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A Sustainable Pathway to Consumer Wellbeing. The Role
of Anticonsumption and Consumer Empowerment

This study investigates the effect of different anticonsumption con-
structs on consumer wellbeing. The study assumes that people will only
lower their level of consumption if doing so does not also lower per-
sonal wellbeing. More precisely, this research investigates how specific
subtypes of sustainable anticonsumption (e.g., voluntary simplicity, col-
laborative consumption, and debt-free living) relate to different states
of consumer’s wellbeing (e.g., financial, psychosocial, and subjective
wellbeing). This work also examines whether consumer empowerment
can improve personal wellbeing and strengthen the anticonsumption
wellbeing relationship. The results show that voluntarily foregoing
consumption does not reduce wellbeing and consumer empowerment
plays a significant role in supporting sustainable pathways to consumer
wellbeing. This study reasons that empowerment improves consumer
sovereignty, but may be detrimental for consumers heavily concerned
about debt-free living. The present investigation concludes by proposing
implications for public and consumer policymakers wishing to promote
appropriate sustainable (anticonsumption) pathways to consumer
wellbeing.

What we consume, how we consume, and indeed, why we (do not)
consume are important issues, not only for business and marketing, but
also public and consumer affairs. Yet, unsustainable consumption has
led to many environmental (e.g., climate change and resource exploita-
tion), social (e.g., gap between haves and have-nots), and personal (e.g.,
over-indebtedness) problems. Thus, understanding consumption habits is
vital to both enhancing consumer sovereignty and attaining sustainable
lifestyles (Arbuthnott 2012). Consequently, consumer policy should be
interested in research on how to persuade people to consume only as
much as the environment can allow. Yet, increasing consumer wellbe-
ing and attaining sustainability by limiting personal consumption are two
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seemingly incompatible goals for public policy when we consider the con-
sumption driven society surrounding us (Devezer et al. 2014). Despite
efforts by policymakers, marketers and scholars to encourage sustain-
able, resource-saving behavior, unsustainable consumption continues to be
the norm, at least in the affluent Western countries. Therefore, research
concerned with consumer affairs needs to consider how unsustainable
over-consumption can be reduced without adversely affecting consumer
wellbeing.

In this vein, anticonsumption in terms of consciously rejecting, reduc-
ing, or reclaiming consumption (Lee et al. 2011) can be regarded as a suit-
able concept for encouraging consumption sustainability. Anticonsump-
tion lifestyles emphasize conservation rather than resource exploitation,
particularly in the cases of voluntary simplification (Zavestoski 2002), col-
laborative consumption (Seegebarth et al. 2016), eco-feminism (Dobscha
and Ozanne 2001), and green activism (Peattie 2001). Yet, in a consumerist
society, anticonsumption lifestyles are considered incompatible with eco-
nomic welfare and consumer wellbeing. Indeed, many politicians, business
managers and scholars argue that for “most” people, rejecting or even
reducing consumption may be perceived as a sacrifice (Belk 2001). Cou-
pled with the importance of Gross Domestic Production (as a measure of a
country’s economic success), this stance could explain the lack of will on
the part of some governments to encourage more sustainable consumption
behavior on a grand scale. However, if empirical research can refute the
prevailing consumerist attitudes and demonstrate that a positive (or at least
nonnegative) relationship exists between anticonsumption and wellbeing,
then public policymakers will have more licenses to promote practices that
benefit both the environment and people.

With this reasoning in mind, the first goal of this study is to investi-
gate whether there is empirical evidence that sustainable anticonsumption
consciousness improves wellbeing, or at least does not diminish it. This is
a scientifically and socially relevant issue, as people will only consume
more sustainably if they benefit in some way. Certainly, scholars have
already suggested such a theoretical link (Chancellor and Lyubomirsky
2011; Sheth, Sethia, and Srinivas 2011). Although (consumer) wellbeing
is a common research focus (Iyer and Muncy 2016), empirical support for
a positive relationship between anticonsumption and wellbeing is scarce.
Based on qualitative research, Lee and Ahn (2016) found a positive link
between anticonsumption values and consumer wellbeing. Other empirical
studies show that less material consumption, a central factor for volun-
tarily simplifying lifestyle (Etzioni 1998), relates positively to personal
wellbeing as well as life satisfaction (e.g., Boujbel and d’Astous 2012;
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Seegebarth et al. 2016). On the other hand, Iyer and Muncy (2016) iden-
tify that positive attitudes toward “micro” versus “macro” anticonsumption
(and consumption) sometimes relate positively, and sometimes negatively,
to subjective wellbeing. The results of Hüttel et al.’s (2018) means-end
chains analysis show that sustainable anticonsumption patterns “are often
linked to making sacrifices” and “only weak links tie (these behavior) to
enhanced personal wellbeing” (834). Despite these few studies, the effect
of anticonsumption lifestyles on people’s wellbeing within consumerist
societies remains unclear. A shared limitation of previous studies is an over
emphasis on finding a positive relationship between anticonsumption pref-
erence and wellbeing. However, it may be that the main finding required to
progress society toward a more sustainable future is evidence confirming
there is no negative relationship between anticonsumption preference and
wellbeing.

Thus, in the face of ambivalent results, this study aims to contribute
knowledge by validating and extending existing studies in the area, and by
providing empirical evidence that sustainable anticonsumption preferences
do not reduce consumer wellbeing. In line with previous research, this
study also argues that, in some cases, anticonsumption may even have
a positive effect on wellbeing. If either or both cases are true (i.e., a
nonnegative relationship between anticonsumption and wellbeing, and/or
a positive relationship), then we can identify important levers surrounding
this relationship to foster sustainable consumption (via anticonsumption)
as well as consumer wellbeing. This knowledge would allow policymakers
to promote sustainable lifestyles by pointing out that anticonsumption
practices are not only beneficial for the environment, but also to the
financial, subjective, psychosocial wellbeing and overall life satisfaction
of individuals.

The second goal of this study is to contribute new knowledge to the area
by focusing on the role consumer empowerment plays in the context of
the anticonsumption–wellbeing relationship. Consumer empowerment is
defined as a (positive) subjective state resulting from individuals’ perceived
sense of control (Corrigan et al. 1999). It is a key factor in enabling people
to cope with the increasing complexity of global markets, and as a means
for consumers to preserve control and sovereignty over their own decisions
(Brennan and Coppack 2008). Empowered consumers are less confused
by extensive product offerings and better prepared for choosing products
that best suit their needs, resulting in higher consumption satisfaction. As
consumer empowerment (Füller et al. 2014; Hunter and Garnefeld 2008) is
associated with consumption-critical attitudes and actions like resistance,
boycotting, complaining behavior, voluntary simplification, and virtually
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any emancipatory manifestation of anticonsumption (Kozinets 2002), this
study aims to scrutinize the moderating effect of empowerment on the
anticonsumption–wellbeing relationship.

Using two independent samples from Germany (Europe’s
largest economy), we analyze the direction and strength of the
anticonsumption–wellbeing relationship and the role of consumer empow-
erment. Consequently, the main contribution of this study is to empirically
establish the relationship between three forms of sustainable anticon-
sumption (voluntary simplicity, collaborative consumption, and debt-free
living) with four wellbeing concepts (psychosocial, subjective and finan-
cial wellbeing, and overall life satisfaction). The second contribution is
to empirically scrutinize the role of empowerment as a moderator of the
anticonsumption–wellbeing relationship.

CONCEPTUAL BACKGROUND

Anticonsumption and Consumer Wellbeing
The Concept of Anticonsumption

Anticonsumption encompasses various forms of self-determined rejec-
tion, reduction, reuse, and redirection of material consumption (Lee
et al. 2011) and is a growing field of research. Studies on anticon-
sumption assume that “reasons against” consumption justify special the-
oretical treatment as they are not sufficiently addressed by traditional
approaches in consumer behavior, which focuses on “reasons for” con-
sumption (Chatzidakis and Lee 2013). In this study of sustainable con-
sumption, we use the concept of sustainability-rooted anticonsumption
(SRAC; Seegebarth et al. 2016). Here, consumers practice different forms
of anticonsumption for reasons of sustainability. This research focuses
on three sustainable subtypes of anticonsumption: voluntary simplic-
ity, collaborative consumption, and debt-free living. Voluntary simplicity
refers to a lifestyle focusing on reduced materialism and less engage-
ment in consumption activities (Etzioni 1998). Collaborative consump-
tion, as a broader anticonsumption concept, implies private or commer-
cially shared consumption practices, such as borrowing, leasing or rent-
ing, and serves as an alternative to traditional ownership and consumption
habits (Belk 2010, 2014). Finally, because long-term financial stability
(Devezer et al. 2014) is a factor for household sustainability, the concept
of “debt-free living” is introduced into the SRAC approach. This con-
struct reflects the preference for not spending more money than one can
afford, and a desire for long-term financial stability (Sheth, Sethia, and
Srinivas 2011).
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The Concept of Consumer Wellbeing
Wellbeing covers a broad spectrum of phenomena encompassing emo-

tional and cognitive assessments of personal life satisfaction. The basic
rationale of wellbeing theory is that satisfaction of needs causes happiness,
while the persistence of unfulfilled needs causes unhappiness (Diener et al.
1999). Wellbeing is multifaceted and encompasses different metalevel con-
cepts, such as consumer quality of life, subjective wellbeing, overall hap-
piness with life, interpersonal wellbeing, societal wellbeing, and financial
wellbeing (Dittmar et al. 2014; Sirgy, Lee, and Rahtz 2007). Wellbeing
has been investigated from various perspectives (Cacioppo et al. 2008;
Dittmar et al. 2014; Iyer and Muncy 2016; Pancer and Handelman 2012)
and by many disciplines, ranging from economics (Frey and Stutzer 2005),
through psychology, environmental science and sociology (Costanza et al.
2007), to marketing (e.g., Lee and Sirgy 2004 for an overview; Ahuvia
2018; Devezer et al. 2014; Netemeyer et al. 2018; Rodas, Ahluwalia, and
Olson 2018; Sirgy, Lee, and Rahtz 2007) and consumer affairs (MacDonald
and Douthitt 1992).

Although the phenomenon of consumer wellbeing has been investi-
gated in many studies with very different objectives, attention is normally
focused on enhancing individual wellbeing (Lee and Sirgy 2004). The
concept wellbeing can primarily be traced back to two broad types: the
eudaimonic and the hedonic approaches (Ryan and Deci 2001). The Eudai-
monian view of wellbeing underscores the personal perception of master-
ing life’s challenges. This conceptualization of wellbeing does not focus
on situational happiness or pleasure, but rather on individuals’ meaningful
and self-realized lifespan growth (Ryff 1989). It is often measured with the
Flourishing Scale of psychosocial wellbeing and refers to different aspects
of human actualization like autonomy and mastery; for example, “I am
engaged and interested in my daily activities” (Diener et al. 2010; Ryff
and Keyes 1995).

The hedonic view on the other hand relates wellbeing to pleasure and
happiness (Ryan and Deci 2001). Measurements that match the hedonic
wellbeing approach are, for example, the global life satisfaction scale used
in the European Social Survey that measures people’s life experiences,
and the subjective wellbeing scale, which is a broader assessment of
individuals’ happiness, for example, “In general, I consider myself: not
a very happy person—very happy person” (Lyubomirsky and Lepper
1999). Finally, because consumer wellbeing and financial stability may
be enhanced by spending less money on unnecessary things, this research
also considers the concept of financial wellbeing as an important aspect of
consumer affairs (Devezer et al. 2014).



6 THE JOURNAL OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS

The Anticonsumption–Wellbeing Relationship
The subjective wellbeing approach can be used to assess different

aspects of life such as wealth and income, health, and environmental and
climate protection. The basic assumption of our research is that anticon-
sumption preferences influence personal assessment of wellbeing. In order
to test this assumption, we analyze the influence of three anticonsumption
subtypes (voluntary simplicity, collaborative consumption, and debt-free
living) on four wellbeing concepts (psychosocial, subjective and financial
wellbeing, and global life satisfaction).

First, voluntary simplifiers distance themselves from materialism and
product possession, limiting consumption to what is necessary (McDon-
ald et al. 2006). While voluntary simplification involves the reduction and
rejection of excessive consumption, it does not involve complete consump-
tion renunciation (Etzioni 1998). Instead, voluntary simplifiers prefer to
purchase high quality, long-lasting sustainable goods, but over rather long
intervals (Alexander and Ussher 2012). They strive for a meaningful and
contented life (inward riches, intrinsically oriented goals) (Etzioni 1998).
Nonetheless, voluntary simplification sits comfortably as a type of anti-
consumption (Zavestoski 2002). Materialistic attitudes are found to nega-
tively affect subjective wellbeing (see Dittmar et al. 2014 for an overview;
Cacioppo et al. 2008; Iyer and Muncy 2016; Lee and Ahn 2016). In con-
trast, reorganizing personal life priorities beyond materialism, and living
simply, increases life satisfaction and wellbeing (Boujbel and d’Astous
2012). Moreover, simplicity involves controlling consumption expendi-
tures, which conserves financial resources and in turn increases financial
wellbeing.

Second, collaborative consumption occurs when people temporarily
access goods instead of purchasing or owning them (Bardhi and Eckhardt
2012). Belk’s definition extends this understanding and considers that peo-
ple coordinate “the acquisition and distribution of a resource for a fee
or other compensation.” (Belk 2014, 1597). Engaging in sharing activi-
ties may reduce acquisition of goods (Ozanne and Ozanne 2011). As Lee
et al. (2011) point out, anticonsumption in general focuses on the rejec-
tion or reduction of any aspect of the consumption cycle, which encom-
passes acquisition, use and disposal. Following this logic, collaborative
consumption thus fits as a subtype of anticonsumption, since it promotes
the rejection or reduction of “acquisition” without necessarily rejecting the
“use” of objects. Collaborative consumption is strongly related to proso-
cial behavior (Benkler 2004). In turn, connecting with other people through
collaborative consumption activities (Belk 2010) may also lead to greater
subjective wellbeing, a finding further supported by reports that subjective
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wellbeing is determined by fundamentals such as family, friendship, and
community network activities (Brown and Vergragt 2016; Burke, Marlow,
and Lento 2010). Moreover, because borrowing is cheaper than buying a
product, financial wellbeing should be enhanced, and there are also savings
in terms of natural resources. Finally, although collaborative consumption
comes with restrictions (e.g., lack of autonomy and the need to coordinate
use), it makes it possible to use a product without having to assume the
so-called burdens of ownership, i.e., risks and responsibilities arising from
ownership of a product (e.g., storage, maintenance, and repair of products).

Third, debt-free living should also increase consumer wellbeing due to
less financially imposed stress. Because debt is usually incurred due to
the desire or necessity to consume, it makes sense that debt-free-living
should be classified as a subtype of anticonsumption consciousness. Prior
research on happiness demonstrates that good health, finance, friends, fam-
ily, and religion are important domains of wellbeing (Diener et al. 2010)
but positioning wealth and financial success as the sole purpose in life neg-
atively affects personal wellbeing and happiness (Kasser and Ryan 1993).
The same negative effect holds when individuals are faced with debts
and long-term financial indebtedness (Cacioppo et al. 2008; Seegebarth
et al. 2016). Garðarsdóttir and Dittmar (2012) illustrate that materialistic
lifestyles create the risk of indebtedness, which in turn negatively affects
financial wellbeing. In a similar vein, Diener and Biswas-Diener (2002)
argue that subjective wellbeing is positively determined by money only
when it is sufficient to avoid poverty, but when individuals prioritize the
accumulation of money, it has a negative effect on wellbeing. Recently,
Netemeyer et al. (2018) showed that materialism increases people’s current
money management stress, as opposed to leading to financial wellbeing.

If anticonsumption behaviors and/or preferences do not reduce personal
wellbeing, then they must provide the consumer with other benefits that
compensate for the loss of consumption benefits due to product renunci-
ation. In order to explain this benefit compensation process, we next con-
sider consumer value categories for both behaviors (consumption vs. anti-
consumption), drawing on the theories of consumption values and proso-
cial behavior as a theoretical basis for our first hypotheses. The widely
accepted theory of consumption values advanced by Sheth, Newman,
and Gross (1991) distinguishes five value dimensions, three of which are
important for our study: the utilitarian (e.g., the ability of a product to per-
form), the social (image transfer from the product congruent with the norms
of the consumer’s in-group), and the emotional (ability of the product to
create positive emotions) value (see also Oloko and Balderjahn 2011).
Furthermore, because sustainable anticonsumption belongs to a class of
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prosocial behavior, we refer to prosocial behavior theory as it addresses
the causes and motivations for helping and supporting behaviors that arise
from a personal obligation to other people and the environment. Eisenberg
and Mussen (1989) define prosocial behavior as “voluntary actions that are
intended to help or benefit another individual or group of individuals” (3).
Sustainable anticonsumption behavior can be explained by specific con-
sumption values and norms rooted in prosocial behavior. Buying products
is not the only way to create value and wellbeing for the customer (e.g.,
utilitarian value, emotional, and social value). Giving up the purchase of a
product can also bring benefits and consumer wellbeing (ecological, emo-
tional, financial, and social value). For example, Iyer and Muncy’s (2016)
study demonstrated that anticonsumption attitudes produce stronger posi-
tive feelings and evaluations than proconsumption attitudes.

Cognitive prosocial theories also posit benefits from prosocial behavior
that emerge if consumers act in accordance with their internalized social
norms and values such as helpfulness and social responsibility (i.e., the
social dimension of consumer values; Oloko and Balderjahn 2011). Fur-
thermore, according to affective theories of prosocial behavior, sustainable
consumption can produce positive emotions as well (i.e., the emotional
dimension of consumer values, e.g., pride, self-esteem) (Schwartz 1973).
Considering the theoretical propositions for prosocial behavior theory
as they align with theories of consumer values and sustainable anticon-
sumption lifestyles, it is reasonable to assume that both the consumption
(utilitarian values) and the anticonsumption of a product (social and
emotional values) can create benefits and wellbeing for the consumer.
Thus, considering the literature review and the few empirical studies on
the anticonsumption–wellbeing relationship, we conservatively formulate
our hypothesis as follows:

H1: Consumers’ consciousness toward three subtypes of sustainable anticonsump-
tion practices (simplicity, collaborative consumption, and debt-free living) does not
diminish and may sometimes strengthen four subtypes of consumer wellbeing (sub-
jective, psychosocial, financial wellbeing, and overall life satisfaction).

Anticonsumption and Consumer Empowerment
Consumer empowerment is defined as a (positive) subjective state result-

ing from an individual’s perceived sense of control (Corrigan et al. 1999).
Perceived consumer empowerment results from increasing actual decision
control (Hunter and Garnefeld 2008) and is sometimes measured with
items such as: “Regarding my buying decisions I feel I am in control,”
and “The ability to influence the goods and services that are offered to me
is beneficial to me.” It should be noted that this type of empowerment is
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based on the subjective self-assessment of a consumer and does not cap-
ture the objective empowerment of a person (e.g., product knowledge and
access to decision aids, helpful heuristics and tools; Wathieu et al. 2002).
As such, perceived control that evokes empowerment “may be experienced
whether control actually increase or not” (Hunter and Garnefeld 2008, 2).
Scholars conceptualize empowerment as a means of strengthening individ-
uals’ self-determination, autonomy, self-efficacy, and competence (Füller
et al. 2014). Empowered individuals have “the power to take action and
control conditions affecting their daily life” (McGregor 2005, 440). Prior
research has shown that perceived control positively influences physical
and psychological wellbeing (Hui and Bateson 1991), task performance
(e.g., Burger 1987), and health (Evans and Carrére 1991).

With respect to anticonsumption, Cherrier (2009) argues that “anticon-
sumption depends on a sense of identity that is grounded in social posi-
tions, empowerment and a vision of society” (Cherrier 2009, 189). Addi-
tionally, Krishnamurthy and Kucuk (2008) emphasize consumer empow-
erment as a key motivator for consumer driven anticonsumption activ-
ities. Participating in consumer boycotts or voluntary simplification are
the actions of sovereign consumers (Shankar, Cherrier, and Canniford
2006). Hence, consumer empowerment as an affective state and subjec-
tive feeling of having influence and control over buying decisions fosters
consumer sovereignty in the marketplace. Consumer empowerment sug-
gests that people benefit from increased control. Such a positive effect
may influence consumer judgments, including the assessment of their own
wellbeing (Hunter and Garnefeld 2008). The control of decisions and
actions increases self-determination and autonomy in individuals, a core
aspect of wellbeing (Iyer and Muncy 2016) and quality of life (Schalock
2004). In addition, empowered consumers should be better prepared to
cope with information overload, resulting in less confusion and more sat-
isfaction (Walsh and Mitchell 2010). It should also be mentioned that
empowerment plays an important role in job satisfaction (Ahmad and
Oranye 2010). Since empowered people are self-determined, well pre-
pared for mastery of buying decisions and less confused, they should
experience greater wellbeing than less empowered consumers. In sum,
the more consumers are empowered, the more they are able to determine
the outcomes of anticonsumption. They should also feel more in control
and competent in achieving their anticonsumption goals with respect to
voluntary simplicity, collaboration and debt-free living. Overall, empow-
ered consumers should also feel more satisfied with life. Therefore, we
hypothesize:
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H2: Consumers’ self-perceived empowerment has a positive effect on the four
subtypes of wellbeing (subjective, psychosocial, and financial wellbeing as well as
overall life satisfaction).

Consumer expertise is an important moderator in consumer information
processing (Broniarczyk and Griffin 2014) and thus a complementary con-
cept to consumer empowerment. As empowered consumers are more expe-
rienced (and able) to deal with complex information and decision tasks,
they also have greater understanding and the ability to produce desired
outcomes (e.g., Brennan and Ritters 2003; Hunter and Garnefeld 2008).
Less empowered and knowledgeable consumers are less able to deal with
complex buying situations. In the area of job satisfaction, empowerment
reinforces the relationship between perceived over-qualification and job
performance. Empowered employees are better able and motivated to enact
greater performance (Erdogan and Bauer 2009). Looking at these studies,
we posit that empowerment moderates the anticonsumption wellbeing rela-
tionship in such a way that more empowered consumers are better prepared
to assess the consequences of anticonsumption, more able to achieve their
intended goals, and thus experience greater levels of wellbeing. Thus,

H3: Consumer empowerment positively moderates the relationships between the
three sustainable anticonsumption subtypes (voluntary simplicity, collaborative con-
sumption, and debt-free living) and the four states of consumer wellbeing (subjective,
psychosocial, and financial wellbeing, as well as overall life satisfaction).

Figure 1 depicts our research model as derived from our three
hypotheses.

DATA, MEASUREMENTS, METHOD, AND RESULTS

Data

The use of only one (convenience) sample and the subsequent lack
of external validity is a much discussed topic in empirical consumer
research (Peterson and Merunka 2014). Therefore, empirical replications
of a study are recommended in order to bolster the reliability, validity, and
generalizability of research findings (Easley, Madden, and Dunn 2000). To
address this issue of external validity and generalizability, we replicate the
findings of our first sample (Sample 1) with a follow-up second sample
(Sample 2). For both samples we used an identical questionnaire and the
data were collected from the same (German) population. Only findings
confirmed in both samples (Sample 1 and Sample 2) were accepted and
used to test our hypotheses.

Data were collected for Sample 1 in 2016 using an online questionnaire
administered at two German universities, which resulted in 450 responses.



2019 11

FIGURE 1
Effects of Specific Anticonsumption Options and Consumer Empowerment on Different
States of Wellbeing

The undergraduate business and administration students were predomi-
nantly male (60.4%) with a mean age of 22.8 (SD = 3.61) (see sample
characteristics in Table 1). For Sample 2, data from a convenience sample
were also obtained in 2016 in Germany using the same online question-
naire as for Sample 1 and resulting in 640 responses. Study participants
were predominantly female (55.0%), young (54.7% indicated that they
were younger than 35 years) and approximately 31% of the sample earned
less than €1,000 per month (see sample characteristics in Table 1). Both
samples were collected independently.

Measurements and Validity Assessment

Measurements for each construct of our conceptual framework
(Figure 1) were adapted from existing and validated scales. Scales to
measure consciousness for “voluntary simplicity” (SIMP), “collaborative
consumption” (COLLAB), and “debt-free living” (DEBT-FREE) were
obtained from Balderjahn et al. (2013). In line with research on consumer
debt (Benito et al. 2006), we excluded mortgages (homes and cars) from
the measurement of debt as they are classified as different types of loans.
Psychosocial wellbeing (PWB) was measured with the Flourishing Scale
(Diener et al. 2010), and subjective wellbeing (SWB) with the Subjec-
tive Happiness Scale (Lyubomirsky and Lepper 1999). For overall life
satisfaction (LS), we used a single item applied by the European Social
Survey (“All things considered, how satisfied are you with your life as a
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TABLE 1
Sample Characteristics

Sample 1 Sample 2

N % N %

Sample size 450 100 640 100
Gendera

Female 174 38.7 346 55.0
Male 272 60.4 283 45.0

Age groupsa

18–24 316 70.2 151 23.6
25–34 125 27.8 199 31.1
35–44 2 .4 26 4.1
45–54 1 .2 127 19.8
>55 119 18.6

Income (in €)a

<500 54 8.7
500–999 136 22.0
1,000–1,499 73 11.8
1,500–1,999 82 13.2
2,000–2,499 60 9.7
2,500–2,999 55 8.9
3,000–3,499 40 6.5
3,500–3,999 53 8.6
>4,000 66 10.7

aDifference in cumulative values are due to missing values.

whole nowadays?”). The measurement for financial wellbeing (FWB) was
operationalized using the In Charge Financial Distress/Financial Well-
being Scale (Prawitz et al. 2006). Finally, to measure empowerment we
used Hunter and Garnefeld’s (2008) 4-item scale of perceived consumer
empowerment (EMPO). All measures were assessed on 7-point Likert
scale except for life satisfaction, which was rated on the original 10-point
scale.

In both samples we used the same set of identical measurements.
Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) for both samples exhibited sufficiently
high factor loadings (>.689) for all but six items. These six items were
eliminated from the subsequent analysis in both samples (Table 2). All
values of Cronbach’s alpha were higher than .70 in both samples, thus
demonstrating high internal consistency across our seven constructs. Com-
posite reliability scores exceeded the value of .70 (Nunnally, Bernstein,
and Berge 1967) and all average variance extracted (AVE) scores exceeded
the threshold value of .5. Discriminant validity of the constructs was con-
firmed in both samples as all AVE values were greater than their respective
squared correlations (Fornell and Larcker 1981) (Table 3). Confirmatory
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factor analysis (CFA) of the measurement models in both samples showed
an acceptable model fit indicating sufficient convergent validity (Sample 1:
𝜒2/df = 562.105/303, p< .001; RMSEA = .046; CFI = .943; TLI = .934;
SRMR = .042; Sample 2:𝜒2/df = 587.371/303, p< .001; RMSEA = .039;
CFI = .956; TLI = .949; SRMR = .035).

Methods and Analysis Models

We tested hypotheses H1 (anticonsumption effects on wellbeing) and H2
(empowerment effects on wellbeing) by structural equation modeling using
robust maximum likelihood estimation (MLR) in Mplus 8 (Muthén and
Muthén 2017). H3, our third hypothesis, proposes the moderation effect
of consumer empowerment with regard to the influence of the three anti-
consumption subtypes on the four different wellbeing states. Currently,
there are different methodological approaches available for the analysis of
such latent interaction effects (Moosbrugger et al. 2009). Klein and Moos-
brugger (2000) and Maslowsky, Jager, and Hemken (2015) proposed the
“latent moderated structural (LMS) equations method,” which has two
notable advantages: statistical efficiency and availability in Mplus 8. How-
ever, there are also considerable shortcomings associated with this LMS
procedure (e.g., no model fit indices are available and no standard coef-
ficient), so we decided to opt for the “factor scores regression method”
developed by Jöreskog (2000) and Yang Jonsson (1998). In this method,
factor scores of the independent constructs are calculated and multiplied to
create latent interaction terms, which are used to estimate latent interaction
parameters via regression analysis. These standardized regression param-
eters of the interaction terms are then inserted in the complete structural
equation model, which is subsequently analyzed using full ML estimation
technique with robust chi-squares and standard errors (MLR) in Mplus 8.
The advantages of this approach are regression based estimated latent inter-
actions, assessment of multicollinearity, and the availability of fit indices.
The assumption of normally distributed data in this method does not pose
a problem when using the MLR estimation procedure.

Our analysis starts with a simple model (Model 1), which specifies
all the direct effects of the three anticonsumptions subtypes (SIMP,
DEBT-FREE, COLLAB) on the four wellbeing measures (PWB,
SWB, LS, FWB). The overall goodness-of-fit values for Model 1
(see Tables 4 and 5) are acceptably good in both samples (Sample 1:
𝜒2/df = 564.195/301, p< .001; RMSEA = .046; CFI = .942; TLI = .932;
SRMR = .042; Sample 2:𝜒2/df = 750.965/345, p< .001; RMSEA = .045;
CFI = .938; TLI = .928; SRMR = .041). Next we add to Model 1 the direct
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TABLE 3
Fornell–Larcker Criterion

Sample 1

AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Consciousness for voluntary simplicity .62 1.00
2. Consciousness for debt-free living .63 .27 1.00
3. Consciousness for collaborative consumption .59 .07 .00 1.00
4. Psychosocial wellbeing .53 .07 .09 .02 1.00
5. Subjective wellbeing .55 .06 .02 .03 .36 1.00
6. Financial wellbeing .62 .00 .03 .01 .05 .12 1.00
7. Perceived consumer empowerment .68 .06 .03 .00 .04 .02 .01 1.00

Sample 2

AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Consciousness for voluntary simplicity .57 1.00
2. Consciousness for debt-free living .60 .08 1.00
3. Consciousness for collaborative consumption .53 .11 .01 1.00
4. Psychosocial wellbeing .50 .03 .07 .02 1.00
5. Subjective wellbeing .55 .02 .01 .00 .36 1.00
6. Financial wellbeing .68 .01 .00 .00 .04 .10 1.00
7. Perceived consumer empowerment .67 .14 .02 .00 .05 .03 .06 1.00

effects of EMPO on the four wellbeing constructs (Model 2). The overall fit
of Model 2 is sufficient in both samples (Sample 1: 𝜒2/df = 631.842/347,
p< .001; RMSEA = .045; CFI = .940; TLI = .930; SRMR = .042,
Table 4; Sample 2: 𝜒2/df = 829.639/395, p< .001; RMSEA = .043;
CFI = .937; TLI = .927; SRMR = .043).

To test H3, we insert into Model 2 the latent interaction coefficient
(ß-coefficients) for consumer empowerment with respect to the 12 speci-
fied anticonsumption–wellbeing relationships, as estimated by the factor
scores regression method described above (Model 3). The overall fit of
Model 3 is satisfactory in both samples (Sample 1: 𝜒2/df = 748.775/419,
p< .001; RMSEA = .044; CFI = .931; TLI = .919; SRMR = .048,
Table 4; Sample 2: 𝜒2/df = 926.665/467, p< .001; RMSEA = .041;
CFI = .934; TLI = .922; SRMR = .044). Finally, the variance inflation
factors of the independent variables are less than 1.52 in both samples,
indicating that multicollinearity is not a problem in our analysis.

RESULTS

Hypothesis H1 assumes that people who forego consumption for the
sake of sustainability and financial stability do not perceive reductions
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TABLE 4
Structural Modeling Results and (Latent) Moderating Effects (Sample 1)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
N = 407a N = 407 N = 407

SIMP → PWB .132* .092 .084
SIMP → SWB .196*** .177* .183**
SIMP → LS .142** .133* .129*
SIMP → FWB −.001 −.017 −.023
DEBT-FREE → PWB .235*** .233*** .234***
DEBT-FREE → SWB .036 .032 .024
DEBT-FREE → LS .019 .015 .013
DEBT-FREE → FWB .176*** .174*** .181***
COLLAB → PWB .075 .079 .071
COLLAB → SWB .124** .125** .120**
COLLAB → LS .054 .054 .039
COLLAB → FWB −.094 −.093 −.105*
EMPO → PWB .157** .145**
EMPO → SWB .086 .055
EMPO → LS .057 .033
EMPO → FWB .089 .093
EMPO × SIMP → PWB .024
EMPO × SIMP → SWB −.049
EMPO × SIMP → LS −.017
EMPO × SIMP → FWB .022
EMPO × DEBT-FREE → PWB −.130
EMPO × DEBT-FREE → SWB −.058
EMPO × DEBT-FREE → LS −.139***
EMPO × DEBT-FREE → FWB −.083
EMPO × COLLAB → PWB −.034
EMPO × COLLAB → SWB −.056
EMPO × COLLAB → LS −.025
EMPO × COLLAB → FWB .029
𝜒2/df 1.87 (p = .000) 1.85 (p = .000) 1.79 (p = .000)
df 102 115 127
RMSEA .046 .045 .044
CFI .942 .940 .931
TLI .932 .930 .919
SRMR .042 .042 .048
AIC 32,949.02 35,321.47 35,328.67
BIC 33,358.42 35,782.48 35,837.81
BICb 33,034.70 35,417.57 35,434.82

Notes: Parameters are standardized. Significant effects of covariate gender: Model 1: gender → PWB:
.158***; Model 2: gender → PWB: .167***; Model 3: gender → PWB: .181***.
COLLAB = collaborative consumption; DEBT-FREE = debt-free living; EMPO = perceived con-
sumer empowerment; FWB = financial wellbeing; LS = life satisfaction; PWB = psychosocial well-
being; SIMP = voluntary simplification; SWB = subjective wellbeing.
aDifference to sample size of N = 450 resulting from list-wise deletion of missing data.
bSample-size-adjusted BIC.
*p< .1, **p< .05, ***p< .01.
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TABLE 5
Structural Model Results and (Latent) Moderating Effects (Sample 2)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

N = 590a N = 589 N = 589

SIMP → PWB .120* .056 .047

SIMP → SWB .102* .065 .054

SIMP → LS .092* .035 .026

SIMP → FWB .129*** .081 .074

DEBT-FREE → PWB .226*** .217*** .219***

DEBT-FREE → SWB .083* .079 .079

DEBT-FREE → LS .053 .046 .050

DEBT-FREE → FWB .063 .057 .060

COLLAB → PWB .060 .065 .059

COLLAB → SWB .035 .038 .037

COLLAB → LS .002 .007 .013

COLLAB → FWB −.041 −.038 −.040

EMPO → PWB .173*** .185***

EMPO → SWB .101* .102*

EMPO → LS .155** .180***

EMPO → FWB .138*** .153***

EMPO × SIMP → PWB .013

EMPO × SIMP → SWB .007

EMPO × SIMP → LS .102**

EMPO × SIMP → FWB .038

EMPO × DEBT-FREE → PWB −.158***

EMPO × DEBT-FREE → SWB −.109**

EMPO × DEBT-FREE → LS −.080**

EMPO × DEBT-FREE → FWB −.101**

EMPO × COLLAB → PWB .064

EMPO × COLLAB → SWB −.018

EMPO × COLLAB → LS −.004

EMPO × COLLAB → FWB .042

𝜒2/df 2.18 (p = .000) 2.10 (p = .000) 1.98 (p = .000)

df 110 123 135

RMSEA .045 .043 .041

CFI .938 .937 .934

TLI .928 .927 .922

SRMR .041 .043 .044

AIC 46,448.15 50,046.76 50,038.83

BIC 46,929.97 50,585.30 50,629.92

BICb 46,580.75 50,194.82 50,201.34

Notes: Parameters are standardized. Significant effects of covariates: Model 1: gender → PWB: .108**, age → PWB: −.110**,
income → PWB: .118**, income → SWB: .110**, gender → LS: .108***, income → LS: .180***, income → FWB: .408***;
Model 2: gender → PWB: .113***, age → PWB: −.126**, income → SWB: .099*, gender → LS: .112***, income → LS:
.164***, income → FWB: .398***; Model 3: gender → PWB: .105**, age → PWB: −.122**, income → PWB: .088*, income
→ SWB: .092*, gender → LS: .104***, income → LS: .170***, income → FWB: .393***.
COLLAB = collaborative consumption; DEBT-FREE = debt-free living; EMPO = perceived consumer empowerment; FWB
= financial wellbeing; LS = life satisfaction; PWB = psychosocial wellbeing; SIMP = voluntary simplification; SWB =
subjective wellbeing.
aDifference to sample size of N = 640 resulting from list-wise deletion of missing data.
bSample-size-adjusted BIC.
*p< .1, **p< .05, ***p< .01.
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in their wellbeing. For both samples apart from one exception in Sam-
ple 1 (COLLAB → FWB), with respect to our focal Model 3, there are
no significant negative relationships between simplicity, collaborative con-
sumption, and debt-free living with the four wellbeing subtypes. More-
over, even the effect of debt-free living on PWB is positive in both sam-
ples (ßSample 1 = .234, p< .01, ßSample 2 = .219, p< .01; see Tables 4 and 5).
These findings mostly confirm H1.

Hypothesis H2 posits that consumers’ perceived empowerment exerts a
positive impact on the four wellbeing subtypes. While H2 holds in only one
case in Sample 1 (EMPO → PBW), in Sample 2 all effects of consumer
empowerment on wellbeing are as expected—positive and significant.
Regarding the generalizability of the results, however, only the impact
of consumer empowerment on psychosocial wellbeing is interpreted here
(ßSample 1 = .145, p< .05, ßSample 2 = .185, p< .01; see Tables 4 and 5).
Accordingly, H2 must be rejected.

H3 assumes that consumer empowerment positively moderates the 12
anticonsumption–wellbeing relationships of our research model. Contrary
to this assumption, only the relationship between voluntary simplicity and
life satisfaction is positively moderated by perceived consumer empower-
ment, and only in Sample 2 (ßSample 2 = .102, p< .05) (see Table 5). More-
over, the moderation effect of perceived consumer empowerment is even
significantly negative for the influence of debt-free living on life satis-
faction in Sample 1 (ßSample 1 = −.139, p< .01), and further, significantly
negative for the four effects of debt-free living on consumer wellbeing
in Sample 2 (PWB: ßSample 2 = −.158, p< .01; SWB: ßSample 2 = −.109,
p< .05; LS: ßSample 2 = −.080, p< .05; FWB: ßSample 2 = −.101, p< .05;
see Tables 4 and 5). Remarkably, in both samples, the relationship between
debt-free living and life satisfaction is significantly and negatively moder-
ated by perceived consumer empowerment. In sum, H3 must therefore be
rejected.

DISCUSSION

Consumers’ wellbeing should be a core focus of public and consumer
affairs, but in an era of global warming, diminishing resources, and widen-
ing gaps between rich and poor, strategies to increase consumer welfare
must be enacted in both a responsible and sustainable manner. To address
this issue, we have carried out our analysis with a particular focus on
SRAC lifestyles (Seegebarth et al. 2016). In this vein, the main purpose of
the present study is to provide new insights into how sustainable anticon-
sumption subtypes (voluntary simplicity, collaborative consumption, and
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debt-free living) affect consumer wellbeing. The replication achieved by
using two independent samples for this research ensures that the general-
izability and external validity of the findings can be better justified. Only
findings confirmed in both samples were used for hypotheses testing and
the discussion of findings.

First, our study follows the general assumption of rational decision
making, whereby even if motivated by sustainability, people only refrain
from consumption if their personal wellbeing is not diminished. The results
of our study confirm the assumption that anticonsumption is not perceived
as a loss of wellbeing. Contrary to some prior research (Belk 2001),
which suggests foregoing materialism may be seen as a sacrifice, this
study provides evidence that people who restrain their consumption do
not perceive any personal sacrifice. It is possible that a loss of benefit due
to anticonsumption is compensated by other benefits such as self-esteem
and autonomy. As shown by one case in our study, anticonsumption even
improves people’s wellbeing, as striving to live without getting into debt
significantly increases consumers’ psychosocial wellbeing. The concept
psychosocial wellbeing does not refer to a short-term pleasure or happiness
but captures individuals’ meaningful and self-realized lifespan growth,
which is linked with self-actualization, autonomy, and mastery of their
lives. Thus, when individuals have their finances under control, their
long-term wellbeing is enhanced. In summary, our data provide empirical
support for the assumption that rejection of consumption is not perceived
as a sacrifice, but instead, in the case of debt-free living, may even lead to
an increase in wellbeing.

Second, with implications for consumer policy, the present study
explored whether consumer empowerment may be a good strategy to sup-
port sustainable consumer habits in a way that benefits consumers. In this
case, empowerment is proposed as having a positive effect on the wellbe-
ing of consumers (assumed in H2), and when it strengthens the influence of
anticonsumption on wellbeing (assumed in H3). As argued for H2, empow-
erment helps people cope with their consumption decisions, which should
then improve their wellbeing. This study showed, however, that empower-
ment only improves psychosocial wellbeing, but not the other three types
of wellbeing. In other words, it is only the life-span and personal-growth
oriented forms of psychosocial wellbeing that positively relate to empow-
erment, but not hedonistic wellbeing in the form of pleasure and happi-
ness. Additionally, neither global life satisfaction nor financial wellbeing
improved as a result of greater perceived empowerment.

Third, our argument in respect of H3 is that empowerment helps people
to better assess the consequences of renouncing consumption to better meet
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their sustainable needs, which should have a positive effect on consumer
wellbeing. Surprisingly however, the results draw a different picture. No
moderating effect of perceived empowerment, which enhances the influ-
ence of anticonsumption on wellbeing, could be proven in any of the 12
relationships across both samples in our study. On the contrary, the effect
of debt-free living on life satisfaction was attenuated in both samples with
increasing consumer empowerment. Furthermore, in Sample 2, empower-
ment negatively influences all relationships between debt-free living and
consumer wellbeing. Although empowerment may lead to a better under-
standing and cognitive control of financial transactions, and thus reduce
financial stress, the results suggest that only consumers who perceive them-
selves as less empowered will benefit from a concern with debt-free living.
Or put another way, when consumers simultaneously perceive themselves
as highly empowered and are also striving for debt-free living, their psy-
chosocial wellbeing decreases.

Future research is required to understand these counter-intuitive find-
ings, in particular with respect to empowerment’s negative moderation
effect on the influence of debt-free living on life satisfaction in both sam-
ples, as well as on all four wellbeing measures in Sample 2. Consumers
need high competence and access to useful information in order to man-
age financial tasks to achieve financial security (Netemeyer et al. 2018).
It could be that the benefits of empowerment (e.g., increased knowledge
and decision control) are a mixed blessing for consumers concerned with
debt-free living. Indeed, some prior research does argue that too much
empowerment may lead to information overload and difficulty coping with
decisions (Malhotra 1982; Wathieu et al. 2002). Perhaps, less cognitively
demanding behaviors or simple tips/advice that foster debt-free living may
do a better job of reducing financial stress than factors aiming to increase
empowerment (such as additional financial information or constant deliber-
ation over financial decisions). Overall, our study suggests that consumers
may need support from public policy when it comes to balancing levels of
empowerment, financial decision rules, and financial wellbeing.

CONTRIBUTION AND IMPLICATIONS FOR CONSUMER AFFAIRS

The present study provides three significant contributions relevant to
public policy and consumer affairs. First, the study shows that consumers
who renounced products for sustainable reasons in relation to three differ-
ent subtypes of anticonsumption (voluntary simplicity, collaborative con-
sumption, and debt-free living), did not suffer any loss of wellbeing. On the
contrary, in both samples, debt-free living even had a significant positive
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influence on consumers’ psychosocial wellbeing. These findings suggest
that, in general, consumers who practice sustainable anticonsumption do
not regard rejecting or reducing consumption as a personal sacrifice. There-
fore, scholars and practitioners in consumer affairs should be aware that
not buying a product is not necessarily accompanied by loss of benefit,
pleasure, or wellbeing. On the contrary, product renunciation may be asso-
ciated with benefits that can compensate for the loss of functional benefits
due to not purchasing a product. Thus, rather than utilizing narratives of
“personal sacrifice” to promote sustainable consumption, more emphasis
could be directed at the benefit gained from anticonsumption as a result
of increased feelings of self-esteem, self-determination, financial stability,
and autonomy. These positive feelings may work as incentives for people
to behave more sustainably.

Second, the study provides empirical evidence that consumer empower-
ment, i.e., the ability to control decisions, significantly enhances life-span
psychosocial wellbeing, however no clear positive effects of empowerment
are evident for the other three wellbeing types (SWB, LS, and FWB). Nev-
ertheless, as only a small body of past research has explicitly examined
the role of consumer empowerment in anticonsumption and wellbeing, our
study provides new insights. Significantly, this study considers individual’s
perceived empowerment, rather than their actual empowerment. Empower-
ment is thus shown to be a useful tool for policy practitioners to improve the
consumer’s ability to make purchasing decisions that meet their own needs
while at the same time fostering their psychosocial wellbeing. Enhancing
consumers’ perceived empowerment as well as their wellbeing are there-
fore important objectives for consumer affairs.

Third, contrary to hypothesis H3, consumer empowerment does not
enhance the impact of sustainable anticonsumption subtypes on various
wellbeing measures. In fact, empowerment is shown to negatively mod-
erate the effect of debt-free living and life satisfaction. In Sample 2, this
even applies to all four wellbeing types. Our findings suggest that con-
sumers who see themselves as less empowered benefit more from debt-free
living than highly empowered consumers. Thus, consumer empowerment
and debt-free living, which both contribute to improved psychosocial well-
being, may interfere with each other. Perhaps consciousness for debt-free
living can, to some extent, compensate for lack of empowerment with
respect to consumer wellbeing. The results emphasize the importance of
empowerment in helping consumers to make spending decisions based on
what they can afford, and, particularly in the absence of empowerment,
the need to live a debt-free life. But when both aspects interact, complex
financial decisions can create stress for empowered consumers, while less
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empowered consumers are made happy by simply striving to live debt-free.
In sum, individually, empowerment and consciousness for debt-free liv-
ing improve consumer wellbeing, particularly the psychosocial form of
wellbeing. However, in combination, concern for debt-free living and high
levels of perceived empowerment may introduce too much complexity
for the consumer, resulting in a significantly negative relationship with
wellbeing.

Regarding the objectives of strengthening consumer sovereignty,
improving individual wellbeing and promoting sustainability,
consumer-related policy should be careful to not to overload consumers
with too much empowerment, particularly those already concerned about
their financial stability. Policymakers can therefore support consumers by
providing tools to improve empowerment along with helpful guidelines
for living in a frugal and sustainable manner.

Overall, public and consumer policy activities that increase consumers’
sovereignty and market power by means of enhancing their empowerment
as well as supporting anticonsumption practices contribute to a sustain-
able world. What is most promising is the confirmation that, in general,
anticonsumers do not feel that they are giving up something important or
are less satisfied with their life than mainstream consumers. Thus, anticon-
sumption consciousness and consumer empowerment are appropriate and
sustainable pathways to consumer wellbeing.

LIMITATIONS, FUTURE RESEARCH, AND CONCLUSION

Overall, this study validates and extends previous work in the area
of sustainable anticonsumption, consumer empowerment, and wellbeing.
Further, it provides new insights into the anticonsumption–wellbeing rela-
tionship with respect to three contributions: (a) sustainability rooted anti-
consumption does not diminish people’s wellbeing, and consumer empow-
erment plays an ambivalent role in supporting sustainable pathways to
consumer wellbeing, because (b) on the one hand, empowerment enhances
consumers’ psychosocial wellbeing, but (c) on the other hand, empow-
erment also attenuates the impact of debt-free living on consumers’ life
satisfaction.

However, there are some limitations to consider. This study con-
siders the consumers’ consciousness for three different anticonsump-
tion manifestations—voluntary simplicity, collaborative consumption, and
debt-free living, but no actual anticonsumption behavior. Future research
should therefore include actual anticonsumption behavior. Furthermore,
although perceived empowerment, as used in this study, is a good indicator
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of actual or objective empowerment, actual empowerment (perhaps via
experimental manipulation) should also be included in future research.
Additionally, the 2-item scale for perceived consumer empowerment
should be further developed in future research. This study considers
the anticonsumption–wellbeing relationship in the context of sustainable
consumption patterns. However, other motives for anticonsumption that
also play a role (e.g., political, ethnocentrism, religious motives) are not
addressed here. Although we use two independent samples for our analy-
sis to enhance the external validity and generalizability of the findings, the
representativeness of these results for other populations is limited. Future
studies on this topic should use large-scale representative samples for spe-
cific populations (e.g., countries).

Future research should also consider theories of consump-
tion/anticonsumption values and prosocial behavior to explain the
anticonsumption–wellbeing relationship. Furthermore, moderators other
than consumer empowerment should be considered, such as trust or need
for cognition. The presumed exchange process regarding “benefits of
purchase” vs. “benefits of nonpurchase” must be pursued further with con-
sideration of consumer values theory and prosocial theory. In particular,
further research is needed to clarify the status of collaborative consump-
tion in relation to sustainability and consumer wellbeing. Furthermore,
our study excludes mortgages for the anticonsumption subitem “debt-free
living” because this is a special category of “necessary” loans that should
be considered separately. Additionally, future research should look more
closely at other subtypes of anticonsumption, such as consumer resistance
and propensity to boycott, and how they might relate to empowerment and
wellbeing. Although we have considered four different concepts of well-
being in our study (hedonic, eudaimonic, and financial wellbeing, as well
as life satisfaction), further wellbeing measures, such as societal wellbeing
(i.e., societal potential for personal growth; Vazquez and Hervas 2013),
should be included in future studies. Other researchers (e.g., Netemeyer
et al. 2018; Ng and Diener 2014) already provide evidence that financial
wellbeing is an antecedent of overall wellbeing. Thus, future research
should emphasize the specific (mediating) role of financial wellbeing in
the anticonsumption wellbeing context.

The main contribution of this study is the provision of new empirical
insights regarding the path from sustainable anticonsumption to wellbe-
ing. This knowledge is needed if policymakers and environmental agen-
cies wish to promote sustainable anticonsumption practices. Furthermore,
this study utilizes a comprehensive approach by including three anticon-
sumption constructs (voluntary simplicity, collaborative consumption, and
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debt-free living), whereas other studies often focus on only one type of anti-
consumption (e.g., voluntary simplicity). Additionally, this study considers
four different wellbeing states. As a result, the findings of our study provide
a more comprehensive understanding of the relationship between wellbe-
ing and anticonsumption. Finally, this study analyses the role of perceived
consumer empowerment as a key variable linking sustainable consumption
to wellbeing.

REFERENCES

Ahmad, Nora and Ositadimma Oranye. 2010. Empowerment, Job Satisfaction and Organizational
Commitment: A Comparative Analysis of Nurses Working in Malaysia and England. Journal of
Nursing Management, 18 (5): 582–591.

Ahuvia, Aaron C. 2018. Consumption, Income and Happiness. In The Cambridge Handbook of
Psychology and Economic Behaviour, edited by Alan Lewis (307–339). Cambridge: Cambridge
University Press.

Alexander, Samuel and Simon Ussher. 2012. The Voluntary Simplicity Movement: A Multi-National
Survey Analysis in Theoretical Context. Journal of Consumer Culture, 12(1): 66–86.

Arbuthnott, Katherine D. 2012. Sustainable Consumption: Attitudes, Actions, and Well-Being. Anal-
yses of Social Issues and Public Policy, 12 (1): 204–208.

Balderjahn, Ingo, Anja Buerke, Manfred Kirchgeorg, Mathias Peyer, Barbara Seegebarth, and
Klaus-Peter Wiedmann. 2013. Consciousness for Sustainable Consumption: Scale Development
and New Insights in the Economic Dimension of Consumers’ Sustainability. AMS Review, 3 (4):
181–192.

Bardhi, Fleura and Giana M. Eckhardt. 2012. Access-Based Consumption: The Case of Car Sharing.
Journal of Consumer Research, 39 (4): 881–898.

Belk, Russell. 2001. Materialism and You. Journal of Research for Consumers, 1: 1–14.
Belk, Russell. 2010. Sharing. Journal of Consumer Research, 36 (5): 715–734.
Belk, Russell. 2014. You Are What You Can Access: Sharing and Collaborative Consumption Online.

Journal of Business Research, 67 (8): 1595–1600.
Benito, Andrew, Jamie Thompson, Matt Waldron, and Rob Wood. 2006. House Prices and Consumer

Spending. Bank of England Quarterly Bulletin, 46 (Summer): 142–154.
Benkler, Yochai. 2004. Sharing Nicely: On Shareable Goods and the Emergence of Sharing as a

Modality of Economic Production. The Yale Law Journal, 114 (2): 273–358.
Boujbel, Lilia and Alain d’Astous. 2012. Voluntary Simplicity and Life Satisfaction: Exploring the

Mediating Role of Consumption Desires. Journal of Consumer Behaviour, 11 (6): 487–494.
Brennan, Carol and Martin Coppack. 2008. Consumer Empowerment: Global Context, UK Strategies

and Vulnerable Consumers. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 32 (4): 306–313.
Brennan, Carol and Katrina Ritters. 2003. Consumer Education in the UK: New Developments in

Policy, Strategy, and Implementation. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 28 (March):
97–107.

Broniarczyk, Susan M. and Jill G. Griffin. 2014. Decision Difficulty in the Age of Consumer
Empowerment. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 24 (4): 608–625.

Brown, Halina S. and Philip J. Vergragt. 2016. From Consumerism to Well-Being: Toward a Cultural
Transition? Journal of Cleaner Production, 132 (20): 308–317.

Burger, Jerry M. 1987. Increased Performance with Increased Personal Control: A Self-Presentation
Interpretation. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 23 (4): 350–360.

Burke, Moira, Cameron Marlow, and Thomas Lento. 2010. Social Network Activity and Social
Well-Being: Proceedings of the SIGCHI Conference on Human Factors in Computing Systems,
CHI’10 Conference. New York: ACM, pp. 1909–1912.



30 THE JOURNAL OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS

Cacioppo, John T., Louise C. Hawkley, Ariel Kalil, Marie E. Hughes, Linda Waite, and Ronald
A. Thisted. 2008. Happiness and the Invisible Threads of Social Connection. In The Science of
Subjective Well-Being, edited by Michael Eid and Randy J. Larsen (195–219). New York: Guilford
Press.

Chancellor, Joseph and Sonja Lyubomirsky. 2011. Happiness and Thrift: When (Spending) Less Is
(Hedonically) More. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 21 (2): 131–138.

Chatzidakis, Andreas and Michael S.W. Lee. 2013. Anti-Consumption as the Study of Reasons Against.
Journal of Macromarketing, 33 (3): 190–203.

Cherrier, Helene. 2009. Anti-Consumption Discourses and Consumer-Resistant Identities. Journal of
Business Research, 62 (2): 181–190.

Corrigan, Patrick W., Dale Faber, Fadwa Rashid, and Matthew Leary. 1999. The Construct Validity
of Empowerment Among Consumers of Mental Health Services. Schizophrenia Research, 38 (1):
77–84.

Costanza, Robert, Brendan Fisher, Saleem Ali, Caroline Beer, Lynne Bond, Roelof Boumans, Nicholas
L. Danigelis, Jennifer Dickinson, Carolyn Elliott, Joshua Farley, Diane Elliott Gayer, Linda
MacDonald Glenn, Thomas Hudspeth, Dennis Mahoney, Laurence McCahill, Barbara McIntosh,
Reed Brian, S. Abu Turab Rizvi, Donna M. Rizzo, Thomas Simpatico, and Robert Snapp.
2007. Quality of Life: An Approach Integrating Opportunities, Human Needs, and Subjective
Well-Being. Ecological Economics, 61 (2): 267–276.

Devezer, Berna, David E. Sprott, Eric R. Spangenberg, and Sandor Czellar. 2014. Consumer
Well-Being: Effects of Subgoal Failures and Goal Importance. Journal of Marketing, 78 (2):
118–134.

Diener, Ed and Robert Biswas-Diener. 2002. Will Money Increase Subjective Well-Being? Social
Indicators Research, 57 (2): 119–169.

Diener, Ed, Eunkook M. Suh, Richard E. Lucas, and Heidi L. Smith. 1999. Subjective Well-Being:
Three Decades of Progress. Psychological Bulletin, 125 (2): 276–302.

Diener, Ed, Derrick Wirtz, William Tov, Chu Kim-Prieto, Dog-Won Choi, Shigehiro Oishi, and Robert
Biswas-Diener. 2010. New Well-Being Measures: Short Scales to Assess Flourishing and Positive
and Negative Feelings. Social Indicators Research, 97 (2): 143–156.

Dittmar, Helga, Rod Bond, Megan Hurst, and Tim Kasser. 2014. The Relationship Between Materi-
alism and Personal Well-Being: A Meta-Analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
107 (5): 879–924.

Dobscha, Susan and Julie L. Ozanne. 2001. An Ecofeminist Analysis of Environmentally Sensitive
Women Using Qualitative Methodology: The Emancipatory Potential of an Ecological Life.
Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 20 (2): 201–214.

Easley, Richard W., Charles S. Madden, and Mark G. Dunn. 2000. Conducting Marketing Science:
The Role of Replication in the Research Process. Journal of Business Research, 48 (1): 83–92.

Eisenberg, Nancy and Paul H. Mussen. 1989. The Roots of Pro-Social Behavior in Children. Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press.

Erdogan, Berrin and Talya N. Bauer. 2009. Perceived Overqualification and Its Outcomes: The
Moderating Role of Empowerment. Journal of Applied Psychology, 94 (2): 557–565.

Etzioni, Amitai. 1998. Voluntary Simplicity: Characterization, Select Psychological Implications, and
Societal Consequences. Journal of Economic Psychology, 19 (5): 619–643.

Evans, Gary W. and Sybil Carrére. 1991. Traffic Congestion, Perceived Control, and Psychophysio-
logical Stress Among Urban Bus Drivers. Journal of Applied Psychology, 76 (5): 658–663.

Fornell, Claes and David F. Larcker. 1981. Evaluating Structural Equation Models with Unobservable
Variables and Measurement Error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(February): 39–50.

Frey, Bruno S. and Alois Stutzer. 2005. Happiness Research: State and Prospects. Review of Social
Economy, 62 (2): 207–228.

Füller, Johann, Hans Mühlbacher, Kurt Matzler, and Gregor Jawecki. 2014. Consumer Empowerment
Through Internet-Based Co-creation. Journal of Management Information Systems, 26 (3): 71–102.



2019 31

Garðarsdóttir, Ragna.B. and Helga Dittmar. 2012. The Relationship of Materialism to Debt and Finan-
cial Well-Being: The Case of Iceland’s Perceived Prosperity. Journal of Economic Psychology, 33
(3): 471–481.

Hui, Michael K. and John E.G. Bateson. 1991. Perceived Control and the Effects of Crowding and
Consumer Choice on the Service Experience. Journal of Consumer Research, 18 (2): 174–184.

Hunter, Gary L. and Ina Garnefeld. 2008. When Does Consumer Empowerment Lead to Satisfied
Customers? Some Mediating and Moderating Effects of the Empowerment-Satisfaction Link.
Journal of Research for Consumers, 15: 1–14.

Hüttel, Alexandra, Florence Ziesemer, Mathias Peyer, and Ingo Balderjahn. 2018. To Purchase or
Not? Why Consumers Make Economically (Non-)Sustainable Consumption Choices. Journal of
Cleaner Production, 174: 827–836.

Iyer, Rajesh and James A. Muncy. 2016. Attitude Toward Consumption and Subjective Well-Being.
Journal of Consumer Affairs, 50 (1): 48–67.

Jöreskog, K.G. 2000. Latent Variable Scores and Their Uses. Lincolnwood, IL: Scientific Software
International, Inc.

Kasser, Tim and Richard M. Ryan. 1993. A Dark Side of the American Dream: Correlates of Financial
Success. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 65 (2): 410–422.

Klein, Andreas and Helfried Moosbrugger. 2000. Maximum Likelihood Estimation of Latent Interac-
tion Effects with the LMS Method. Psychometrika, 65 (4): 457–474.

Kozinets, Robert. 2002. Can Consumers Escape the Market? Emancipatory Illuminations from Burning
Man. Journal of Consumer Research, 29 (1): 20–38.

Krishnamurthy, Sandeep and S. Umit Kucuk. 2008. Anti-Branding on the Internet. Journal of Business
Research, 62 (11): 1919–1926.

Lee, Michael S.W. and Christie Seo Youn Ahn. 2016. Anti-Consumption, Materialism, and Consumer
Well-Being. Journal of Consumer Affairs, 50 (1): 18–47.

Lee, Dong-Jin and M. Joseph Sirgy. 2004. Quality-of-Life (QOL) Marketing: Proposed Antecedents
and Consequences. Journal of Macromarketing, 24 (1): 44–58.

Lee, Michael S.W., Dominique Roux, Hélène Cherrier, and Bernard Cova. 2011. Anti-Consumption
and Consumer Resistance: Concepts, Concerns, Conflicts, and Convergence. European Journal of
Marketing, 45 (11/12): 1680–1687.

Lyubomirsky, Sonja and Heidi S. Lepper. 1999. A Measure of Subjective Happiness: Preliminary
Reliability and Construct Validation. Social Indicators Research, 46 (2): 137–155.

MacDonald, Maurice and Robin A. Douthitt. 1992. Consumption Theories and Consumers’ Assess-
ment of Subjective Well-Being. Journal of Consumer Affairs, 26 (2): 243–261.

Malhotra, Naresh K. 1982. Information Load and Consumer Decision Making. Journal of Consumer
Research, 8 (4): 419–430.

Maslowsky, Julie, Justin Jager, and Douglas Hemken. 2015. Estimating and Interpreting Latent
Variable Interactions: A Tutorial for Applying the Latent Moderated Structural Equations Method.
International Journal of Behavioral Development, 39 (1): 87–96.

McDonald, Seonaidh, Caroline J. Oates, C. William Young, and Kumju Hwang. 2006. Toward
Sustainable Consumption: Researching Voluntary Simplifiers. Psychology & Marketing, 23 (6):
515–534.

McGregor, Sue. 2005. Sustainable Consumer Empowerment Through Critical Consumer Education:
A Typology of Consumer Education Approaches. International Journal of Consumer Studies, 29
(5): 437–447.

Moosbrugger, Helfried, Karin Schermelleh-Engel, Augustin Kelava, and Andreas G. Klein. 2009.
Testing Multiple Nonlinear Effects in Structural Equation Modeling: A Comparison of Alternative
Estimation Approaches. In Structural Equation Modelling in Educational Research: Concepts and
Applications, edited by T. Teo and M.S. Khine (103–136). Rotterdam, NL: Sense Publishers.

Muthén, Linda K. and Bengt O. Muthén. 2017. Mplus User’s Guide. 8th edition. Los Angeles, CA:
Muthén & Muthén.



32 THE JOURNAL OF CONSUMER AFFAIRS

Netemeyer, Richard G., Dee Warmath, Daniel Fernandes, and John Lynch Jr. 2018. How Am I Doing?
Perceived Financial Well-Being, Its Potential Antecedents, and Its Relation to Overall Well-Being.
Journal of Consumer Research, 45 (1): 68–89.

Ng, Weiting and Ed Diener. 2014. What Matters to the Rich and the Poor? Subjective Well-Being,
Financial Satisfaction, and Postmaterialist Needs Across the World. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology, 107 (2): 326–338.

Nunnally, Jum C., Ira H. Bernstein, and J.M.T. Berge. 1967. Psychometric Theory, vol. 226. New York:
McGraw-Hill.

Oloko, Shamsey and Ingo Balderjahn. 2011. On the Moral Value of Cause Related Marketing.
Marketing ZFP, 33 (2): 159–170.

Ozanne, Lucie K. and Julie L. Ozanne. 2011. A Child’s Right to Play: The Social Construction of Civic
Virtues in Toy Libraries. Journal of Public Policy & Marketing, 30 (2): 263–276.

Pancer, Ethan and Jay Handelman. 2012. The Evolution of Consumer Well-Being. Journal of Historical
Research in Marketing, 4 (1): 177–189.

Peattie, Ken. 2001. Golden Goose or Wild Goose? The Hunt for the Green Consumer. Business Strategy
and the Environment, 10 (4): 187–199.

Peterson, Robert A. and Dwight R. Merunka. 2014. Convenience Samples of College Students and
Research Reproducibility. Journal of Business Research, 67 (5): 1035–1041.

Prawitz, Aimee D., Thomas Garman, Benoit Sorhaindo, Barbara O’Neill, Jinhee Kim, and Patricia
Drentea. 2006. In Charge Financial Distress/Financial Well-Being Scale: Development, Adminis-
tration, and Score Interpretation. Journal of Financial Counseling and Planning, 17 (1): 34–50.

Rodas, Maria A., Rohini Ahluwalia, and Nicholas J. Olson. 2018. A Path to More Enduring Happiness:
Take a Detour from Specific Emotional Goals. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 28 (4): 673–681.

Ryan, Richard M. and Edward L. Deci. 2001. On Happiness and Human Potentials: A Review of
Research on Hedonic and Eudaimonic Well-Being. Annual Review of Psychology, 52 (1): 141–166.

Ryff, Carol D. 1989. Happiness is Everything, or Is it? Explorations on the Meaning of Psychological
Well-Being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 57 (6): 1069–1081.

Ryff, Carol D. and Corey Lee M. Keyes. 1995. The Structure of Psychological Well-Being Revisited.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 69 (4): 719–727.

Schalock, R.L. 2004. The Concept of Quality of Life: What We Know and Do Not Know. Journal of
Intellectual Disability Research, 48 (3): 203–216.

Schwartz, Shalom H. 1973. Normative Explanations of Helping Behavior: A Critique, Proposal, and
Empirical Test. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 9 (4): 349–364.

Seegebarth, Barbara, Mathias Peyer, Ingo Balderjahn, and Klaus-Peter Wiedmann. 2016. The Sus-
tainability Roots of Anticonsumption Lifestyles and Initial Insights Regarding Their Effects on
Consumers’ Well-Being. Journal of Consumer Affairs, 50 (1): 68–99.

Shankar, Avi, Hélène Cherrier, and Robin Canniford. 2006. Consumer Empowerment: A Foucauldian
Interpretation. European Journal of Marketing, 40 (9/10): 1013–1030.

Sheth, Jadish N., Bruce I. Newman, and Barbara L. Gross. 1991. Why We Buy What We Buy: A Theory
of Consumption Values. Journal of Business Research, 22 (2): 159–170.

Sheth, Jagdish N., Nirmal K. Sethia, and Shanthi Srinivas. 2011. Mindful Consumption: A
Customer-Centric Approach to Sustainability. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 39
(1): 21–39.

Sirgy, M. Joseph, Dong-Jin Lee, and Don Rahtz. 2007. Research on Consumer Well-Being (CWB):
Overview of the Field and Introduction to the Special Issue. Journal of Macromarketing, 27 (4):
341–349.

Vazquez, Carmelo and Gonzalo Hervas. 2013. Addressing Current Challenges in Cross-Cultural
Measurement of Well-Being: The Pemberton Happiness Index. In Well-Being and Cultures:
Perspectives from Positive Psychology, Cross-Cultural Advancements in Positive Psychology,
edited by H.H. Knoop and A. Delle Fave, vol. 3 (31–49). Dordrecht: Springer Science/Business
Media.



2019 33

Walsh, Gianfranco and Vincent-Wayne Mitchell. 2010. The Effect of Consumer Confusion Proneness
on Word of Mouth, Trust, and Customer Satisfaction. European Journal of Marketing, 44 (6):
838–859.

Wathieu, Luc, Lyle Brenner, Ziv Carmon, Amitava Chattopadhyay, Aimee Drolet, John T. Gourville,
Nathan Novemsky, Rebecca K. Ratner, Klaus Wertenbroch, and Wu. George. 2002. Consumer
Control and Empowerment: A Primer. Marketing Letters, 13 (3): 297–305.

Yang Jonsson, F. 1998. Modeling Interaction and Nonlinear Effects: A Step-by-Step LISREL Example.
In Interaction and Nonlinear Effects in Structural Equation Modelling, edited by R.E. Schumacker
and G.A. Marcoulides (17–42). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc.

Zavestoski, Stephen. 2002. The Social-Psychological Bases of Anti-Consumption Attitudes. Psychol-
ogy & Marketing, 19 (2): 149–165.


