easier comparisons between commodi-
ties, a transformation of users’ skills, and a modification of profes-
sional actors’ activities supporting competition between users.

The fourth paper focuses on the American firearms market, link-
ing intensive marketization to consumer responsibilization. Motivat-
ed by dramatic shifts in the market’s socio-material elements that 
support the marketization of armed self-defense, it examines link-
ages between consumers’ response to marketization and their under-
standings of their constitutional right to bear firearms.

In the spirit of this year’s ACR theme of “Becoming Wise,” 
this session seeks to cross-fertilize established conceptualizations of 
marketization with novel learnings about the impact of contempo-
rary entanglements between conflicting logics. It informs and invites 
discussion about theoretical debates on the intertwinement of and 
tensions between multiple logics, formation and reconfiguration of 
market structures, and the concomitant restructuring of consumer 
subjectivities within marketized domains.

Mobile Dating Apps and the Intensive Marketization of 
Dating: Gamification as a Marketizing Apparatus

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Introduction and Theoretical Background

“Dating apps are the free-market economy come to sex. The 
innovation of Tinder was the swipe—the flick of a finger on a 

picture, no more elaborate profiles necessary and no more fear of 
rejection; users only know whether they’ve been approved, never 
when they’ve been discarded... It’s telling that swiping has been 

jocularly incorporated into advertisements for various products, a 
nod to the notion that, online, the act of choosing consumer brands 
and sex partners has become interchangeable.” –Nancy Jo Sales, 

“Tinder and the Dawn of the Dating Apocalypse, Vanity Fair, 
August 6, 2015.

Ever since its origination amidst the boom in leisure industries 
at the turn of the twentieth century, the social practice of dating has 
been intertwined with market offerings and market-mediated mean-
ings (Illouz 1997). From the very beginning, commercial products 
and services such as automobiles, movie theaters, and dance halls 
have been the primary settings to initiate romantic relationships. 
Nevertheless, due to the emergence of market-mediated matchmak-
ing services such as computer dating, video dating, online dating 
websites, speed dating, and recently mobile dating apps, dating has 
been under the scrutiny of scholars and journalists that take an inter-
est in the marketization of social life (e.g. Ahuvia and Adelman 1993; 
Heino, Ellison, and Gibbs 2010; Hirschman 1987; Illouz 1997, 2007, 
2012; Weigel 2017).

As the opening quote illustrates, mobile dating apps—the lat-
est generation of commercial introductory services that initially 
emerged in 2012— present a unique case of marketization. While 
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these platforms can be considered as successors of online dating 
websites, they offer a comparatively effortless, casual and fun ex-
perience. This sort of user experience is created by way of the af-
fordances of gamification—most commonly defined as “the use of 
game design elements in non-game contexts” (Deterding et al. 2011: 
9). Harnessing the location-based GPS capabilities of smartphones, 
the apps enable users to find and interact with potential dating part-
ners within close geographical proximity (David and Cambre 2016; 
Lefebvre 2018). Additionally, they opt for simplified, visualized user 
interfaces with little information, integrating swiping, pop-up noti-
fications and other game-like elements. Thereby, they differentiate 
themselves from online dating sites, the operating logic of which is 
based on hyper-cognized compatibility questionnaires and matching 
algorithms.

Focusing on consumers’ experiences within and beyond these 
new generation matchmaking platforms, this study examines the 
contemporary marketization of dating. In doing so, I draw on Cal-
lon’s comprehensive definition of marketization (Callon 2016; Cal-
iskan and Callon 2010). According to this definition, marketization 
encompasses instances of extensive marketization where market 
logics penetrate into domains of social life which were thought to 
be outside the reach of these logics as well as instances of intensive 
marketization in which the existing market logics are reconfigured 
and the market’s hegemony is intensified within said domains. While 
the few existing consumer research studies on the marketization of 
dating and romance illuminate the salience of market logics within 
early analog introductory services and consumers’ tactics of navi-
gating their marketized romantic lives (Ahuvia and Adelman 1993; 
Hirschman 1987), this study rather focuses on the reconfiguration 
of existing dating market logics by virtue of mobile dating apps and 
their gamified interfaces. I postulate that, within the context of dat-
ing, gamification operates as an apparatus of intensive marketization.

Findings
Drawing on an extensive qualitative dataset consisting of inter-

views with app users, branded content of major mobile dating apps, 
app interface walkthroughs, and archival data from traditional and 
digital news media, I investigate the ways in which, as an appara-
tus of intensive marketization, gamification reconfigures the social 
practice of dating.

My analysis demonstrates that by drawing the interest of an ev-
er-growing group of emerging adults—a demographic group that has 
been distant to online dating websites—, the gamified app interfaces 
facilitate the transition from a hypercognized dating market logic—
as epitomized by online dating websites— to a ludic dating market 
logic. The latter differs from the former as per its heuristical (versus 
rationalistic) choice framework, its “playing the field” (versus find-
ing the perfect product) mode of market engagement, and its mask-
ing the romance-market entanglement under the game frame (versus 
an overt economistic approach). As gamification paves the way for 
the ascendancy of the ludic dating market logic, it reconfigures dat-
ing by trivializing romantic-sexual initiation and dissolution rituals, 
accentuating app users’ self-centered romantic-sexual identity proj-
ects, and permeating real life instances beyond the usage of the apps. 
In accordance with Callon’s definition of intensive marketization, on 
top of reconfiguring existing market logics, it intensifies the market’s 
hegemony within the domain of dating.

Contribution
In light of these findings, I strive to contribute to theoretical dis-

cussions on marketization, gamification, and romance. Firstly, while 
extant CCT research on marketization examined the infiltration of 

market logics into social domains such as religion, family relations, 
social hierarchies, and education and other public services (e.g. Epp 
and Velagaleti 2014, McAlexander et al. 2014, Varman, Saha and 
Skalen 2011; Patsiaouras, Saren and Fitchett 2015; Varman, Saha 
and Skalen 2011; Vikas, Varman, and Belk 2015), scant attention 
has been paid to the domain of dating and romance (c.f., Ahuvia 
and Adelman 1993; Hirschman 1987). I intend to extend this line 
of work by illuminating a case of contemporary, intensive marketi-
zation. Second, I intend to contribute to game studies literature by 
demonstrating that besides enhancing employee motivation, encour-
aging consumer engagement, and collecting consumer data (Robson 
et al. 2015; Seaborn and Fels 2015), gamification can also operate 
as an apparatus of marketization. Finally, I aim to advance the ex-
tant literature on dating and romance (e.g. Bailey 1988; Illouz 2007, 
2012; Weigel 2017) by elucidating the ways in which gamification 
refashions dating and providing a detailed account of the emergent 
ludic market logic.

Marketization of Care: How Consumers Navigate the 
Commoditized Eldercare Services Market

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Introduction
As Americans spend longer hours working in often precarious 

jobs, there has been a necessary rise in dependence on market re-
sources for fulfillment of personal and familial needs (Hochschild 
2003). This has resulted in the infiltration of market logics into in-
timate spheres of life which were once presumed to be outside the 
realm of the market. There are two prominent perspectives regard-
ing this commercialization of intimate life: the ‘hostile worlds’ no-
tion, which suggests that markets are spheres of utilitarianism and 
selfishness that promote profit-seeking, undermine collective moral 
values, and cause social disintegration (e.g., Polanyi 1944; Sandel 
2012); a second ‘connected lives’ view emphasizes the commingling 
of economic activities and intimate relations (e.g., Zelizer 2005, 
2011) (Epp and Velagaleti 2014; Livne 2014). Some CCT research 
has taken the latter approach and sought to understand how consum-
ers manage the entwining of commercial services in family and reli-
gious life (e.g., Epp and Velagaleti 2014; McAlexander et al. 2014; 
Thompson 1996).

The ascendancy of market logics and concomitant waning of 
the welfare logic in the eldercare industry represents intensive mar-
ketization, which signifies the escalation of market pressures and a 
pervasive discourse of familialism, producing additional complexity 
for families using marketplace services (Callon 2016; Caliskan and 
Callon 2010; Hooyman and Gonyea 1995). Taking cues from Callon 
and Zelizer, this study seeks to understand the relational work of 
caring in the context of dementia related eldercare. It explores how 
consumers negotiate this mingling of economic transactions in the 
domain of care, by leveraging differential resources to resolve ten-
sions in a commoditized market that places greater onus for personal 
caregiving with its innate need for physical and emotional labor on 
families (Hochschild 1983).

Methods
This research uses Elias’s figurational sociology (Elias 1978) 

and Bourdieu’s theory of capital (Bourdieu 1986) to examine the 
relational networks, care policies and role of capital in the eldercare 
market. For a sociohistorical understanding of the eldercare indus-
try, secondary and archival resources on senior care, facility news, 
health policy and public health debates in print and social media 
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were analyzed. Subsequently, in-depth interviews were conducted 
with 20 primary family caregivers to understand their subjective ex-
periences, management of available resources and tensions related 
to using a continuum of services (Thompson, Locander and Pollio 
1989). Additionally, participant observation was conducted at care-
giver support-group meetings for 12 months. Data analysis followed 
a hermeneutic approach (Thompson 1997).

Findings
A review of archival data and secondary literature helps trace 

the sociohistorical reconfiguration of the American eldercare market. 
Traditionally care for the elderly was performed by families. The el-
derly who did not possess familial or financial resources sought care 
in almshouses. The Social Security Act of 1935 expressing a general 
disapproval of these institutions that mingled the ‘worthy’ and ‘un-
worthy/undesirable’ needy, barred pensions for their residents. This 
produced the unintended consequence of founding a private nurs-
ing home industry. The passage of Medicare and Medicaid in 1965 
provided additional impetus to the growth of a commercially driven 
and largely unregulated nursing home industry. Various subsequent 
acts served to regulate—and to an extent—improve the conditions 
in nursing homes. Since the 1980s, there has been increased em-
phasis on home and community-based care (Haber 2016; Haber and 
Gratton 1994). With the rise of neoliberalism in the 1990s, intensive 
marketization has further transformed the eldercare industry. Large, 
diversified, for-profit nursing home chains owned by private equity 
investors, with changing ownership and complex organizational 
structures have come to dominate the market, making it increasingly 
difficult for consumers to have clarity about ownership, costs, qual-
ity of care and redress (Harrington et al. 2017; Wilson 2007). This 
has contributed industry-wide to high turnover and low motivation 
among care workers, poor staffing ratios and care shortfalls; rather 
than being patient-centered, care is often routinized and commod-
itized (Duhigg 2007; Rau 2018). Families using residential facilities 
pay exorbitant prices owing to greater stringency of welfare eligibil-
ity and insurance coverage (Scism 2016). Historically eldercare has 
been reconfigured from a ‘rugged individualist’ to a social welfare to 
a more individual (or family) responsibilization model today (Haber 
2016).

Institutionalization has always been associated with the stigma 
of dependency, abandonment, loneliness and heightened sense of 
impending mortality (Haber 2016; Nursing homes). Influenced by 
cultural discourses of familialism (Hooyman and Gonyea 1995) and 
awareness of the deficient care in heavily commoditized residential 
facilities, families based on their financial capability use a variety 
of personal and institutional resources such as social networks, 
adult daycare, at-home care, volunteers and accumulate expertise as 
caregivers to maintain the patient as long as possible in their own 
home. Given the evolving course of dementia, shifting patient needs, 
families constantly adapt resources and care practices to minimize 
emergent tensions. Caregivers must manage tensions produced by 
shortfalls in quality of care and quality of life (especially after facil-
ity admission), negotiate decisions with other family members and 
service providers, cope with guilt, manage conjugal family and work 
responsibilities and navigate various dichotomies such as acknowl-
edging patient personhood while being their decision maker. This 
combination of caring and economic activity by families managing 
care of elderly dementia patients takes place in a context of incessant 
negotiation, sometimes cooperative, other times full of conflict with 
service providers (Zelizer 2005, 165). In order to minimize these 
tensions, caregivers employ a variety of strategies such as monitor-

ing, advocacy, supplementation and substitution. However, these 
tensions are never completely eased.

Contribution
This research contributes to work on the detrimental effects 

of marketization and highlights challenges such as heightened risk, 
vulnerability and responsibilization consumers experience (e.g., 
Varman and Vikas 2007; Voice Group 2010) and thus offers insights 
for the conference theme of ‘becoming wise’. Additionally, through 
the context of eldercare, it demonstrates how market reconfigura-
tion via intensive marketization occurs and shapes consumer sub-
jectivities. Finally, this study draws attention to the role of resources 
in outsourcing of care and explicates how inspired by cultural dis-
courses, consumers employ combinations of resources and services 
to postpone or avoid reliance on more heavily commoditized forms 
of service.

Digital Platforms and the Intensive Marketization of the 
Second-Hand Clothing Market

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Introduction
Since Peñaloza and Venkatesh (2006)’s call for analyzing the 

functioning of markets, marketing and consumer scholars have been 
exploring cases of new market creation (e.g., Humphreys 2010; Mar-
tin and Schouten 2014) and established market transformation (e.g., 
Dolbec and Fischer 2015; Ertimur and Coskuner-Balli 2015; Scar-
aboto and Fischer 2013). This body of literature has highlighted the 
active role played by a wide range of human actors in market dynam-
ics (Giesler and Fischer 2017). Existing work has also emphasized 
the role played by non-humans in market (de)formation, including 
magazines (Martin and Schouten 2014), metrological tools (Muni-
esa, Millo and Callon 2007), and carts (Cochoy 2010). Recently, 
Perren and Kozinets (2018) shed light on an omnipresent yet over-
looked non-human, digital platforms. The authors show that digital 
platforms shape market exchanges through their extent of consocial-
ity and intermediation. Although they bring useful insights on the 
functioning of peer-to-peer markets, they focus on markets that are 
already mediated by digital platforms. Existing amateur-to-amateur 
markets that have been disrupted by the emergence of digital plat-
forms at some point in their history are out of the authors’ scope. 
Therefore, we aim at offering a dynamic analysis documenting how 
the emergence of digital platforms has transformed markets involv-
ing equivalently positioned economic actors.

To do so, we draw on the Actor-Network Theory, a framework 
assuming that markets are plastic entities always in the making 
(Callon 2010, 2017). In this perspective, the marketization process 
is central to the functioning of markets (Callon 2016). More pre-
cisely, intensive marketization refers to an increased and amplified 
competition within existing markets (Callon 2016). Armed with this 
conceptual apparatus, we ask the following research question: how 
do digital platforms contribute to the intensive marketization of am-
ateur-to-amateur markets?

Empirical Context and Methods
To answer this question, we investigate the second-hand cloth-

ing market while focusing on the French context. French consum-
ers have been selling and buying second-hand clothes at tag sales 
(“Braderie”) since the 18th century. Yet, digital platforms emerged 
in 2008, thus disrupting the second-hand clothing market. Instead 
of face-to-face interactions, buyers and sellers meet online through 
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digital platforms. From May 2013 to February 2019, the first author 
carried out a multi-method ethnography of the second-hand cloth-
ing market. She conducted 17 in-depth interviews with consumers 
who buy and sell second-hand clothes. She also carried out online 
observations of 4 digital platforms (Facebook, vestiairecollective, 
videdressing, and vinted), and in situ observations at offline events 
where amateurs meet to buy and sell second-hand clothing. The 
dataset includes more than 20 hours of audio recording, 120 pages 
of transcription, more than 200 posts from these platforms, and 35 
pages of fieldnotes.

Findings
Our data shows that digital platforms have contributed to the 

intensive marketization of the second-hand clothing market in three 
ways. First, digital platforms normalize exchanged commodities. 
Indeed, digital platforms provide normalizing templates that users 
must adopt to sell their clothes: users must mention a precise set of 
elements (size, brand, fabric, manufacturing location), and upload 
three high-quality pictures (different zooms). Normalizing templates 
set commodities in a common calculative space, and increase com-
petition by enhancing their visibility and facilitating comparisons. 
Second, digital platforms have transformed amateurs themselves by 
reshaping their skills. Users surpass themselves to sell and to buy 
efficiently. To do so, they mimic marketers’ practices (e.g., pricing 
strategy, relationship marketing, merchandising) while developing 
new, specific practices (e.g., buying a commodity to sell it right after 
at a higher price; selling as many commodities as possible to buy 
new clothes afterwards). Digital platforms force users to be faster, 
which means being the first seller to answer a potential buyer’s re-
quest, and being the first buyer to find a bargain. Digital platforms 
therefore create a competition on pace between users. Third, digi-
tal platforms have transformed the ecosystem of professional actors 
enabling lateral market exchanges. These professional actors have 
adapted their offer to support the increased competition on pace 
within the market. For example, virtual wallets were created to re-
duce payment time, and delivery services have reduced delivery lag 
time while increasing the number of pickup points. Those services 
facilitate, increase, and speed up transactions between users.

Contribution
We contribute to the literature on market dynamics by show-

ing that the emergence of digital platforms has transformed lateral 
exchange markets through an increased and amplified competition 
between amateurs. Such intensive marketization is visible through 
easier comparisons between commodities, a transformation of users’ 
skills, and a modification of professional actors’ activities to support 
competition between users. Because the topic of the 2019 ACR con-
ference is “becoming wise”, we also highlight the dark side of inten-
sive marketization. To do so, we build on Rosa (2010) to show that 
intensive marketization might lead to hyperconsumption, and to the 
exclusion of slow users who cannot or do not want to keep the pace.

Relating Americans’ Responses to the Marketization 
of Armed Self-Defense to their Understandings of the 

Second Amendment

EXTENDED ABSTRACT

Introduction
Over the last 30 years, industry lobbying groups, conserva-

tive politicians, and American courts have expanded individual 
gun rights afforded by the Constitution’s Second Amendment (see 

District of Columbia v. Heller 2008; Melzer 2019; Waldman 2014). 
These expansions have shifted the responsibility of thwarting crimi-
nal activity through use of armed force from the state to individual 
consumers (Lott 2016; Winkler 2011), resulting in a dramatic recon-
figuration of the American firearms market. The market has reorient-
ed around different materiality; focal market offerings have shifted 
from long arms (i.e., rifles) to handguns (Carlson, Goss and Shapira 
2019). Consumer practices, norms, and identity construction related 
to firearms have also shifted: fewer citizens own guns; the average 
number of guns per owner has increased; self-defense, rather than 
hunting, has become the most common reason for purchase; lawful 
carry of concealed handguns in public is more common (Lott 2016); 
and firearms are increasingly implicated in conservative identity 
politics (Gramlich 2018; Melzer 2019).

We conceptualize this reconfiguration as a form of intensive 
marketization (Caliskan and Callon 2010; Callon 2016). The fire-
arms market has been transfigured; it has internalized socio-material 
elements—including court rulings, materiality, and political rheto-
ric—that were not previously considered part of the market (Cal-
iskan and Callon 2010). This marketization is consistent with the 
capabilization step of the P-A-C-T process explicated by Giesler and 
Veresiu (2014), as market and political agents have responsibilized 
consumers to defend themselves from criminals. In our research, we 
ask, what are consumers’ responses to this marketization? And, how 
do their responses relate to their understanding of the right to bear 
arms granted by the U.S. Constitution?

Literature
CCT research on marketization (e.g., Giesler 2012; Luedicke, 

Thompson and Giesler, 2010; Martin and Schouten 2014), the re-
sponsibilization of the consumer subject (Giesler and Veresiu 2014), 
and consumers’ rights and responsibilities (Henry 2010) has identi-
fied the complex and dynamic relations between consumers, produc-
ers, institutions, policies, and materiality in contexts characterized 
by competing, contested, or emerging market logics (Callon 1986, 
2016; Martin and Schouten 2014).

Giesler and Veresiu’s (2014) seminal work on responsibiliza-
tion illuminated market agents’ and institutions’ efforts to construct 
responsible consumer subject positions but did not adequately the-
orize consumers’ roles in the final step, transformation, which re-
quires consumers to accept, if not embrace, the position created. We 
address this gap by examining consumer responses to marketization 
that capabilizes them to assume the responsibility of using lethal 
force to stop criminal activity. Second, CCT scholarship investigat-
ing consumer rights and responsibilities has often focused on respon-
sibilities to firms, and less directly, to family members and oneself 
(Henry 2010). Scholars have called for more research on consumers’ 
responsibilities to society (Prothero et al. 2011). We answer this call 
in investigating American consumers’ right to possess and use fire-
arms.

Methods
This study is part of a multi-year, multi-sited ethnography on 

American gun culture. We employed social media and interview data 
in this study. We obtained data from a closed, moderated, five-week, 
Facebook group discussion focused on guns in America. The discus-
sion occurred shortly after the highly publicized massacre at a high 
school in Parkland, Florida, in 2018. The Facebook data included 
11,830 posts and comments from a diverse group of 150 Americans. 
Additionally, we conducted in-depth interviews with 15 gun-owners 
and non-gun-owners in Texas, a state in which handguns are com-
mon. Data were coded manually, and analyzed in iterative phases 
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to eventually delimit theory pertaining to our research questions 
(Charmaz 2006; Corbin and Strauss 1990).

Findings
We find that differences in responses to this marketization relate 

to consumers’ understanding of (1) the nature of the Second Amend-
ment, across four dimensions, (2) the relationship between negative 
and positive freedoms implicit in the right, and (3) the roles of mo-
rality and regulation in ensuring negative freedoms.

Each dimension of understanding of the Second Amendment is 
a continuum, with an individual’s understanding situated somewhere 
between two extremes. Dimensions are: absolute—conditional, sa-
cred—secular, necessary—extraneous, and contemporary—anti-
quated. Individuals whose overall understanding leans more towards 
absolute, sacred, necessary, and contemporary tend toward embrac-
ing consumers’ responsibility for protecting oneself with firearms 
and the marketization that capabilizes them to do so. Those whose 
understandings lean more towards conditional, secular, extraneous, 
and antiquated tend toward rejecting assigning this responsibility to 
consumers and such marketization.

Further, we find that consumers understand the Second Amend-
ment as a bundle of positive freedoms (Berlin 2002), including the 
freedoms to: defend oneself and one’s family with lethal means; be 
self-reliant; live a chosen lifestyle; choose from an array of firearms 
available in the marketplace; engage in leisure activities with fire-
arms; and raise a militia. Consumers relate these positive freedoms 
to a corresponding set of negative freedoms (Berlin 2002), including, 
freedom from: physical harm; aggression; intimidation; and fear. In-
dividuals who embrace responsibilization describe these positive 
freedoms as ensuring negative freedoms, while those who reject is 
describe the former as a threat to the latter.

Finally, we find that consumers who embrace the marketization 
deem morality and personal responsibility taught in the home as the 
primary means of persuading citizens to use their positive freedoms 
to protect one another’s negative freedoms. However, those who re-
ject such marketization deem these means inadequate, and describe 
regulation as necessary to protecting negative freedoms.

Contributions
We contribute to work on marketization (Martin and Schouten 

2014; Luedicke et al. 2010) by relating consumers’ understandings 
of their right to consume a product to their responses to intensive 
marketization (Callon 2016) of an activity once assigned to the state. 
We also contribute to work on responsibilization (Giesler and Vere-
siu 2014) by providing insight into the final step, transformation. 
Specifically, we demonstrate how consumers’ understandings of a 
right that is sutured to a responsible consumer subject position by 
institutions and agents in the first steps of the process, impacts con-
sumers’ acceptance of the position.

Additionally, we extend work on consumer rights and respon-
sibilities (Henry 2010) by introducing new concepts, negative and 
positive freedoms, to consumer research, and we extend scholarship 
on firearms (Carlson et al. 2019) by providing nuance into Ameri-
cans’ understandings of the Second Amendment.
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