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STIGMATIZED-IDENTITY CUES

University of Wisconsin Milwaukee

Abstract

In their review of the literature on stigmatizientity cues, Chaney, Sanchez, and
Maimon (2019«=this issue) summarize evidence that stigmatidedtity threat and safety cues
drive consumer behavior through theiteets on consumers’ inferences about the company’s
ideology and their consequential impact on feelings of belonging. The authors also identify
various factors that moderate the relationship between these identityndussngaumers’
belonging perceptions. In our commentary, we identify future research opportunit{é¥ by:
encouragingrefforts to broaden the proposed framework to account for stigmatizetbglenti
defined in'terms of consumption activities, (2) highlighting concepts and relapsribat may
require reexamination or deeper understanding, and (3) proposing additional consumer
behaviorssthat punish or reward companies that use stigmadezetity threat and safety cues,
respectively.

Stigmatized-I dentity Cues: Threats as Opportunitiesfor Consumer Psychology
I ntroduction

Motivated by the need for companies to respond appropriately to U.S. demographic
trends, Chaney, Sanchez, and Maimon’s article (2ah&-ssue)pffers a convincing answer to
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the “so what” question amglifficient justification for its focus on such stigmatized social
identities as women, ethnic/racial minorities, and LGBT+ consumers. Regarding its answer to
the “so what” question, the article describes how companies such a€6lacand Subaru have
been lauded for efforts to craft advertising messages that appeal to diverseagénogr
segments, whereas companies such as H&M and American Airlines have been criticized for
widely publicized diversity missteps; hence, the importance of understandingigpmatsted
identity"cues affect consumers’ responses to companies that utilize them.

To fagcilitate this understanding, Chaney, Sanchez, and Maimon (28iQissue)
distinguish between two types of stigmatizddntity cues: threat and safety. They artha
these cues:drive consumer behaviors through their effects on consumers’ beliefs about a
company’stideology and their consequential impadetirbelonging. Their article provides
substantial evidence suggesting that the effects of stigmatieatty cues on belonging are
moderated by membership in a stigmatized identity group, vigilance, and stigmaitgol&&se
Figure 1 for a graphical depiction of the conceptual model implied by Chaney ertatl.

By theorizing the effects of stigmatizédkntity cues on consumer behavior, the target
article contributes a small, but important piece to a large and complicated puzzle. Therefore, we
attempt torextend the authors’ ideas by using concepts and relationships frdrartie@wvork to
identify opportunities for future consumer psychological research. See Figure 1.

Defining Stigmatized | dentity Cues

Chaney and colleagues (201¢his issue) define stigmatizedentity cues as “aspects of
the environment or social setting that communicate the value of one’s stigmatized social
identities, such.as gender, race, religion and sexual orientation (e.g., Steeler,Spémonson,
2002; Major.& O’Brien, 2005), via the assumptions made by perceivers regarding who
normativelysoccupies those spaces (e.g., only men) and the value placed on certain demographics
in those settings’(p. 3) Thear focus oncuespertainingto members of specifidemographic
categories is justified by thedonsideratiorof the need for companiés respond effectively to
demographic trend$iowever previousresearch{e.g., Mirabito et al., 2016)as identifiedhe
need to considestigmatized identigsthatextend beyond demographic categories to other
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consumer characteristichathave beemevalued in the marketplacgecificallythose defined
in terms ofconsumes’ needsgdesiresor behaviors (e.g., vegans, smokers‘credit risks)). For
instanceplus-sizeconsumers havielt excluded bythe scarcity of fashionable clothing in their
sizes (Scaraboto & Fischer, 2012). This groegently was stigmatizday Revolve a clothing
company that,advergesla sweatshirbearingthe slogan BEING FAT IS NOTBEAUTIFUL
IT'S AN EXCUSE” (Deabler 2018) Not only did thesweatshiralienateplussizeconsumers, it
also affected"howonsumers in generpérceivecthe company (Deabler, 201®lussize
consumers are‘just one example of a consumer identity that is stigmatized bykitte ioogr
falls outside of the scope of the definition proposetihe target articleThus, broadening the
definition of stigmatizeddentity cues can helfo expand howesearchers think about
stigmatized‘consumers.

In summary, onsumers can be stigmatizealsed on manfactors includingheir
demographicpreferences, needs, or warigture researcts needed te@xaminethe extent to
which the ‘authorsframeworkapplies to consumers who are stigmatized along dimensions other
than demographic ose
Stigmatized I'dentity Cues

Stigmatized-1dentity Threat Cues. The target article identifies broad range of cues that
can threaten the identities of stigmatizothers (e.g., representation, ambient cues, or
discrimination claims)Presumably,achtype of cueoperates by conveying information about
the value of one or morgigmatized social identitieBlowever,according to Branscombe,
Ellemers, Spears, and Doosie (1998)eats to valueepresenbnly a subset of thgocial
identity threats'thgbeople experience. Thus, a moemmprehensive treatmeot social identity
threatshas the potential tenrich Chanet al.’s conceptual framewark

Branscombet al.(1999) propose a taxonomy that includes categorization,
distinctivenessandacceptancen additionto value, as distinatlasses of social identity threats
Categorizationthreatsccur when a person’s social identity is incorrectly defined or addressed,
distinctiveness threatsccur when one’s social group is not seen as having a clear identity, and
acceptancetthreatecur when one’s personal role or contribution to a group is questioned
(Branscombeteal., 1999). Tiese threats may have different consequences for corssamnmer
marketes. For instanceg categorization thre& evident in the hypothetical caska
transgendeconsumer whadentifies as a malbut, while shopping in a retail stoie escortedo
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a women'ditting room (see RandChristman, Morrin, & Ringler, 2017 fasimilar discussion).

One canimagine this experience producing negative consequences for both the consumer and the
retailer. Yet, different consequences may occur as a result of an acceptance threat (Branscombe
et al., 1999). For instancan acceptancireatoccurredvhenPorsche sports car owneeacted
negatively to.the introduction of the Porsche Cayenne SUV. According to Fournier ayd Aver
(2011, p. 197),the sportar ownersfelt threatened by SUMIriving soccer moms, despite
Porsche’s"hope'that its most loyal customers would welcome new drivers ifdtdtHa

protest, onlinefans banded together to exclude Cayenne SUV owners from joining their
discussions orlaiming heritage connections to ‘their brandécausadifferenttypes ofsocial

identity threatssmay impact consumer groups differently, future research shaskke the
distinctions:

To some extent, each class of threat proposed by Branscombgl898), especially
categorization and distinctiveness threats, may have implications for the perceived value of a
particular social identity (i.e., they do not value us enough to identify us correejbpciate
our uniqueness). Nonetheless, a more nuanced understanding of the context and conteint of socia
identity threats‘magnablecompanies to reduce the likelihood or impact of sending threatening
cues.

In.summary, previous research has identiflersetypes of social identity threats that
are expected tproducedistincttypes of responségom different types of people, based on the
extent to which they identify with the social identity of interest (Branscombe &088P). Future
research isrneeded to examine the extent to which difésent types of identity threalsad to
uniquereactiors, not only fronvictims of the social identity threats, but alé@mm other
concerned consumers

Sigmatized-Identity Safety Cues. These days, any consumer visiting a major metropolitan
area durig,pride month may see rainbow flags or colorstorewindow displaygi.e., LGBT+
safety cus)..Aside from storefrontsomecompanies (e.g., Nike, Ben & Jerry’s,Taffany’s &

Co.) adorn.their packages with rainbowsfeature samsex couples in their adsways to

express suppert for those who identify as LGBT+ (Wallace, 2@&&5)vith identity threat cues,
safety cuegxist in variouforms (e.g., representation, ambient cues, or diversity awards). Thus,
as was done with identity threats (e.g., Branscombe et al., 1999), the developanentomiomy

of safety triggersnayaid the advancement of theory and practices. possible that consumers
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respond differently to various types of safety cues (e.g., subtle vs. blatant cues). Thais, futur
research may benefit from a deeper understanding of marketplace safety cues.

The target articléChaney et al., 2019this issue) alsalentifieswaysby which
companies can signal their intergroup attitudes and ideologies to attract consumdys, most
through theiruse aftigmatizedidentity safety cueée.g., through corporate social engagement
or CEO activism)However, in order for companies to enhatineeeffectiveness of these signals
it is necessaryto understand ways by whitdse signalsan backfire and factors that contribute
to such unintended missteps. Anecdatad scientificevidencesuggests thatfforts to provide
stigmatizedidentity saeéty cues can backfirgtherby posing a threat to the targeted group or by
threateningelevant others.

Efforts t0 provide stigmatizemientity safety cues can backfmedactuallythreaten
members othe stigmatized groughat the cues weratended tovelcome For instance, in 1998,
Toyota missed the mark when they attempted to connect with African American wathen
Toyota Corolla agblacedin Jet magazinea publication targetingfrican-American readers
Althoughtheinitial effort may have been intended poovide AfricarAmerican readeraith an
identity safetyscue througimediavehicle selection, the effort backfirethe ad which
highlighted.the Corolla’s legendary reliabilityeatured a picture of the Corolla and copy that
read ‘Unlike“your last boyfriend, it goes to work in the morning. The 99 Corolla. 31 years of
being dependable, reliable and more durable than most relationships. ImagirimgA las
commitment without ever arguing over the remote control. Too bad Toyotatdoeke
boyfriends#*Holmes 20®). Instead of connecting withfrican-American readeras intended
Toyota offended them. The advertising caeyt a threatening signal in the form of a negative
stereotypéhatundermined the companyegfort towelcomeAfrican-American female
consumersAnother example of a safety cue backfiring can be seen when BIC introalsetof
pens for ‘her,which offendedhose whahe pens werentended to welcome. The product
offering left. many consumers perplexasthey dd notsee theneedfor pens thatliffered from
those usethymen (Felix, 2012)ln this case, an Htonceived product that trivialized gender
differences'underminea marketing effort that wamnvisioned as welcomingather than
threateing female consmers

Efforts to provide stigmatizedtlentity safety cues can albackfire by provoking
negative reactionsom relevant others who may not be the intended recipients of the safety cue.
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As a case in point, consider Porsche loyaliségjative reactions to the introduction of the
Porsche Cayenne SUV (an acceptance thoe@ayenne owneysnd thecompany’s subsequent
effort to provide a safety cue to Cayenne owners. In respotsgatists efforts to distance
themselves fronthe nontraditioral subbrand, the company ran “a family-of-brands advertising
campaign claiming that all Porsche dutands were legitimate and equally respected. The
campaign backfired and fed the flames of-@dyenne sentiment in online forums” (Fournier &
Avery, 2011p."197). In short, the company’s message of brand incfasiosiracized Cayenne
ownersbecame a messagelofind dilution taa disgruntled andocal segment of Porsche
loyalists.Additional evidence of a backfire effect can be seedm’s (2014)emprical
examinatiomf:eonsumer resmses to ‘gayhemedadvertising. The study provides systematic
evidence that,in some cases, safety thasare intendetb attractone group otonsumers can
backfire by having negative impact canother.

In summary, stigmatizedientity cues can take a variety of forms (e.g., representation,
ambient cues, or diversity awards). Thus, a taxonomy of safety triggers could beaikefpl t
researcherexplore the possibility that different types of safety anagprompt unique
responses;either in nature or magnitude. In addition, anecdotal and scientific esitgyess
that efforts.to provide stigmatizedentity safety cues can backfire either by posing a threat to
the targeted group or by threateningweint others. Further research is needed to gain a better
understanding of conditions under which stigmatiksahtity safety cues backfire, especially if
companies attempt to use such cues to signal their intergroup attitudes andedgd@inaney,
etal. (2019=this issuepuggest.

M ediating Mechanisms

Ideological Inferences. Broadly speaking, Chaney and colleagargie that stigmatized
identity threat and safety cues prompt ideological inferen€exclusion and inclusion,
respectively.Lheyalsopropose that thesdeological inferences interact with social identities
and other characteristics (e.g., vigilareal stigma solidarity) to influence feelings of belonging.
Thus, the ideologiethatdifferent groups o€onsumersnfer from theirexposure tepecific
stigmatizedidentity cuesare expected to be similar across grol§esearch b haney and
SancheZ2018; Study 1) supports this expectation. The aray stigmatized vs. nostigmatized
consumers arexpected to differ is bgheir reactiors to thé ideological inferenceand their

This article is protected by copyright. All rights reserved



STIGMATIZED-IDENTITY CUES

subsequent behavioral responsé@wever, it ispossible that different groups of consumers draw
unigueinferences from the same cue.

Plaut, Garnett, Buffardi, and Sanchez-Burks (20ib@) that, contrary to views of
multiculturalism as an inclusive ideology and unlike the viewsofal minorities\White
Americans_perceive organizations that promote multiculturalism as less inclusive and less
attractive than.those that promote colorblind idg@s. Thesefindings not only underscore the
need for efforts'to identify factors that moderate the relationship between stigridéingty
cues and ideological inferences, but they also provide evidence that one group'susatety
be another’s threat cuButure researciay helpilluminateinstances in whicktigmatized
identity safetyseues backfire yrovoking negative reactions from relevant others who were not
the intended targets of the cue.

The notion thatifferentgroups of consumersmndraw distinct ideological inferences
from the same signainderlies‘dog whistlepolitics,” whereby communicators use multivocal
appeals strategically to send hidden messages to select constituents|igiters igroups
(Albertsony20145)In a marketing context, Green’s (2014) interpretation of Chiek-chicken
sandwiches as*“symbols of a conservative ideological position” suggests that the CEO’s
opposition:to sameex marriage may have begthreat cue to LGBT+ consumers anttag
whistle” to«Christian conservativesChickfil -A also includes Bible quotes on Styrofoam cups
and prohibits stores from opening on Sundays (Green, 2014), both of which can be viewed as
identity safety cues for Christian conservatives.

In summary, although the effectsstigmatizedidentity cues on consumers’ ideological
inferences are‘assumed to be consistent across social identities, scientific and anecdotal evidence
suggests conditions that may violate this assumption. Thus, future research isioéeigdy
bounday conditions and explore themarketingimplications.

Affective Responsiveness. Chaney et al.’article (2019 —this issueprimarily emphasizes
feelings of belongings affective responses to stigmatizéentity cues. However, the social
rejection litgature identities four human nedtistare impactedby being rejected or ignored by
others: selesteem, control, meaningful self, and belonging (Williams, 2001; Zandro, Williams,
& Richardson, 2004). Lee and Shrum (2012) foundttiege needs impact carmption.
Specifically, they found that whesonsumers areejected, relational needs (i.e., belonging and
selfesteem) are threatened, resulting in incre@sesiocial behavior. They further show that
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when efficiency needs (i.e., power or meaningful sak)threatenegheople consume more
conspicuously. Thus, veneadeelings of belonging may ladfectedby stigmatizedidentity
cues, future research should explore whuttter human needs are impacted.

In summary, althougfelt belonging is an important consequence of identity threats and a
powerful driver, of behavior, other, less obvious, factors have the poterftiadter illuminate
the effects,of stigmatizeientity cues on consumer behavior.
M oder ating'Factor s

Consumer Characteristics. The target article identifiesvo characteristics of consumer
groups that moderate their responses to stigmatilesdity cues- vigilance and stigma
solidarity—bath, of which heighten consumers’ responses to stigmatized-identity cues. The
former increases the probability that members of the focal group will detect identity cues that
relate to their stigmatized identjtywhereas the latter increases the probability that members of a
particular stigmatized group will respond to cues that relate to osteysiatized identities.

Vigilance, defined as “the propensity to attend to environmental events that could be
perceivedastinvolving [bias]’ (Clark, Benkert, & Flack, 2006, p. 563), is especially prevale
among ethnicsminorities (Hicken, Lee, Ailshire, Burgard, & Williams, 2013), wotivaurphy,
Steele, &Gross, 2007), and sexual minorities (Hatzenbuehler & Pachankis, 2016), groups tha
historicallyshave been devalued. The notion that vigilance is driven by the duratiequericy
of past discriminatorgxperiences suggests that it may be an enduring characteristic that varies
across groups. However, research on the spontaneous self-concept (e.g., McGuire&-Padaw
Singer, 1976;*Stayman & Deshpande, 1989; Wooten, 1995) hasduational variability m
the saliencesef‘one’s social identity. Similarly, can vigilance be cued situationally? For example,
should wamen and racial minorities be even more vigilant in settings with negahahlwith
fixed pricesasboth groups tend to experience unfavorable outcomes in price negotiations
(Schneider, Rodgers, & BristoW999)? Future research is needed to identify situational
determinants. of consumer vigilance.

Chaney and colleagues (201¢his issueplso discusstigma solidaritywhich they
defineas “abelief that individuals from different stigmatized groups are similar and skeulée
as allies for othets(p. 12). Although groups that are stigmatized along the same identity
dimension (e.g., Blacks and Latinos are both stigmatized by their race) maganibygerceive
a common fate, groups that are stigmatized on different dimensions (e.g., women &sGi@lac
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stigmatized by their gender and race, respectiagghave been shown to exhibit stigma
solidarity (Cortland, Craig, Shapiro, Richeson, Neal, & Goldsten, 2017). Examinations of the
drivers and limits of stigma solidarity have important implications for efforts to mobilize against
offending companies. However, it would be interesting to examine situations involving groups
that perceive.thiefates to be negatively correlatesdich that one’s gain is seen as the other’s
loss. Would these competing groups exhibit stigma polarity whereby onegs tue is another’s
safety cueAs discussed previouslthe CEO of ChickFil-A’s opposition to ame sex marriage
may be athreat'cue ta GBT+ consumersbut asafety cue t&hristian conservatives.

Althoughvigilance and stigma solidarity have been identified as characteristics that
heighten censumers’ responses to stigmatidedtity cues, little attention has been paid to
consumer eharacteristics that dampen responses toctiesa/Ne suggest skepticiss@ne
such characteristic, specifically one that should attenuate favorable responses to identity safety
cues.According to Friestad and Wright(1994) persuasion knowledgeodel,consumers use
their knowledge of persuasion motives and tactics to evahfaience attempts by marketers.

This savviess+and skepticism may lead these consutoetiscount the value of stigmatized
identity safetyscues, especially if they perceive the cues as blatant or inauthentic (see Forehand &
Grier, 2003for a relateddiscussion).

In.summary, Chaney and colleagues identify vigilance and stigma solidarity as
characteristics that should heighten consumers’ responses to stigadgizity cues. Although
vigilance is. treated as an enduring characteristic of historicallginsized groups, it may be
useful to consider conditions under which vigilance can be situationally diggaZolidarity
occurs when.different stigmatized groups perceive a common fate or oppressoguéntige
these groups respond similarly to stafinedidentity cues evethose that do not apply directly
to them or. do not address a similar identity dimensyat, some stigmatized groups have
interests thamay be negatively correlated (e.g., LGBT+ consumers and Christian
conservatives)t would be usefulto examinghe extent to which these competing interests result
in differential’effects a¢ach stage of Chaney et al.’s framework. Finally, in different ways, both
vigilance and.stigma solidarity are expected to increase consumers’ respondiveness
stigmatizedidentity cues. Future research is needed to identify consthmaeacteristics that

have the potential tattenuateeonsumers’ responsés stigmatizeedentity cues.
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Stigmatized Identities. UnderstandablyChaney et al.’article focuse on stigmatized
social identitieghat aredefined exclusivelyn terms of demographic charactegstiHowever,
systematic examinatioraeross droader range of stigmatized social identities would allow
researchers to assele extent to whiclsonsumes’ responses to stigmatizéentity cues/ary
as a function.of stigmatized identitype. In addition t@imilarities andlifferences along
demographic dimensions (e.g., gender and racial identity), stigmatiziedl identitiescanvary
in terms’ofthe“extent to which they aeitheravowed (e.g.Razzante, 20)%r apparent (e.g.,
Goffman, 1963).

According to Razzante (2018, p. 392), “avowed identities argpeetkived social
identities, whereas ascribed identities are social identities “others” place on an individual.” The
former involves a level of identification that cannot be assumed by the latter Bransgcombe
et al.’s (1999 rgumenthatindividuals’ responset® various types dfientity threatgi.e.,
categorization, distinctiveness, value, and acceptamoeid differ as a function of the
strength of.identification witlthethreatered identitysuggests that avowed identitieay be
more predictive of consumengsponses to stigmatizédientity cueghan shouldascribed
identities.Future research is needed to investigate this possibility.

Gofiman (1963) focusesbecifically on stigmatized identities adi$tinguished between
thosethat.areknown (to others) vs. those that are knowable (by others). He also discussed
behavioral implications of this distinction. For instance, those who are known tepasse
stigmatized identity mushanage social tensionshereas those whose differentness is not yet
known must'manage social informatioBonsequently, Goffman argued that those who are
known to pessess a stigmatized identity may resort to “covering” by behaving in a mahner tha
minimizes the potential for their stigma to disrupt tissicial interactionsvhereas those with a
hidden stigma have the option of “passing” as one who does not have a stigmatized identity.
Extending,this.notion to a marketing conteodnsumersvho possess a stigma thathsdden”
from others . may be more prone to respond priyatgher tharpublicly to stigmatized identity
cues Futuresresearch is needed to examine this possibility.

In summary, stigmatized social identities differ along many dimensiong sbwihich
have implications foconsumersimarketplace expgences and behaviorAscribed identities
and known stigmasay beusefulindicators of consumers’ prospectdacing sigmatization or
discrimination in thenarkeplace, especially through interpersomaéractions with market
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actors The extent to which stigmatized social identitiesarewed or known may influence the
likelihood or nature otonsumerstesponseo sigmatizedidentity cues, respectively.
Behavioral Responses

Chaney and colleagues (201¢his issuergue that stigmatizeidentity threat and
safety cues.ultimately influence consumers’ efforts to punish and reeanganies,
respectivelyWhen sigmatized consumers feel threateneypunish companies by taking
collective action, most notably by boycotting, a tactic commonly used by historically
marginalized‘consumers (Friedman, 1999). On the other hand,cohsamergeel welcomed
theyrewad companies with their patronage, loyatiyJove (Batra, Ahuvia, & Bagozzi, 2002).
Futureresearelshould examine a broader array of rewards and punishments that reflect common
responsesto customer dissatisfacaod the increasing use of information technology,
especially social media.

Broadly speaking, customers can show dissatisfaction with companies by discontinuing
their business relationships or complaining about their experience, either to {renaesror to
other consumers (e.g., Hirschman, 1970). Thus, future research should consider respgonses suc
as customer defections, product returns, company complaints, and negative word of mouth
behavior-aslternativeways for stigmatized consumers to punish companies that threaten their
social identities. These behaviors may be attrastNsstitutegor boycotting, especially for
stigmatized groups that lack the cohesion to pursue collective action.

The.increasing use of information technology, especially social media, hastitiita
proliferation"ofword of moutimessagedoth positive and negative, conveyed throegtail,
texting, produet reviews, online recommendatiogiscussion boards, social media likesrad
dislikes(see Berger, 2014, for a rew). These mechanisms facilitate consumers’ efforts to
reward or punish market actors, while simultaneously conveying information ddxited(e.g.,
Packard, Gershoff, & Wooten, 2016 threatenedlentities (e.g Packard & Wooten, 2013
Thus, future research should consider word of mouth responses, both unfavorable and
unfavorablefaceto-face or online, as means by which stigmatized consumers punish or reward
companiesfor. usingtigmatizedidentity cues
Summary

In this commentary, welentified concepts and relationshipsesentedy Chaney, et al.
(2019—this issuepnd used them to guide our discussion of identity threats as opportunities for
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future consumer psychologiaasearchWe suggesadditionalresearclguestions in Table 1.
For better or worse, owfforts toidentify research opportunities that broadenattors’
framework, expantheir definitionsof concepts, or explore unidentified boundary conditions
undoubtedly add complexity tbeir egant framework.

Ouremphasis on broadening the framework by considésrapplicability to
stigmatized socidabentiiesother than those based on demografdutorsis driven bya goal of
enhancingtheframeworkgeneralizability notan intentiorto minimizethe importance of
understandinghe experiences dtiistoricallymarginalized consumerslarketplace
stigmatization and discrimination based on demographic characteristics are pervasive problems
that adversely-affect the experiences of targetasumersespecially racial minoritie@ittman,
2017).Howevet we believe thatnowledgeof stigmatizedidentity cuesand their effects on
consumer behaviaran beenhanced by examining cues pertainingtteersocialidentitiesin
addition to historically marginalizedonsumerslikewise, webelievethatknowledge of
historicallysmarginalized@donsumers cabe enhanced by viewing them through other theoretical
lensedn addition to theories otigma For instance, models cdcial identity (e.g Sellers,
Shelton, Rewley, & Chavous, 1998)d research ogthnicracial socialization (e.g., Hughes,
RodriguezySmith, Johnson, Stevenson, & Spicer, 2006) can potentially advance understanding
of consumer behaviors rgcial minorities Thus, exploringnarginalizeddentities through
various theoretical lenses provedeonsumer psychologists wittultiple avenuegor future

researchSee Table 1.
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Table 1. Threats and opportunities for future research
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Research Questions

Stigmatized
Identity Cues

Some companies (e.g. Target) are moving away from the use ofdgrhic labels in
stores/restaurantslow do consumersrespond to a context that does not use identity

cues?

Many companies own various brands (e.g., Unilever owns both Dal&xe). These brand
names may use safety or threat cues as ways to appeal to thegintarketHow do
consumersrespond to companiesthat send mixed signals? E.g., Dove uses inclusive

safety cuesAxe uses exclusive threatening c@i@arden, Rucker, & Petty, 2005)

Some consumers may experience social stigma from consuming geddiicts. For

instance, when men consume sustainaliduymts, they may be seen as ‘unmanly’ (Broug

Wilkie, Ma, Isaac, & Gal, 2016). Further, if a woman ordeRRumpkin Spice Latte or wears

UGG boots, she may be labeled as ‘basic’ (e.g., Malone, 28b4) do social stigmasthat

are associated with product consumption impact subsequent consumer behavior ?

How doesthe nature of thethreat (e.g., categorization, distinctiveness, value, or

acceptance) impact consumer behavior ?

Doesthetype of stigmatized identity (e.g., avowed, ascribed, achieved, etc.) affect

consumer reactionsto stigmatized identity cues?

How and why do identity safety cues backfire?

Under what conditions do cuesintended to include some consumers, get interpreted as
effortsto exclude others?

Are stigmatized identity cues judged more on warmth-based or competence-based
dimensions of social cognition?

How do consumer sthemselves use stigmatized-identity cues as propsin their social
performances?

Do stigmatized-identity cuesthat are blatant vs. subtle have the sameimpact on
consumer s?

How do stigmatized consumer segments use stigmatized-identity cues as symbols of

empower ment (e.g., pink hats)?

D

Mediating
Mechanisms

What roles do anger, disappointment, or frustration play as affective responsesto
stigmatized-identity threat cues?

Aside from belonging, what other consumer needs (e.g., self-esteem, safety,
physiological) areimpacted by the use of safety or threat cues?

In addition to belonging, what other human needs (e.g., self-esteem, power, meaningful
self) areimpacted by the use of stigmatized-identity cues?
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Moderating e Under what conditions does consumer skepticism moder ate consumer responsesto

Factors stigmatized-identity safety cues?

e Can consumer vigilance be cued situationally? For example, should women and racial
minorities be even morevigilant in settings with negotiable than with fixed prices, as

both groupstend to experience unfavorable outcomesin price negotiations?
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