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I can´t stop hating you: an anti-brand-community perspective on Apple brand hate

1. Introduction

Recent research on negative consumer-brand relationships stresses the role of the equalization 
of speech between consumers and companies in motivating consumers to be more vocal and 
vociferous about the brands they do not like (Kucuk, 2018a; 2019; Bryson and Atwal, 2019) 
or perceive to be hypocritical in terms of image, mission, and messages (Guèvremont, 2019). 
Indeed, the growing number of anti-brand communities reflects the consumer empowerment 
movement (Krishnamurthy and Kucuk, 2009; Kucuk, 2015) and stresses the rising consumer-
brand disidentification phenomenon (Wolter et al., 2016; Dessart et al., 2020) motivated by 
growing consumer concerns regarding how brands are reacting to human, societal and 
environmental problems (Sarkar and Kotler, 2018).

A review of the emerging literature also shows that anti-brand activism targets mainly the  
(otherwise) most loved and global brands (Kucuk, 2008, 2010; Özböluk and Dursun, 2017; 
Osuna Ramírez et al., 2019) by demonstrating how consumers consciously reject brands 
primarily due to impediments to their own social identity creation (Wolter et al., 2016; Khalifa 
and Shukla, 2017), feelings of usease at the idea of buying a specific brand and lack of 
emotional complementarity (Dessart et al., 2020). These findings shed light on and enhance 
our understanding of why antibranders criminalize, demonize and dehumanize the hated brands 
(Kucuk, 2018), as well as on exploring effective ways to manage real-time and easily voiced 
brand negativity (Veloutsou and Guzmán, 2017; Fetscherin et al., 2019; Dessart et al., 2020). 
This assumption led us to question why brands generate feelings of hatred, especially in an era 
characterized by a constant search for authenticity, and to consider the emotional and 
behavioral outcomes of their hatred towards the brand.

A handful of recent studies have shed conceptual and empirical light on the antecedents and 
outcomes of brand hate, which are relevant to understanding the taxonomy of the most extreme 
negative brand feelings. For example, Hegner et al. (2017) demonstrated that brand hate is 
triggered by three determinants (negative past experience, symbolic incongruity, and 
ideological incompatibility), which leads to three behavioral outcomes (brand avoidance, 
negative word-of-mouth, and brand retaliation). However, most of these empirical studies 
ignore the impact of brand inauthenticity in explaining how consumers might feel deceived by 
brands to the point of truly hating them. Additionally, a large body of studies describe brand 
hate as an affective phenomenon occurring at a specific point of time, which creates a need to 
adopt a broader perspective, in order to understand how brand hate develops over time and its 
relationship to previous brand love feelings (Zaratonello et al., 2016) and product ownership.

Our study attempts to address these gaps in our knowledge of negative consumer-brand 
relationships by reconciling and extending diverse theoretical perspectives on extreme negative 
brand feelings. Firstly, we investigate for the first time the role of brand inauthentiticity in 
triggering brand hate. Secondly, we also investigate for the first time, two new behavioral 
outcomes which have been identified as relevant in the literature on brand negative emotions, 
i.e. willingness to punish brands (behavioral outcome) and negative brand engagement 
(emotional outcome). Thirdly, and most importantly, we bridge the gap in previous studies by 
exploring the impact of product ownership and previous love feelings in the formation of brand 
hate. In other words, we are particularly interested in revealing the differences in brand hate 
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between passionate and non-passionate users and non-users of brands. Responding to this 
research challenge is extremely relevant during phases of rising consumer brand disentification 
and calls for a holistic approach to understand the formation of brand-love-hate feelings as a 
result of an (in)direct exposure to the brand. By understanding what exactly leads to feelings 
of brand hatred, brand marketers should be able to mitigate its effects and develop brand-
building strategies that more effectively target a wider sprectum of consumers. 

In other to operationalise our study, we have chosen the Apple brand. It is commonly accepted 
that Apple benefits from a high degree of brand prominence among its users and non-users, 
since the majority of individuals have self-relevant cognitive and affective memories and 
perceptions of the brand (Park et al., 2013). In other words, the brand is not indifferent to the 
majority of individuals, and the consumer-brand relationship is highly dependent on the 
valence of positive or negative memories. Accordingly, some individuals might feel closer to 
or distant from the brand  (Park et al., 2013) and thus love or hate it, respectively. For example, 
anecdotal evidence shows that Apple lovers “are buying the spirit of the brand and the way it 
makes them feel about themselves and in society” (CNBC, 2019), whereas, in the anti-brand 
communities, Apple haters are voicing against the brand as elitist, self-congratulatory and 
lacking innovation (I hate Apple, 2020). Moreover, the Apple brand was identified by Hegner 
et al. (2017) and Kucuk (2019) as one of the most hated brands in the last decade, which 
suggests that this present investigation is both relevant and current. 

The structure of the paper is as follows. First, Section two reviews the relevant literature on 
negative consumer-brand relationship and brand hate in particular, and is followed by an 
explanation of the theoretical links under investigation. Sections three and four present the 
methodology and findings. Section five concludes the paper with a discussion on academic and 
managerial implications, directions for future research and limitations.

2. Conceptual development

The concept of negative consumer-brand relationships traces back to Fournier´s (1998a) 
description of a brand enmity as an intense consumer-brand relationship in which consumers 
demonstrate their desire to punish a brand or merely avoid it. In the last two decades, the 
marketing literature has devoted substantial attention to the phenomenon of negative brand 
emotions, such as brand aversion (Park et al., 2013), brand detachment (Perrin-Martinenq, 
2004), brand avoidance (Hogg et al , 2009; Lee et al., 2009), brand divorce (Sussan et al., 
2012), boycotting (Klein et al., 2004; Kerr et al., 2012) and more recently, brand hate (Kucuk, 
2018; Zarantonello et al., 2018; Fetschrein, 2019). Brand hate, in particular, has been defined 
as “consumers´ detachment from a brand and its associations as a result of consumer´s intense 
and deeply held negative emotions such as disgust, anger, contempt, devaluation, and 
diminution (Kucuk, 2016, p.19). Similarly, Bryson et al. (2013, p. 394) defined brand hate as 
“an intense negative emotional affect towards the brand”, whereas Hegner et al. (2017, p.3) 
conceptualized brand hate as “a more intense emotional response consumers have towards a 
brand than dislike”. 

Brand hate has been investigated from various different perspectives, with a focus on its 
measurement (Hegner et al., 2017; Romani et al., 2015), hater typology (Kucuk, 2018) and 
trajectories of brand hate (Zaratonello et al., 2018). Recent empirical studies have also 
identified relevant determinants and outcomes of brand hate (Hegner et al., 2017; Romani et 
al., 2015; Zaratonello et al., 2016; Kucuk, 2018; Alba and Lutz, 2013; Grégoire et al., 2009; 
Fetscherin, 2019). Additionally, Zaratonello et al. (2016) demonstrated that brand hate is linked 
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to distinct negative behavioral outcomes such as “attack-like”, “approach-like” and 
“avoidance-like strategies”, and that these outcomes may vary according to the brand hate 
motivations. Despite the growing number of studies on brand hate, there is no common 
consensus on its definition, or its antecedents and outcomes.

In our paper, we follow the conceptualization provided by Hegner et al. (2017) to investigate 
the phenomenon of hating prominent brands, and we consider brand hate as a multidimensional 
construct. This assumption is supported by the notion that brands are multidimensional 
constructs (Lee et al., 2009) and, therefore, there are several potential reasons for hating a 
brand. According to the Attachment–Aversion (AA) model of customer–brand relationships, a 
distant consumer-brand relationship is negative and may result from triggers that annoy 
consumers (Park et al., 2013) to the point of hatred. Drawing on the work of Hegner et al. 
(2017), we investigated three antecents to brand hate, namely symbolic incongruity, ideological 
incompatibility, and negative past experience. We therefore assume that these triggers are 
highly relevant in the context of preeminent brands (Park et al., 2013) since consumers tend to 
relate mainly to brands that they perceive to be congruent with their self-concept, ideology and 
experiential benefits (Lee et al., 2009; Park et al., 2013). As such, the inability of brands to 
meet consumer expectations and needs could lead to consumer-brand distancing and feelings 
of hatred over the long-term. Research also shows that inauthenticity can be detrimental to a 
brand and result in various forms of consumer retaliation (Thompson et al., 2006). Therefore, 
we investigate the effect of brand inauthenticity as a potential trigger of brand hate, if the brand 
promise is not fulfilled (Schallehn et al., 2014).   

Expanding on previous research, our study also accounts for the dynamic nature of consumer-
brand relationships (Whang et al., 2004; Huber et al., 2015; Rodrigues & Rodrigues, 2019; 
Batra et al., 2012) and distinguishes between transient relationships (hate emotion) and long-
term relationships (hate relationship). It is worth noting that the empirical studies conducted 
on brand hate do not account for the fact that consumer-brand relationships change their form 
over time. In particular, the literature so far on brand hate depicts, from the appraisal theory of 
emotions, that emotion-eliciting events will determine whether positive or  negative emotions 
are experienced  (Roseman et al., 1990). However, it fails to acknowledge that a brand love 
relationship might diminish over time as the result of certain crucial factors (Huber et al., 2015) 
and evolve into a hate relationship that can last for a long time, to the point of considering the 
brand as an enemy. Consequently, we investigated the effect of product ownwership (emotion-
eliciting event) and previous feelings of love (relationship) on subsequently hating a particular 
brand. 

Finally, based on attachment-aversion relationship theory, we reveal that a large distance to the 
brand defines a negative consumer-brand relationship characterized by feelings of aggression, 
frustration, and hatred (Park et al., 2013). Contrary to previous studies, we account for the 
duality of hate emotions and relationships and investigate the effect of brand hate on the way 
consumers feel (i.e. brand aversion), and the how consumers feel about themselves when 
“involved in relationship” with those brands (i.e. negative word-of-mouth, willingness to 
punish the brand, and negative brand engagement). 

2.2 Antecedents of luxury brand hate

Symbolic incongruity
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Symbolic incongruity is linked to a constellation of negative symbolic brand meanings (Lee et 
al., 2009). More specifically, symbolic incongruity occurs when those brand meanings are 
perceived as incongruent with a consumer´s self-concept (Lee et al., 2009). Consequently, it is 
argued that when a consumer commits to a particular set of values, his/her identity becomes at 
stake if the brand behavior is inconsistent with those values (Farah and Newman, 2010). 
Moreover, consumers tend to disidentify with brands that are perceived to be inconsistent with 
their own image (Lee et al., 2009) and they may intentionally distance themselves from those 
brands (Wolter et al., 2016). As a result, non-self-relevant brands lead to brand avoidance (Lee 
et al., 2009; Lee et al., 2012; Cherrier et al., 2011; Lim, 2017; Wolter et al., 2016), brand 
abandonment (Lim, 2017), negative word-of-mouth (Wolter et al., 2016) and brand hate 
(Hegner et al., 2017). As such, we predict that incongruity between the symbolic brand 
meanings and the consumer´s self-concept leads to brand hate. Hence, we state formally that: 

H1: Symbolic incongruity has a positive relationship with brand hate

Ideological incompatibility

Ideological incompatibility with a brand is linked to a mismatch between the consumer´s values 
and the brand ideology, in terms of societal, religious, political and morally unethical behavior. 
As such, ideological incompatibility “involves a more contextual and often societal or moral 
focus that extends beyond the needs of the individual consumers´ self-image or the basic 
product or service performance (Hegner et al., 2017, p. 15). It is commonly acknowledged that 
brands have the potential to reflect a system of beliefs and values of a given society (Holt, 
2004, 2006; McCracken, 1986) through its products, retail settings, and marketing 
communications. Notably, brand ideology plays a relevant role in facilitating consumer choice 
(Crockett and Wallendorf, 2004; Kozinets and Handelman, 2004) from a cognitive perspective 
(Castelli and Carraro, 2011). As Shepherd et al. (2015) note, the potential for brands to alienate 
consumers is dependent on the ideological lens through which the brand is viewed. More 
specifically, brands may reflect what consumers dislike about a given society and what it stands 
for. For example, consumers who are less satisfied with American society may respond 
differently to the values signaled by iconic American brands such as Coca-Cola and 
McDonald´s, through negative purchase intention (Crockett and Wallendorf, 2004). Moreover, 
there is evidence provided that consumers may also respond negatively to brands that reflect a  
dominant ideology of placing value on power, and prefer brands that reflect universalism as 
the value opposing power (Shepherd et al., 2015). Strong evidence is also provided that 
religious-political ideologies impact on how consumers relate to brands (Khan et al., 2013) and 
that religion mobilizes consumers to pursue social change (Izberk-Bilgin, 2012).  On the other 
hand, research on religious ideology has demonstrated that religion affects consumer attitudes 
and beliefs (Essoo and Dibb, 2004), potentially leading to anti-consumption (Kaynak and Eksi, 
2011), and reduced purchase intention (Mukhtar and Butt, 2012). Recent studies also argue 
that consumers may feel ambivalent feelings towards morally unthetical brand behavior which 
might result in conflicting consumer-brand relationships (e.g. Zaratonello et al., 2018). In that 
regard, it has been demonstraded that corporate wrongdoing is the second most recurrent reason 
for brand hate. More specifically, the more consumers learn about how a brand conducts its 
business and what it stands for, the greater is the likelihood of hating it (Zaratonello et al., 
2018). By providing a shared belief and value system through which consumers view and react 
to the world around them, brand ideology may lead to consumer-brand disidentification and 
negative brand emotions such as hate (Hegner et al., 2017). As a result, consumers may switch 
to other solutions they in fact like less and may engage in constructive hateful feelings towards 
brands (e.g. complaining behavior) in the hope of brands to subsequently aligning to their 
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expectations and values as part of a reconciliation process (Zaratonello et al., 2018). Thus, we 
expect consumers who feel distant from the brand ideology to potentially hate the brands in 
question. Hence, it is hypothesized that:

H2: Ideological incompatibility has a positive relationship with brand hate

Brand inauthenticity

The degree of authenticity is based on what is perceived by consumers rather than the intrinsic 
product characteristics (Gundlach and Neville, 2012, Beverland and Farrelly, 2009; Grayson 
and Martinec, 2004; Rose and Wood, 2005; Thompson et al., 2006). A consumer may perceive 
a brand as non-authentic, based on objective facts and subjective feelings (Fritz et al., 2017), 
thus resulting in dissonance (Hede and Thyne, 2010). Those facts or emotions may be related 
to manifestations of continuity (e.g. stability over time or a sense of timelessness), originality 
(e.g. perceptions of creativity and innovativeness), reliability (e.g. keeping promises), 
naturalness (e.g. perceived genuineness), credibility (e.g. keeping stated promises), integrity 
(e.g. demonstrating strong morals) and symbolism (e.g. enabling a self-brand connection) 
(Bruhn et al., 2012; Morhart et al., 2015). According to Schallehn et al. (2014), a low degree 
of brand authenticity implies that the brand promise does not stem from its core values. 
Consequently, it is likely that the brand actions are perceived as non-authentic by consumers, 
since the brand promise was not fulfilled in an individual, continuous and consistent manner 
(Schallehn et al., 2014). Moreover, brand authenticity is context-based and its position is 
constantly transformed along the brand-authenticity continuum (Napoli et al., 2016). In this 
regard, less authentic brands are expected to deliver lower consumer- and brand-derived value 
in comparison to authentic brands (Napoli et al., 2016; Beverland and Farrelly, 2009; Arnould 
and Price, 2000; Liao and Ma, 2009). Research also shows that less authentic brands fail to 
establish a stronger emotional attachment with a brand compared to highly authentic brands 
(Napoli et al., 2014, 2016; Guèvremont and Grohmann, 2016). Hence, a consumer may avoid 
a brand due to a lack of authenticity (Lee et al., 2009). Indeed, a brand that becomes too popular 
and mainstream, or loses the respect of its consumers, might be labeled as ordinary or 
inauthentic, thus leading to brand avoidance (Lee et al., 2009). In this context, Thompson and 
Arsel (2004) suggest that inauthenticity perceptions of the Starbucks brand has motivated some 
consumers to avoid the brand. From a conceptual standpoint, non-authentic brands may 
strengthen the negative feelings of consumers towards a brand, thus resulting in different forms 
of consumer retaliation (Thompson et al., 2006). More specifically, when consumers are 
exposed to brand-related stimuli, they engage in a cognitive process in order to judge the 
authenticity of the brand, which may negatively affect their feelings and emotive response 
(Napoli et al., 2014, 2016) towards a non-authentic brand. Thus, we suggest that consumers 
who perceive brands as unable to comply with its brand promise are prone to hate those brands. 
Therefore:

H3: Brand inauthenticity has a positive relationship with brand hate

Negative past experience

Negative past experiences play a major role in anti-consumption behavior. This assumption 
appears to support the idea that negative experiences are more distinctive and more easily and 
frequently recalled from memory than the equivalent positive experiences (Folkes, 1988; 
Arnold et al., 2005). Negative brand experiences may entail a brand-related stimuli typology 
ranging from product features and services to the performance associated with a particular 
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brand (Wakefield and Wakerfield, 2018). Furthermore, from a value perspective, consumption 
has shifted from being merely a transactional relationship to stand out as a valued holistic 
experience grounded on pleasurable experiences (Atwal and Williams, 2017; Bryson et al., 
2013) which include sensory, affective, behavioral and intellectual dimensions (Brakus et al., 
2009). Notably, the type of brand experience may determine whether a brand annoys, disables 
and impoverishes the self, and in turn creates brand-self distance (Schmitt, 2013; Park et al., 
2013). In a consumption context, consumers face dichotomous situations in which their 
expectations are either confirmed or disconfirmed (Halstead, 1989). The literature has 
documented that negative expectations and disconfirmation beliefs might result in 
dissatisfaction, negative word-of-mouth and complaints (Halstead, 1989; Zeithaml et al., 
1996). There is also growing evidence that negative past experiences influence brand 
avoidance and brand rejection (Lee et al., 2009; Nenycz-Thiel and Romaniuk, 2011; 
Winchester and Romaniuk, 2008), as well brand hate (Hegner et al., 2017; Bryson et al., 2013). 
Thus, we expect consumers who have a negative past experience with brands to potentially 
develop hatred as a result of extreme brand dissatisfaction. Hence:

H4: Negative past experiences have a positive relationship with brand hate

2.3. Outcomes of brand hate

Negative word of mouth

In the marketing literature, negative word-of-mouth (N-WOM) is conceptualized as “all 
negatively valenced, informal communication between private parties about goods and services 
and the evaluation thereof” (Wetzer et al., 2007, p. 66). In particular, it refers to the audience 
that “have access to the social media channels used for complaining” (Istanbulluoglu et al., 
2017, p. 1122). This dysfunctional behavior (Alvarez and Fournier, 2016) aims at warning 
other consumers not to support a particular service provider (Wetzer et al., 2007). Complaining 
and engaging in negative WOM behavior have been widely documented in the marketing 
literature (Richins, 1983; Singh, 1990; Wangenheim, 2005; Wetzer et al., 2007; Krishnamurthy 
and Kucuk, 2009) as an indirect form of retaliation (Wangenheim, 2005; Grégoire and Fisher, 
2008). Research has shown that NWOM may be intensified if the problem causing the 
consumption dissatisfaction is severe (Richins, 1983; Singh and Wilkes, 1996). For example, 
negative emotions such as anger, frustration, and irritation have been shown to predict N-WOM 
(Nyer, 1997; Wetzer et al., 2007) and are linked to destructive goals such as venting feelings 
and taking revenge on firms (Wetzer et al., 2007; Grégoire et al., 2010). Indeed, dissatisfied 
consumers may engage in specific anti-brand communities to give vent to their views and 
negative feelings about specific brands (Bailey, 2004), using mainly a market, ideological and 
transactional mode of speech (Krishnamurthy and  Kucuk, 2009). As Ward and Ostrom (2006) 
note communities of extreme discontent may arise from a need to complain to the masses, thus 
demonstrating the power to influence others and exact revenge. In sum, negative WOM 
generates negative brand associations, as they link negative information to the brand in 
consumers´ minds, and reflect the way consumers feel about themselves regarding the 
relationship with the brand (Yuksel and Mryteza, 2009; Demiray and Burnaz, 2019). Thus, we 
expect consumers who hate brands to be prone to venting their negative feelings through 
“attack-like” strategies such as negative word-of-mouth. Hence, we hyphotesize that:

H5: Brand hate has a positive relationship with negative word of mouth

Page 6 of 36Journal of Product & Brand Management

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60



Journal of Product & Brand M
anagem

ent

7

Willingness to punish brands

A desire for revenge is conceptualized as a consumer desire to penalize and injure companies 
for their misconduct (Bechwati and Morrin, 2003; Grégoire and Fisher, 2008). The literature 
on consumer research suggests that a self-relevant consumer-brand relationship may lead to 
consumer self-esteem loss and self-concept harm. As in human relationships, the self-identity 
loss can be converted into negative brand feelings and subsequently, actions could be 
undertaken to hurt and punish brands (Johnson et al., 2010). Furthermore, betrayal is identified 
as a key motivational force that leads consumers to take action against brands (Grégoire and 
Fisher, 2008), either through constructive or destructive punitive acts (Romani et al., 2013). In 
this domain, some consumers display deliberate forms of hostile and aggressive behavior 
designated to harm a brand, such as brand sabotage (Kähr et al., 2016). A clear distinction is 
drawn between direct and indirect acts of revenge, namely “face to face” and “behind the firm´s 
back” (Grégoire et al., 2010). Research suggests that high-intensity and deviant expressions 
result in vengeful anger which is directly linked to the willingness to punish brands (Antonetti, 
2016). Moreover, Sweetin et al. (2013) found that consumers dealing with a socially 
irresponsible corporate brand are more prone to punish brands. Unlike brand avoidance which 
is directly associated with an intentional withdrawal from an ongoing consumer-brand 
relationship or the intention to move away, brand attack indicates that the consumer is willing 
to maintain a strong enemy relationship with a specific brand (Fournier, 1998a, 1998b; 
Fournier and Alvarez, 2013). Notably, the willingness to punish and/or attack a brand is more 
likely to occur after the self-relevant consumer-brand relationship is dissolved (Johnson et al., 
2010). This retaliation behavior also reflects the way consumers feel about themselves when 
still in a relationship with the brand, which in most cases is not an impulsive act, but rather the 
behavioral outcome of cognitive processing (Funches et al., 2009). In this regard, we posit that 
consumers who hate brands are willing to engage in acts of revenge and thus punish them. 
Hence:

H6: Brand hate has a positive relationship with the willingness to punish brands

Brand avoidance

Brand avoidance is conceptualized as a particular form of anti-consumption, and focuses on 
the deliberate and active rejection of brands (Lee et al., 2009; Thompson et al., 2006; Kim et 
al., 2013). The desire for avoidance is thus justified by consumers´ desire  to refrain from 
interacting with specific companies (McCullough et al., 2003). In other words, a desire for 
avoidance motivates consumers in self-neutral brand relationships (Johnson et al., 2010) to 
“take flight” by supporting some companies in order to  ensure future damages to the target 
company (Grégoire et al., 2009). Like the desire for revenge, brand avoidance reflects 
consumer inability to “let go” and forgive brands (Finkel et al., 2002; McCullough et al., 2003, 
Grégoire et al., 2009). Nevertheless, as Hogg et al. (2009) argue, the rejection of products, 
services, and brands represents passive behavior, which is more difficult for companies to 
recognize and counteract. It is worth noting however that avoidance and revenge are not 
mutually exclusive and may coexist. More specifically, a consumer may avoid a brand, while 
actively taking revenge by talking negatively about a brand to friends and family and on 
complaint web sites (Grégoire et al., 2009). Brand avoidance is a multidimensional, second-
order construct with five first-order dimensions (Odoom et al., 2019):  experiential, identity, 
moral, deficit-value (Lee et al., 2009), and advertising-related (Knittel et al., 2016) In 
particular, experiential brand avoidance arises because of negative consumption experiences 

Page 7 of 36 Journal of Product & Brand Management

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60



Journal of Product & Brand M
anagem

ent

8

that lead to unfulfilled expectations. Identity avoidance develops when the brand image is 
symbolically incongruent with the consumer´s identity, whereas moral avoidance occurs when 
the consumer's ideological beliefs clash with certain brand values or associations (Lee et al., 
2009). Deficit-value avoidance results from functionally inadequate brand promises (Lee et al., 
2009). Finally, advertising-related avoidance emanates from the contents of advertising (e.g. 
theme, music, endorser, image) that undesirably affect consumers to the extent of subsequently 
avoiding the brand. In contrast to Lee et al´s (2009), Rindel et al. (2014) however proposes 
that reasons for avoiding brands are not related to the company´s brand promise, but to the 
consumers´ value-based perspective. Contrary to boycotting, in which consumers may reenter 
the relationship with the brand once certain conditions are met, brand avoidance is not a 
guarantee of a recommenced consumption relationship (Lee et al., 2009). Notably, lasting 
brand avoidance may be a route to negative brand equity, since consumers are prone to react 
consistently and unfavorably to a particular brand (Lee et al., 2009). In that regard, we argue 
that consumers who hate brands use “avoidance-like” strategies as a way to reflect how they 
feel about brands by distancing themselves. Hence:

H7: Brand hate has a positive relationship with brand avoidance

Negative Brand Engagement 

The negative valence and influence on brand engagement have scarcely been discussed in the 
marketing literature (Heinonen, 2018). Hollebeek and Chen (2014, p.62) conceptualized brand 
engagement as the “level of a consumer’s cognitive, emotional and behavioral investment in 
specific brand interactions”. These authors were among the first to explicitly explore why 
consumers may either approach or distance themselves from a focal object (Heinonen, 2018) 
and (dis)engage with a certain brand. Their conceptual model proposes positive and negative 
brand engagement valences based on immersion, passion and activation dimensions. 
According to Hollebeek and Chen (2014), negatively valenced brand engagement is expected 
to occur through an unfavorable experience of any of the proposed key triggers. Consequently, 
consumers exhibit unfavorable brand-related feelings, thoughts and behavior during  
consumer-brand interactions. These psychological states of distance between the consumer and 
the brand result from the weakening or dissolution of affective bonds between the two parties 
(Perrin-Martinenq, 2004). Moreover, detached consumers who show a low level of 
involvement with brands may suppress their intention to interact with the brands´ actions (Lee 
et al., 2009). Hence, we predict that consumers who hate brands may feel emotionally detached 
from them and thus distance themselves from consumer-brand interactions. We state formally 
that:

H8: Brand hate has a positive relationship with negative brand engagement

2.3 The role of product ownership and previous love feelings on brand hate

Product ownership implies a direct consumer-brand relationship (Heinonen, 2018), in which 
the experience may determine whether a brand entices or annoys the self (Schmitt, 2013). 
Indeed, research shows that strong and passionate feelings about brands  may be strengthened 
along the consumer-brand relationship span, depending on the ability to provide a positive 
brand experience (Rodrigues and Rodrigues, 2019). In the consumer-psychology of brands 
model, Schmitt (2013) proposed that the brand-experiencing process takes place before 
consumer-brand relationship assessement. As such, once the consumer-brand relationships are 
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formed positively, consumers may subsequently engage in disseminating the brand symbolism 
and derive its brand value from actively promoting the brand (Schmitt, 2012). Alternatively, 
experiencing a service or product failure in consumer-brand relationships may also result in 
brand hate (Zaratonello et al., 2018). More specifically, two scenarios were identified leading 
to different brand hate trajectories: “steady decrease” (consumers who started using the brand 
based on its low price or new flavor but exhibit dissatisfaction as they started to perceive the 
poor quality), and “downward slope flattens” (consumers experienced repeated product and 
service failures, disengaged from the brand and switch to other solutions). Thus, we predict 
that product ownership intensifies the arousal of feelings of hatred due to the intimate 
relationship that consumers have with brands by testing and using its products.

H9. Product ownership has a positive impact on brand hate 

It is commonly accepted that a positive consumer-brand relationship intensifies the strong 
attachment of the consumer to the brand (Bagozzi et al., 2017). Research also shows that the 
longer a consumer-brand relationship lasts, the more consumers are prone to maintain their 
relationship due to its benefits (Huber et al., 2010). More specifically, studies show that an 
affective outcome of a strong relationship changes its gestalt over time (Huber et al., 2015). As 
such, brand love might inevitably decrease over time as the result of the consumer-brand 
interaction (Huber et al., 2015). In particular, research acknowledges that long-term consumer-
brand relationships may be affected by saturation, which in turn leads to brand dilution 
(Ramadan, 2017). It is also argued that stronger consumer-brand relationships may lead to 
higher levels of brand criticism (Gregoire and Fisher, 2008; Johnson et al., 2010), thus resulting 
in “consumer-generated anti-branding activities” (Kucuk, 2018). Emanating from Huber et al´s 
previous work (2015), we claim that brand-love relationships might deteriorate over time and 
that passionate consumers are more prone to hate the brand in the future. Hence we 
hypothesized that:

H10. Previous brand love feelings have a positive impact on brand hate 

3. Methodology

3.1. Questionnaire and measures

The development of the survey instrument started with a detailed review of the literature aimed 
at equating relevant antecedents and outcomes of brand hate. The survey was divided into five 
sections; in the first, we asked respondents if they own Apple products and if they ever loved 
the Apple brand; the second section relates to brand hate feelings; the third and fourth sections 
relate to the antecedents and outcomes of brand hate; and the fifth and final section focuses on 
demographics. Validated scales from previous studies were adapted to measure the nine 
constructs and can be found in Appendix A. For brand hate, we used six items from a scale 
from Hegner et al. (2017), adapting one item by separating the corporation and the products. 
Then, the item from the Hegner et al. (2017) scale “I do not tolerate brand X and its company” 
was divided into two items “I can´t tolerate Apple corporation” and “I don’t tolerate Apple 
products”. This division was made because consumers may not like the company’s practices 
and behaviors, but still like the products. The negative past experience, the symbolic 
incongruity and the ideological incompatibility scales were adopted from Hegner et al. (2017). 
Neverthess, with regard to the ideological incompatibility scale, we added one more item for 
Apple  “Respecting ethical principles doesn´t have priority over achieving superior economic 
performance”. 
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Additionally, brand inauthenticity was measured by adapting Morhart et al.´s (2015) and Bruhn 
et al.´s (2012) scales and includes six dimensions (continuity, credibility, integrity, symbolism, 
originality and naturalness). All of the items were used in a negative form adapted from the 
original scales. As such, four dimensions with fifteen itens were adapted from Morhart et al. 
(2015) scale – continuity, credibility, integrity and symbolism - and two dimensions, with 
seven itens adapted from Bruhn et al. (2012) scale – originality and naturalness. The two 
remaining dimensions of Bruhn et al. (2012) scale (continuity and reliability) could not be 
used, as they would have been redundant. To the best of our knowledge, there is no validated 
scale for brand inauthenticity. The same methodology was followed by Hegner et al. (2017) in 
the development of the brand hate scale when adapting Carroll and Ahuvia´s (2006) scales of 
brand love.

Moreover, negative word-of-mouth and brand avoidance scales derive from Hegner et al. 
(2017). Finally, the scale for willingness to punish hated brands was adapted from Chang 
(1998) and Zeithaml et al. (1996), and negative brand engagement was adapted from 
Hollebeek, Glynn and Brodie  (2014). Regarding the negative brand engagement scale, 
Hollebeek and Chen (2014) argued that there can be both positive and negative valence of 
engagement, and used the regulatory engagement theory to support their broader 
conceptualization of engagement. Due to the scarce research on the concept of negative brand 
engagement, a specific scale has not been identified to measure the concept. In order to fill this 
gap, the authors of this study used Hollebeek et al.´s (2014) consumer brand engagement scale 
in its negative version. Moreover, a new item was incorporated as an affective dimension: “I 
am ashamed to used Apple”. All responses were recorded by means of an ordinal five-point 
Likert scale, which ranged from “strongly disagree” to “strongly agree”. Additionally, the 
survey was pre-tested twofold. In order to avoid potential misinterpretation of the survey by 
respondents, three professors and the three marketing practitioners were asked to assess the 
adequacy of all the questions on the topic under investigation. Secondly, fifteen respondents 
were asked to evaluate and give feedback on the survey´s ease of comprehension.

3.2 Data collection and sample

Data was gathered on two Apple anti-brand communities after obtaining consent from its 
administrators. Our aim was to collect data from a wider population of Apple brand haters, 
since anti-brand communities are networks of consumer relationships (Hollenbeck and 
Zinkhan, 2006) where extreme consumer negativity can be observed (Kucuk, 2019). 
Furthermore, these two anti-brand communities gather like-minded consumers who actively 
voice their hatred of the Apple brand. As such, surveying these oppositional consumer groups 
yields real and valuable consumer insights that would be difficult to obtain from a different 
consumer panel. 

The survey was conducted in English and was carried out from June to August 2017. This 
approach resulted in a sample of participants. The majority of respondents are between 16 and 
35 years old (52%), followed by respondents who are between 36 and 45 years old (19%). 
Regarding gender, the majority of respondents are male (84%). Most live in USA (41%) 
followed by the UK (11%). Table 1 depicts the sample profile in detail, including the worldwide 
distribution. Since the questionnaires took place online without the direct presence of the 
researchers, the validity of all respondents was assessed by inspecting the participants URLs. 
Considering that our sample consists of 254 respondents in total, we argue that it is above the 
rule of 200 respondents (Kline, 2011), and therefore can be classified as an adequate sample 
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size. Moreover, the sample-to-item ratio is 7:1, which is higher than the acceptable ratio of 5:1 
(Gorsuch, 1983). We also calculated the Kaiser–Meyer–Olkin (KMO) as well as Bartlett’s Test 
of Sphericity to measure the sampling adequacy (Hutcheson and Sofroniou, 1999). The KMO 
is 0.939 (> 0.5) and Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity is significant at p< 0.001; therefore, the data 
is suitable for the factor analysis.

(insert Table 1)

4. Data analysis and results

We conducted a structural equation model using SPSS AMOS 24 to assess the 
interrelationships between the various determinants and outcomes of brand hate (Figure 1).

(insert Figure 1)

4.1 Measurement assessment

A confirmatory factor analysis, with maximum likelihood estimation method, was conducted 
to assess the adequacy of the psychometric properties of all the measures. The measurement 
model fits data well (Chi-square = 1354,549, df = 617, RMSEA = 0.069 CFI = 0.926, TLI = 
0.912 and IFI = 0.927). Normality was evaluated using skewness and kurtoses analyses and the 
values were above  2 and  7, respectively. Construct validity and reliability were stablished 
by Cronbach’s alpha coefficients, item-to-construct loading, composite reliabilities (CR) and 
average variance extracted (AVE) values (see Table 2). All scales proved to be reliable with 
Cronbach’s values above 0.70 [brand hate (0.94), negative past experience (0.88), symbolic 
incongruity (0.92), ideological incompatibility (0.93), brand inauthenticity (0.82), brand 
avoidance (0.96), negative word of mouth (0.91) and negative brand engagement (0.75)]. All 
the item-to-construct loading were ranging from 0.594 to 0.974. Convergent validity was 
examined by calculating the average variance extracted (AVE) and the construct reliability 
(CR). Both AVE and CR values are above the recommended threshold of 0.50 (Fornell and 
Larcker, 1981) and 0.60 (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988), respectively. The composite reliability 
exceeds in all cases the recommended 0.70 threshold level. As to the average variance 
extracted, all values are equal or, in most cases, exceed the 0.60 cut-off, thus convergent 
validity was supported.

(insert Table 2)

Additionally, discriminant validity was evaluated by comparing the AVE values to the 
corresponding squared correlations for all construct pairs (Fornell and Larker, 1981). 
Moreover, we obtained evidence of discriminant validity for almost of the constructs, as the 
squared correlation between each pair of constructs is lower than the corresponding average 
variances extracted (Fornell and Larcker, 1981). The exception being to the variable’s pairs, 
symbolic incongruity and negative brand engagement, negative brand engagement, and 
negative-word of mouth, as well as negative brand engagement and brand inauthenticity, which 
correlate at 0.876, 0.876 and 0.885, respectively (see Table 3). Following Anderson and 
Gerbing (1988), we conducted a chi-square difference test in which we compared a model with 
the correlation between the constructs constrained to 1.0, to an unconstrained model. The 
results indicate that the first fit is significantly worst, and this is evidence of discriminant 
validity (∆CMIN/DF = 0.044; ∆ RMSEA = 0.001; ∆ CFI = - 0.003) (Anderson and Gerbing, 
1988). Hence, the measurement models show acceptable levels of reliability and validity.
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(insert Table 3)

Since the constructs used in the conceptual model cover consumers’ perceptions and 
psychological states, it was necessary to verify whether common method bias caused problems 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). The common method bias is caused when the shared statistic variance 
is provoked by the measurement model rather than the constructs the items represent 
(Podsakoff et al., 2003). To control the common method bias, the Harman’s single factor test 
is the most widely used statistical control test in the literature (Podsakoff et al., 2003). The 
Harman test was performed by an exploratory factor analysis forcing a single factor and the 
Total Variance Explained must be accounts less than 50% of the all variables in the model. In 
this case the results were 48.67% which allows us to conclude that the common method bias is 
not of concern. 

To assess multicollinearity, we ran a series of regressions models on the various constructs to 
calculate the variance inflation factor (VIF) (Kleinbaum, Kupper and Muller, 1988). The VIF 
values ranged from 1.9 to 3.4 which can be considered unproblematic (Craney and Surles, 
2002).

4.4 Structural model evaluation

The evaluation of the structural model contains the estimation and the statistical test of the 
hypothesized relationships. The results suggest an acceptable model fit with Χ2/df = 3.368, df 
= 617; IFI = 0.849; TLI = 0.825; CFI = 0.848; RMSEA = 0.097, 90% IC [0.092, 0.101], 
P(RMSEA ≤ 0.05) < 0.001. All the estimated values of the path coefficients empirically 
support all the direct effects that are part of the hypothesized model, at the significance level 
of 0.05 for the majority of the hypotheses (see Table 4).

In line with Hegner et al.´s (2017), the results suggest that brand hate is a second-order 
construct. Nevertheless, in contrast to Hegner et al.´s (2017), the findings demonstrate that 
brand hate is a construct with four first-order formative triggers, i.e. symbolic incongruity, 
ideological incompatibility, negative past experience, and brand inauthenticity. Additionally, 
and contradicting Hegner et al.´s (2017) empirical study, the results of Apple brand show that 
symbolic incongruity has the strongest direct effect on brand hate (γ = 0.604, p < 0.001), 
followed by ideological incompatibility (γ = 0.336, p < 0.001), negative past experience (γ = 
0.325, p < 0.001), and brand inauthenticity (γ = 0.156, p < 0.05). The findings demonstrate that 
brand hate leads to both “attack-like” outcomes (i.e. negative word-of-mouth and willingness 
to punish hatred brands) and “avoidance-like” outcomes (i.e. brand avoidance and negative 
brand engagement) as postulated by Zarantonello et al. (2016). Interestingly, our results show 
that brand hate exerts a stronger and direct influence on negative brand engagement (β = 0.891, 
p < 0.001), which emphasizes the importance of emotional outcomes of brand hate. Moreover, 
the effect of brand hate on negative word-of-mouth (β = 0.700, p < 0.001) and brand avoidance 
(β = 0.635, p < 0.001,) as behavioral outcomes, are consistent with Hegner et al.´s (2017) study 
although the influence in our study is greater than that established in prior research. 
Additionally, our results demonstrate that brand hate exerts an influence on the willingness to 
punish hatred brands (β = 0.566, p < 0.001), which is also classified as a behavioral outcome.

(insert Table 4)
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After estimating the direct effects, we have analyzed the indirect effects using the bootstrap 
method suggested by Zhao, Lynch and Chen (2010). Table 5 shows the indirect effects, 
standard errors, and the 95% bias-corrected confidence intervals obtained by applying 
bootstrap estimation procedures. All the16 indirect effects obtained are statistically significant. 
Following the interpretation made by Iglesias et al. (2019) on the mediation effects, we argue 
that the direct effects from the brand hate antecedents on brand hate outcomes are not 
significant and therefore brand hate fully mediates the impact of the brand hate antecedents on 
its outcomes. Hence, as the direct effect of symbolic incongruity, brand inauthenticity and 
negative past experience on willingness to punish brands is not significant, we conclude that 
brand hate fully mediates the impact of those variables on the willingness to punish brands. 
Moreover, the results of this study reveal that brand hate fully mediates the impact of negative 
past experience and brand inauthenticity on negative word-of-mouth. Additionally, as the 
direct effect of some brand hate antecedents on the brand hate outcomes are significant, we 
conclude that brand hate is a partial mediator of the impact of those antecedents on the 
outcomes. Consequently, brand bate is a partial mediator of the impact of symbolic incongruity, 
ideological incompatibility, brand inauthenticity and negative past experienc on brand 
avoidance. In the same vein, brand hate is a partial mediator of the impact of symbolic 
incongruity and ideological incompatibility on negative word-of-mouth. The results also show 
that brand hate fully mediates the impact of symbolic incongruity, brand inauthenticity and 
negative past experience on the willingness to punish brands.

(insert Table 5)

4.5 The impact of product ownership and previous brand love feelings on brand hate 

To test the effects of passionate and non-passionate users and non-users of Apple on the 
dependent variable brand hate, a univariate analysis of variance (ANOVA) was carried out. 
The results of the ANOVA indicate that the dependent variable brand hate is not significantly 
affected in isolation by users and non-users of Apple (F(1, 241) = 1.35, p = 0.25), whereas is 
significantly affected by passionate and non-passionate of Apple (F(1, 241) = 12.55, p < 0.001). 
Nevertheless, the interaction effect between users and non-users of Apple and passionate and 
non-passionate of Apple could not be calculated due to the absence of a group which combines 
the characteristics of non-users of Apple products with passionates of the Apple brand (table 
6). Moreover, the findings demonstrate that non-users of Apple do not manifest previous love 
feelings. Additionally, it is shown that whereas the effect size of product ownership (users and 
non-users) has a weak impact on brand hate (ηp. 2= 0.006), the effect size of love brand feelings 
(passionate and non-passionate) has a medium impact on brand hate (ηp. 2= 0.05).

(insert Table 6)

Furthermore, we conducted a test for equality of observed means of brand hate, which was 
categorized as four main groups: users and non-users combined with passionates and non-
passionates of the Apple brand. The results show that brand hate differs across 
usage/passionates groups. The difference among the four groups categories is statistically 
significant  (F(2, 241) = 7.69, p < 0.001), and therefore the null hypothesis of equal population 
means of brand hate was rejected. Additionally, the findings demonstrate that non-users/non-
passionates of the Apple brand manifest the highest level of brand hate (M= 4.54) compared to 
users/passionates of the Apple brand (M=3.72).

(insert Table 7)
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5. General discussion and implications

In broad terms, this paper contributes to the literature on negative consumer-brand relationships 
by advancing knowledge on the key triggers of brand hate of global and prominent brands. 
This investigation is especially relevant in an era of growing hostility against brands that are 
not reacting effectively to human, societal and environmental problems (Sakar and Kotler, 
2018). Moreover, this article also expands on the branding literature by demonstrating that 
brand hate is a multidimensional construct, thus confirming previous studies on negative 
consumer-brand relationships (Hegner et al., 2017; Fetscherin, 2019), which show that 
ideological incompatibility, negative past experience and symbolic incongruity are antecedents 
of brand hate. Nevertheless, this study reveals that brand hate is a construct with four first-
order formative triggers, since it also incorporates brand inauthenticity. These findings shed 
light on the relevance of brand inauthenticity in the formation of brand hate feelings. In essence, 
a low degree of brand authenticity implies that the brand promise does not stem from its core 
values (Schallehn et al., 2014), in terms of continuity, originality, reliability, naturalness, 
credibility, integrity and symbolism (Bruhn et al., 2012; Mohart et al., 2015). Interestingly, 
anti-brand communities are particularly vocal on Apple´s lack of originality, hardware 
problems and expensive products, and the brand is struggling to preserve its core mission of 
remaining minimalist and aligning its products, business and marketing with this idea (business 
insider, 2016). 

Additionally, this study shows that symbolic incongruity has the strongest direct effect on 
Apple brand hate. These findings are interesting and useful, since they reinforce the assumption 
that consumers cognitively reject a brand which they consciously view as misrepresenting their 
selves and their self-motives (Wolter et al., 2016). As such, the brand-self distance may result 
in feelings of hatred. A potential reason for consumers to distance themselves from Apple due 
to symbolic incongruity may be linked to recent accusations of being deceptive, immoral and 
unethical. Indeed, Apple has been harshly criticized for its unethical supply chain 
(smartcompany.com.au), as well as its immoral practices such as intentionally slowing down 
older mobile models as a way of forcing consumers to purchase its newer iPhone models 
(huffpost.com). Interestingly, the other two relevant key triggers, with almost the same 
intensity, are ideological incompatibility and negative past experience. For many years, Apple 
has focused on high-end technology products in order to provide a remarkable user experience. 
Nevertheless, numerous high-profile problems with Apple´s product features and its 
performance have undermined the brand credibility in recent years (Forbes, 2018), with 
harmful effects on consumer-brand relationships. Moreover, the brand has been extensively 
criticized on the basis that ideology does not promote inclusion and diversity. As such, brand 
haters very negatively targeted Apple´s content-first approach which, according to the brand, 
allows Apple users to access a rich cross-platform experience, and at the same time they can 
ensure that their myriad devices are up-to-date and synchronized (time.com, 2017). 

Another relevant contribution of our study focus on how brand hate differs among users vs 
non-users and passionate vs non-passionate consumers. Alike the research conducted on 
positive consumer-brand relationships (e.g.  Batra et al., 2012), our study confirms that brand 
hate is an “intense emotional response” (Hegner et al., 2017) to brand actions with a changing 
gestalt over time. This means that brand hate does not occur at a specific point of time as brand 
love (Huber et al., 2015) and may result in transient feelings of hatred motivated by emotion-
eliciting events (e.g. using a product) or by a long-term consumer-brand relationships that 
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evolved from love to feelings of hatred. More importantly, it is demonstrated that non-
passionate non-users manifest a higher degree of brand hate and might be highly influenced by 
key triggers such as symbolic incongruity, ideological incompatibility and brand 
inauthenticity. On the other hand, the passionate former users tend to manifest lower feelings 
of hatred which reveals that are more tolerant to towards brands. These differences on how 
consumers hate brands calls for a deeper understanding on how non-passionate non-users (the 
´steady opponents´), passionate non-users (the ´disillusioned admirers´), non-passionate users 
(the ´unimpressed testers´) and passionate former users (the ´disenchanted fanboys´) develop 
feelings of hatred and how companies could mitigate potential negative consumer-brand 
relationships.

This research also suggests that brand hate has an effect on how consumers feel in relation to 
a brand (i.e. brand avoidance) and how they see themselves in the consumer-brand relationship 
(i.e. negative word-of-mouth and willingness to punish brands, negative brand engagement). 
Additionally, these results emphasize that brand hate leads to both “attack-like” outcomes (i.e. 
negative word-of-mouth and willingness to punish brands) and “avoidance-like” outcomes (i.e. 
brand avoidance and negative brand engagement), thus confirming previous studies on brand 
hate (Zarantonello et al., 2016). Another key theoretical contribution of this research is that 
brand hate comprises negative emotional dimensions (i.e. negative brand engagement) and 
behavioral dimensions (i.e. brand aversion, negative word-of-mouth and willingness to punish 
brands). These findings stress the need to look into brand hate as a dichotomious concept with 
implications on how consumers feel and act when they hate a brand, either voicing their hate 
or disengaging.

More importantly, this paper shows for the first time that brand hate exerts the strongest and 
direct most influence on negative brand engagement. This finding implies that consumers 
express their hatred by consciously reducing their level of interaction with brands, which might 
weaken or dissolve the affective bonds between the two parties (Hollebeck and Chen, 2014; 
Perrin-Martinenq, 2004). Interestingly, this also means that brand haters may exhibit higher 
levels of detachment from brands and, as with brand avoidance, are not willing to resume the 
relationship with the brand in the future. By contrast, brand haters who express and voice their 
feelings of hatred through negative word-of-mouth and willingness to punish the brand are 
prone to maintain their relationship of enemity with the brand. Both retaliatory behaviors 
represent the way consumers feel about themselves in the relationship with brands. Thus, one 
would expect brand haters to engage in specific anti-brand communities, as in the case of 
Apple, for the purpose of spreading negative word-of-mouth using mainly a market related, 
ideological and transactional speech (Bailey, 2004; Krishnamurthy and Kucuk, 2009). In other 
words, by using the power to influence other consumers, brand haters vent their views and 
negative feelings as a means to warn other consumers not to patronize a particular brand or to 
stop doing so (Wetzer et al., 2007). Additionally, brand haters may experience a desire for 
revenge through the act of punishing and causing harm to brands, in retaliation for the damages 
they might have caused them (Bechwati and Morrin, 2003). In particular, brand haters may 
deliberately engage in destructive punitive acts (Romani et al., 2013) and demonstrate their 
hostility and aggressive behaviors against brands.

Overall, this research further confirms that brand hate is extremely harmful to consumer-brand 
relationships, and might lead to disengagement, avoidance, and retaliatory behaviors. The 
current findings have important implications for brand managers. With respect to negative 
consumer-brand relationships, the findings suggest that consumer-brand disidentification 
results in hatred of brands. This offers new possibilities for brand managers to act in preventing 
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on-line and off-line anti-brand activism, in order to avoid its impact on brand equity and brand 
reputation. More specifically, brand managers should aim to understand brand disidentifiers´ 
motivations in connection with symbolic incongruity. For example, regular netnographic 
studies and on-line interaction with brand haters in anti-brand communities will provide useful 
insights for addressing the growing phenomenon of consumer-brand disidentification. 
Furthermore, brand managers should also aim to develop brand strategies anchored on 
diversity, inclusiveness, authenticity and responsibility, that nurture the sense of worthiness 
and belonging to brands.

The present findings also elaborate that brand hate, as a result of consumer-brand 
disidentification, might  affect brands in several ways. Hence, strategies should be used to 
prevent potential brand haters avoiding or disengaging with brands and thus leaving no hope 
of recovering from damaged consumer-brand relationship. On the other hand, it is crucial to 
mitigate the impact of retaliatory behaviors which might harm the brand in its reputation.

Being one of the first studies to investigate the mediating effect of brand hate in the context of 
promiment brands, this empirical study has some limitations. Firstly, this study is limited to 
one  technological brand, and therefore, caution must be taken in generalizing findings to other 
settings. Hence, future research should replicate this study and involve other  brands in order 
to verify whether the results are consistent. It would also be useful to test our research model 
in the context of goods, and to compare the results to service brands. This research approach 
could reveal some (di)similarities between both sectors, and how consumer-brand 
disidentification could be managed and/or mitigated in order to avoid feelings of hatred 
towards brands. The second limitation refers to the fact that most of respondents are male and 
thus, the generalizability of the results is a concern. Future studies should include a balanced 
sample of male and female respondents, which might enable the investigation of gende as a 
moderator between consumer brand disidentification and brand hate, as well as between brand 
hate and its outcomes. Moreover, the moderating effect of culture is another key aspect that 
needs to be further investigated. Finally, a comparative study between Millennials and 
Generation Z might be relevant in the field of branding, so as to understand the differences 
between the two generational cohorts.
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Fig. 1. Conceptual Model
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Table 1: Sample Characterization

N Percentage %Category

Male 30 11.8
Female 214 84.3
Age
Less than 25 94 38.5
26-35 63 25.8
36-45 47 19.3
46-55 25 10.2
More than 55 15 6.1
Education
Basic   40 16.4
Higher 204 83.6
Income
Less than 1000€ 42 19.1
1001 at 2000€ 49 22.3
2001 at 3000€ 51 23.2
More than 3000€ 78 35.5
Country
USA 108 42.5
UK 28 11.0
Canada 17 6.7
Australia 15 5.9
Belgium 6 2.4
Netherlands 5 2.0
Spain 4 1.6
Others 74 27.9

254 100%
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Table 2: Constructs Measurement

Constructs Items Standardized Loading CR AVE α
Symbolic Incongruity SI1

SI2
SI3
SI4
SI5

0.911
0.844
0.859
0.886
0.762

0.93

0.73

0.92

Ideological 
Incompatibility

II1
II2
II3
II4

0.801
0.906
0.941
0.886

0.94

0.78

0.93

Brand Inauthenticity BI_F1
BI_F2
BI_F3

0.974
0.594
0.708

0.81

0.6

0.82

Negative Past 
Experience

NPE1
NPE2
NPE3
NPE4

0.797
0.870
0.850
0.805

0.90

0.69

0.88

Brand Hate BH1
BH2
BH4
BH5
BH6
BH7

0.871
0.841
0.784
0.815
0.879
0.864

0.94

0.71

0.94

Negative Word of 
Mouth

NWM1
NWM2
NWM3
NWM4
NWM5

0.847
0.855
0.852
0.731
0.799

0.91

0.67

0.91

Brand Avoidance BA1
BA2
BA3
BA4

0.932
0.907
0.936
0.943

0.96

0.86

0.96

Negative Brand 
Engagement

NBE_F1
NBE_F2

0.767
0.785

0.75 0.60 0.75

Willingness to punish 
brands

WPB1
WPB2
WPB3
WPB4
WPB5

0.902
0.934
0.917
0.947
0.880

0.96

0.84

0.97

Notes: CR: Composite Reliability, AVE: Average variance extracted, α: Cronbach’s alpha, *** p < 0.001

Page 31 of 36 Journal of Product & Brand Management

1
2
3
4
5
6
7
8
9
10
11
12
13
14
15
16
17
18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31
32
33
34
35
36
37
38
39
40
41
42
43
44
45
46
47
48
49
50
51
52
53
54
55
56
57
58
59
60



Journal of Product & Brand M
anagem

ent
Table 3: Descriptive Statistics and Discriminant Validity

Constructs Mean SD NPE SI II BH NWM WPB BA BI NBE

NPE 0.83       

SI
0.60**

* 0.85      

II
0.53**

* 0.67 0.89     

BH
0.70**

* 0.77 0.70 0.84    

NWM
0.58**

* 0.70 0.58 0.72 0.82   

WPB
0.46**

* 0.51 0.49 0.62 0.72 0.92  
BA 0.57 0.68 0.77 0.64 0.71 0.58 0.93
BI 0.74 0.74 0.83 0.78 0.64 0.53 0.64 0.78

NBE 0.75 0.92 0.71 0.83 0.87 0.65 0.95 0.89 0.78
Note: on the diagonal the square root of the average variance extracted of each construct, *** p < 0.001.
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Table 4: Direct effects of the determinants and outcomes of brand hate

Hypotheses Loading p-value Conclusion

H1 NPE         BH (+) 0.325 p < 0.001 Accepted

H2 SI             BH (+) 0. 604 p < 0.001 Accepted

H3 II              BH (+) 0. 336 p < 0.001 Accepted

H4 BI             BH (+) 0. 156 p < 0.05 Accepted

H5 BH         NWM (+) 0. 700 p < 0.001 Accepted

H6 BH         WPB (+) 0. 566 p < 0.001 Accepted

H7 BH         BA (+) 0. 635 p < 0.001 Accepted

H8 BH          NBE (+) 0. 891 p < 0.001 Accepted
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Table 5: Assessing the indirect effects (by Hayes)

Mediation 
Effects Direct Effect Indirect 

Effect
Standard 

error
95% bias-

corrected CI Result

SI → BH → 
NWO

Significant 0.289 0.059 [0.181; 0.411] Partial 
mediation 

SI → BH → 
WPB

Not 
Significant

0.479 0.102 [0.301; 0.702] Full 
mediation 

SI → BH → 
BA

Significant 0.203 0.061 [0.097; 0.332] Partial 
mediation

SI → BH → 
NBE

Significant 0.213 0.052 [0.129; 0.326] Partial 
mediation

II → BH → 
NWO

Significant 0.347 0.066 [0.226; 0.494] Partial 
mediation

II → BH → 
WPB

Significant 0.437 0.093 [0.271; 0.639] Partial 
mediation

II → BH → 
BA

Significant 0.290 0.079 [0.161; 0.473] Partial 
mediation

II → BH → 
NBE

Significant 0.343 0.080 [0.207; 0.513] Partial 
mediation

BI → BH→ 
NWO

Not 
Significant

0.377 0.067 [0.252; 0.512] Full 
mediation

BI → BH→ 
WPB

Not 
Significant

0.450 0.087 [0.290; 0.638] Full 
mediation

BI → BH→ 
BA

Significant 0.286 0.075 [0.158; 0.438] Partial 
mediation

BI → BH→ 
NBE

Significant 0.297 0.065 [0.180; 0.436] Partial 
mediation

NPE → 
BH→ NWO

Not 
significant

0.3261 0.055 [0.223; 0.439] Full 
mediation

NPE → 
BH→ WPB

Not 
significant

0.423 0.079 [0.273; 0.590] Full 
mediation

NPE → 
BH→ BA

Significant 0.252 0.064 [0.132; 0.384] Partial 
mediation

NPE → 
BH→ NBE

Significant 0.293 0.059 [0.185; 0.414] Partial 
mediation
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Table 6: Cross tabulation users vs. passionate of Apple brand

Counts
Have you ever loved 

Apple before?
No Yes Total

No 15 0 15Have you ever 
used Apple 
products? Yes 171 58 229

Total 186 58 244
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Table 7: Test for Equality of means of Brand Hate categorized by users vs. non-users 

and passionate vs. non-passionate 

Method df Value p-value

Anova F- test (2, 241) 7.69 0.0006

Category Statistics

Groups Have you ever 

loved Apple 

before?

Have you ever 

used/own Apple 

products?

Count Mean SE

Non-passionate 

non users

No No 15 4.54 0.68

Non-passionate 

users

No Yes 171 4.24 0.88

Passionate non-

users

Yes No 0  NA NA

Passionate 

former users

Yes Yes 58 3.7 0.15
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