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Abstract

In the era of tough competition, the customer’s emotional attachment to brand plays a vital role to the successes and failures of enterprises. 
Specifically in the case of doing business online, brands have to cope with the troubles of rising from brand hate as brand avoidance, 
negative word of mouth and brand retaliation. Traditionally, the brand communication is very hard to control and with online communities, 
the problems tend to be even more severe. This paper aims to explore and discuss the core concept, the driven factors and the actionable 
consequences of brand hate among netizens. A total of 358 valid responses were obtained from surveys taken from the internet users across 
the nation. Partial Least Square – Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) was conducted using Smart PLS to assess the hypotheses. The 
result shows that the expression of brand hate among netizen consists of active hate and passive hate. Deficit value, deceptive advertising, 
negative past experience and ideology incompatibility have been confirmed as influencing factors on customers’ brand hate emotion. Then 
brand hate itself causes the customer’s actionable outcomes such as brand avoidance, brand negative word of mouth and brand retaliation. 
Along with the theoretical contributions and managerial implications have been recommended for enterprises to avoid netizens’ brand hate. 
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bad experiences spread much faster than good experiences. 
Kanouse (1984) supported this opinion by suggesting that 
people tend to weigh negative information more heavily than 
the positive information. However, according to Sternberg 
(2003), the literature of hate is underdeveloped and that is 
the reason why the topic of hate is even less studied in the 
domain and marketing and consumer research. Zarantonello 
et al. (2016) also stated that treatments of brand hate have 
selectively focused on narrow emotions whereas hate is a 
very complex emotion with several primary and secondary 
emotions.

Basically, the emotional experiences can be divided 
to two main groups: the positive and the negative so that 
customers’ emotions towards brands also have positive 
and negative aspects. When investigating the basic level 
of emotion categories, Fehr and Rusell (1984) found love 
and hate was the second most important emotion. Study of 
Shaver et al. (1987) also confirmed that hate was in the third 
place out of 213 emotional words. Positive aspects have been 
frequently discussed and examined in marketing literature 
as customer satisfaction, customer loyalty, brand romance, 
brand love, etc., yet the research about negative emotions of 
brand is scarce (Dalvand et al., 2019).
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1.  Introduction

Brand, regardless of meaning of the name and sign of 
trademarks, express an emotional relationship between 
enterprises and customers (Dalvand et al., 2019). According 
to Ladhari et al. (2017), emotions play a significant role in 
the purchase process of products and services. Moreover 
Kurajdová et al. (2015) also argued that consumers obviously 
play a vital role in the level of success that enterprises 
achieve, as consumers decide whether to purchase the offered 
products and services or not and there by determine the 
prosperity and existenece of and organization. Consumers 
also tend to share their product experience with their family 
and friends (Delzen 2014) and according to Richins (1983), 
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Studies in psychology approved the fact that negative 
emotions have greater impacts on behavior than positive 
ones (Fetcherin, 2019). Besides, consumers do not want to 
consume is just as important as knowing what they do like 
(Hogg and Banister, 2001), hence, scholars and companies 
therefore need to do more and deeper research of dark side 
phenomenon than only examining the bright side. There 
have been three different approaches of brand hate such 
as (i)  understanding the emotional expression of brand 
hate which is grounded in the psychology of the customers 
(Sternberg 2003), (ii) the customer brand relationship which 
focuses on the causes of customers’ negative emotions 
towards brands (Fournier & Alvarez 2013) and (iii) anti – 
brand behaviors which discusses the consequences of brand 
hate (Knittel et al., 2016). 

From the managerial perspective, brand hate has attracted 
the concerns of enterprises in the managerial contexts, 
especially in the era of online society as we are in now. In 
online environment, news including either good or bad spread 
faster and to larger geographical space regardless of whether 
we want it or not. Customers nowadays have stronger power 
by expressing their thinking, emotions and opinions freely 
on their own social media account and negative online 
captions/post mostly attract more attention than the normal 
or the positve ones. Not only local, small or new brands must 
cope with the troubles of brand hate, but giant international 
brands such as Apple, H&M, United airlines, Air asia Nike, 
and Bata also expreince severe problems due to customers’ 
brand hate. 

2.  Literature Review

2.1.  Brand Hate

Grounded in psychology literature, brand hate recently 
has attracted increasing attention from marketing scholars 
and practitioners with the purpose of understanding the dark 
side of customers’ emotions and responses. Although the 
research on customer – brand relationship concept has been 
engaged by many authors, the negative characteristics seem 
to have been less studied in favor of positive relationship 
(Park et al., 2013 and Curina et al., 2020). There are various 
ways to conceptualize the term – brand hate.

At first, brand hate can be simply defined as negative 
feelings in contrast with positive feelings – brand love (Khan 
and Lee 2014). The definition of Khan and Lee (2014) 
basically considered brand hate same as the brand dislike. 

Second, brand hate is a more intense emotional response 
that the consumers have towards a brand than brand dislike. 
This approach is supported by the psychologist Sternberg 
(2003) who suggested that interpersonal hate is not only 
a more intense form of interpersonal disliking, but also 
empirically and conceptually it is a distinct construct. 

Third, the marketing literature identifies two main 
components of brand hate as active and passive brand hate 
(Zarantonello et al., 2016). Moreover, it also contributed 
to marketing literature Bryson et al. (2013) considered 
consumer’s dissatisfaction with product performance or 
negative past experience with brand as a determinant of 
hate. The possible incongruence between self – image and 
brand image are ideologically unacceptable due to legal, 
moral or social corporate wrongdoing. Moreover, marketing 
author Kucuk (2016) also adopted the previous findings of 
Sternberg (2003) by following the approach that brand hate 
has three distinct emotions as disgust, anger and contempt. 
Disgust refers to the seeking of physical, emotional, or mental 
distance. Park et al. (2013) stated that when a consumer feels 
close to a brand, love emotion usually accompanies that 
feeling and in contrast, when an individual feels averse or 
distant from a brand, such feelings may be accompanied 
by disgust. The feeling of contempt is defined by Sternberg 
(2003) as commitment involving perception of diminution 
and devaluation. The emotion of anger is expressed by 
passion under which it is referred to as a kind of anger that 
leads one to approach the object of hate with a thirst for 
vengeance, which can also take the form of brand retaliation 
in its extreme form (Funches et al., 2009) or brand revenge 
(Johnson et al., 2011). 

Fourth, there have been some possible antecedents of 
brand hate established in the literature such as: negative past 
experience (experiential avoidance) and symbolic (identity) 
incongruity, ideological incompatibility (moral avoidance) 
(Hegner et al., 2017); deficit value avoidance (Lee et al., 
2009a), adverting – related avoidance (Knittel et al., 2016). 

Fifth, from the perspective of behavioral outcomes, 
according to Grégoire et al. (2009), and Marticotte et al. 
(2016), brand hate leads to adversarial actions of avoiding 
the brand or hateful consumer behaviors ranging from 
mild to severe retaliation behavior. The public and private 
complains about brand private and public complaining 
are classified as the mild outcome behaviors of brand hate 
whereas the brand retaliation and revenge tend to be more 
severe. Researches Breivik & Thorbjørnsen (2008), and 
Kucuk (2019) suggested that the emotion of disgust may 
lead to the opposite of closeness which is avoidance by 
switching to another brand. Hence, the switching behavior 
is also considered as the actionable consequences of brand 
hate. The most severe outcome behaviors of brand hate 
could be the willingness to make financial sacrifices to hurt 
the brand (Jin et al., 2017). 

2.2.  Deficit Value

According to Lee et al. (2009b), the deficit value or 
deficit value avoidance occurs when the brands are perceived 
as representing an unacceptable cost to benefit trade-off. 
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It means the consumer might avoid brands that are perceived 
as low quality and consequently deficient in value (Lee et al., 
2009b). Both practice and literature prove the fact that the 
perceived quality has strong influence on the customer’s 
perception towards product/service value, then the purchase 
intention. Lee et al. (2009b) also considered the unfamiliarity 
is a dimension of deficit value construct in which the 
customers might avoid unfamiliar brands because they regard 
the unfamiliar brands as lower quality and might increase the 
risk perception. The new brands, therefore, face this challenge 
from consumers (Knittel et al., 2016). According to Zeithaml 
(1996), deficit value could be understood as of low quality. 
Moreover, due to Richardson et al. (1994) the unfamiliarity of 
brand to consumer is the reason for deficit value avoidance. 
Other reasons for brand’s deficient perception could be 
because the products or services offered are inexplicably 
expensive and lack aesthetic packaging (Lee et al., 2009a). 
The service quality also has a discriminatory effect on the 
brand attitude (Song et al., 2020).

H1: Deficit value influences the Brand Hate.

2.3.  Negative Past Experience

Negative past experience or experiential avoidance 
relates to undelivered brand promises stemming from unmet 
expectations, unpleasant store environment, perceptions 
of poor brand performance or consumption hassles and 
inconveniences (Lee et al., 2009a). Negative past experience 
also resonates from functional inadequacy. Moreover, 
the inconvenience associated with acquiring the product 
and negative store environment also are the reasons for 
negative past experience (Lee et al., 2009b). De Chernatony 
& Dall’Olmo Riley & (2000) argued that not only the 
performance, but also the consistency is critical. Whenever 
the promise of brand is not consistent, it leads to the unstable 
actual experience of customers although they already have 
positive experiences with previous buying sections. 

H2: Negative past experience influences the Brand Hate.

2.4.  Ideology Incompatibility 

The ideology incompatibility that so called moral 
avoidance is defined as the moral conflict between the 
consumer and the brand (Lee et al., 2009b). One of the 
dominant aspects of this issue is the anti-hegemony which 
refers to consumers avoiding the biggest brands in order 
to prevent the monopolies or because they are associated 
with corporate irresponsibility (Kozinets & Handelman, 
2004). According to Choi and Park (2011), consumers who 
experience identification with a corporate identity also 
show positive responses to corporate brand. Ideological 

incompatibility can also be linked with the country effects 
(Knittel et al., 2016) and that is termed as country-of-origin 
avoidance. As discussed in the study of Bloemer et al. (2009), 
consumes use the country-of-origin as an evaluation scale 
for product quality assessment. This is the main reason for 
customer’s boycott behavior with the Chinese origin product 
which spread across the world in early 2021 or American 
brands in Islamic countries. 

H3: Ideology incompatibility influences the Brand Hate.

2.5.  Deceptive Advertising

Deceptive Advertising or misleading advertising has 
recently been identified as the driving factors of brand 
hate. Most of marketing research shows that the consumers 
are strongly influenced by advertising during their whole 
purchasing process and advertising has direct impact on final 
customer behavior. According to Knittel (2016), failures of 
content, celebrity endorsers, music and responses are four 
components of the deceptive advertising. Content refers to 
what is being said in the communication process whereas the 
celebrity endorser is the use of celebrity representing for a 
brand (Till & Schimp 1998) and the response is an automatic 
analysis and interpretation mechanism of customers who 
receive the advertisement message. Knittle et al. (2016) 
proposed a hypotheis that the failures in advertising lead to 
customer’s negative emotion to brand.

H4: Deceptive advertising influences the Brand Hate.

2.6.  Brand Avoidance

Brand avoidance expresses a negative consumer 
behaviors such as, consumers turning their back to the 
specific brand, avoiding the brand, not consuming the 
brand at all and it can also be entirely switching to a 
competitor (Hegner et al., 2017). Brand avoidance is also 
conceptualized as a particular form of anti-consumption 
and focuses on the deliberate and active rejection of 
brands (Zarantonello et al., 2016). The rejection of brands 
represents passive behavior (Berndt et al., 2019) which is 
more difficult for companies to recognize and counteract. 
Brand avoidance may be a route to negative brand equity 
since consumers are prone to react consistently and 
unfavorably to a particular brand (Odoom et al., 2019). 

H5: Brand Hate influences the Brand avoidance.

2.7.  Brand Negative Word of Mouth

Brand Negative word-of-mouth is conceptualized 
by Wetzer et al. (2007) as all negative valence, informal 
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communication between private parties about goods and 
services and the evaluation thereof whereas East et al. (2007) 
defined negative word-of-mouth as the extent to which 
an individual speaks or writes poorly about brand. In the 
marketing literature, there have been two types of negative 
word-of-mouth (Christodoulides et al., 2012; Presi et al., 
2014) such as private complaining and public complaining. 
Private complaining is negative talks about brands among 
friends or group of family members while according to 
Zeithaml et al. (1996) the public complaining often occurs on 
social media as on blog posts, websites and social networks. 
In almost all the studies the private complaining and public 
complaining are two dimension of brand complaints construct. 
Dam (2020) stated that brand love had a positive impact on 
brand commitment and brand positive word of mouth and 
Zarantonello et al. (2016) stated that negative word-of-mouth 
is one of the absolute consequences of brand hate. 

H6: Brand Hate influences the negative word of mouth.

2.8.  Brand Retaliation

Among three actionable consequences of brand hate, 
the  brand retaliation has been classified as an active and 
direct actions towards the brand (Grégoire et al., 2009). 
It can be simultaneous or complemented by negative word 
of mouth and the spread of these complaints online (Abney 
et al., 2017). According to Hegner et al. (2017), brand 
retaliation includes many types of actions and attitudes 

that seek to cause damage or hurt a brand as willingness to 
make financial sacrifices to hurt the brand (Kucuk 2019). 
In addition to protesting and complaining about the brands 
as  in the study of Zarantonello et al. (2016), brand hate 
can also result in direct customers’ punishment behaviors 
towards the brand (Funches et al. 2009). 

H7: Brand Hate influences the brand retaliation.

3.  Research Methodology

In order to understand reasons and actionable 
outcomes of brand hate among Vietnamese netizens, this 
study designed an online survey and collected responses 
from internet users during 5 months from the beginning 
of September 2020 to the end January 2021. A pre-test 
questionnaire was delivered to marketing professionals 
and experienced internet users with sample size of 30. 
The constructs were initially designed in English based on 
previous constructs of other authors, then translated into 
Vietnamese for easier surveying. The actual survey was 
completely developed after correcting and adjusting the 
pre-test questionnaire. 

The online questionnaire was distributed to 500 internet 
users via emails and Facebook messenger and 358 completed 
responses were collected which was 71.6% of the total 
questionnaire sent for the survey. This study employed 
Smart PLS to conduct descriptive statistics and inferential 
statistical techniques. Table 1 provides the demographical 

Table 1: Demographical Profile of the Respondents (n = 358)

Demographic Variables Category Frequency Percentage (%)

Gender Male 113 31.56%
Female 245 68.44%

Age <23 161 44.97%
23–35 136 37.99%
36–45 49 13.69%
>45 12 3.35%

Marital status Single 146 40.78%
Marriage 212 59.22%

Occupation Student 136 37.99%
Officer 145 40.50%
Workers 43 12.01%
Freelancer 34 9.50%

Most frequent used social network Facebook 248 69.27%
Instagram 74 20.67%
You-tube 36 10.06%
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profile of the respondents. There is mostly a double 
proportion of Female (68.44%) respondents compared with 
31.56% of Male took part in the survey. The two majority 
groups of respondents have age range from under 23 with 
44.97% and from 23 to 35 with 37.99% respectively. The 
results also indicated that 59.22% of total respondents have 
family while 40.78% are still single. Officer and student are 
two biggest groups with 40.50% and 37.99% respectively. 
This proportion matches with the data value of Age range 
variable. Facebook is the social network that has the biggest 
fan club with 69.27% respondents selecting Facebook as the 
most frequently used social network, while Instagram also 
occupied 20.67% frequent users.

Previous studies used various Likert multi-item scales 
as 7-point Likert scale and 5-point Likert scale, however 
in this study, we employed 5-point Liker scale with 1 = 
strongly disagree and 5 = strongly agree. The current study 
consists of eight multi-dimensional constructs and five 
controlled variables. The measurements for these constructs 
were adopted from other published studies with some minor 
modifications to fit with the research context.

To measure the mediating variable – brand hate, we 
combined items from the scales of Hegner et al., (2017), 
Zeki and Romaya (2008) which is an updated version of 
Sternberg (2003). The construct deficit value, the negative 
past experience, the ideological incompatibility was adopted, 
justified and developed from scales of Romani et al. (2012), 
Thomson et al., (2012) and Hegner et al., (2017). The brand 
negative word of mouth and brand avoidance scales have 
been from Hegner et al., (2017) and Günaydin and Yıldız 
(2021) while the brand retaliation was adapted from the 
construct of Leventhal et al., (2014). (Appendix 1).

4.  Research Results

This study employed SmartPLS 3.3.3 and applied partial 
least square structural equation model (PLS-SEM) for the 

development of theoretical model and the interpretation 
among the variables. Two main steps for PLS-SEM analysis 
suggected: (i) evaluation of the measurement models and 
(ii) the structural model (Hair et al., 2019).

4.1.  Assessment of Measurement Models

First, according to Hair et al. (2017), the measurement 
model was tested for convergent validity through factor 
loadings, composite reliability (CR) and average variance 
extracted (AVE). Both outer loadings and composite 
reliability (CR) should exceed 0.70 and AVE should be 
higher than the recommended value of 0.50. From the 
analysis, it was found that the deficit value, brand hate, 
brand complaint and brand avoidance constructs would 
be more reliable and valid after deleting five items: DV2, 
BH2, BH5, BC6 and BR1 which have the loading values 
of less than 0.70. All of the rest 38 items satisfied the levels 
of convergent validity and reliability with outer loadings 
> 0.70 and AVE > 0.50 (Table 2). 

The second step is assessing the extent to which a 
construct is truly distinct from other constructs by checking 
the discriminant validity (Hair et al., 2017). According 
to Fornell and Larcker (1981), the square root of AVE of 
each construct is larger than its corresponding correlation 
coefficients, pointing towards adequate discriminant validity. 
The result of Table 3 indicated that the square roots of the 
AVE of each variable is greater than any of the correlations 
involving the said variable, thus, we may conclude that the 
measurement model showed adequate convergent validity 
and discriminant validity (Table 3).

4.2.  Assessment of Structural Models

To assess the structural models, Hair et al. (2017) 
suggested the Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) to check 
collinearity issues among each set of predictor variables. 

Table 2: Internal Consistency Reliability and Convergent Validity

Constructs Measurement Item Factor Loadings CA CR AVE

Deficit Value DV (4 items) 0.769–0.861 0.832 0.888 0.665
Deceptive Advertising DA (5 items) 0.747–0.822 0.849 0.892 0.624
Negative Past experience NPE (5 items) 0.767–0.850 0.876 0.910 0.668
Ideology Incompatibility IIC (5 items) 0.764–0.844 0.867 0.902 0.647
Brand Hate BH (4 items) 0.813–0.835 0.844 0.896 0.682
Brand Avoidance BA (5 items) 0.745–0.822 0.823 0.883 0.665
Brand Negative Word-of-Mouth BNWOM (5 items) 0.741–0.836 0.861 0.900 0.644
Brand Retaliation BR (5 items) 0.799–0.867 0.883 0.914 0.681

Note: All item loadings are significant at 0.001 (p < 0.001). CA: Cronbach’s Anpha, AVE: Average variance extracted,  
CR: composite reliability.
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A  VIF value greater than 5 indicate the multicollinearity 
(Hair  et al., 2014), but the analysis results show that the 
lowest VIF value is 1.562 and the highest value is 2.583 
lower than 5 that indicate no multicollinearity issue. Hair 
et al. (2016) suggested using the SRMR value to access 
the quality of structural model, the SRMR value should 
be below 0.10. The result of model fit summary shows the 
SRMR value of 0.064 – less than the 0.10 - indicating the 
good fit of model for theory testing (Table 4). 

R2 is the primary way to measure the predictive accuracy 
of the model and represent the percentage of variance in 
the dependent variables as explained by the independent 
variables in the model. As can be seen in Table 4 and 
compare with Cohen (2013), the R2 values of BH = 0.429, 
BA = 0.221, BNWOM = 0.174 reached the substantial level 
and BR = 0.127 reached the moderate level. The Deficit 
value, Deceptive advertising, Ideology incompatibility and 
Negative past experience can be explained with around 
42.9% of variance can be explained of the Brand Hate, 
whereas 22.1% of variance can be explained by Brand 
avoidance, 17.4% of variance of Brand can be explained 
by Negative Word of Mouth and 12.7% variance can be 
explained by Brand Retaliation. 

According to Gronemus et al. (2010), the path coefficients 
(β values) indicate the degree of change in the dependent 
variable for each independent variable. Table 5 shows the path 
coefficients for all relationships were statistically significant 

due to all p values < 0.05, therefore H1, H2, H3, H4, H5, H6, 
H7 are supported. Hair et al. (2017) also suggested the effect 
size (f  2) and predictive relevance (q2) for each path can be 
considered. Cohen (2013) gives the guidelines to assess 
the f  2 whereby 0.02, 0.15 and 0.35 indicate small, medium 
and large effects, respectively whereas Akter et.al. (2011) 
suggested the q2 value larger than 0 indicates that model has 
predictive relevance for a certain dependent construct. 

The results of Table 5 show the medium to large impact of 
Brand hate on Brand avoidance as f  2 values of 0.283; Brand 
hate on Brand Negative word of mouth as f  2 values of 0.211 
and Deceptive advertising on Brand hate as f  2 values of 
0.188 which range from 0.15 to 0.35. All of the rest show the 
small to medium effect due to the f  2 values range from 0.02 
to 0.15. The results of Table 5 and Figure 1 also show that 
all q2 values of 0.285, 0.126, 0.107 and 0.083 exceeded 0 
indicating that the brand hate, brand avoidance, brand 
negative word of mouth and brand retaliation demonstrating 
acceptable predictive relevance. 

5.  Discussion and Conclusion

We conducted this research by highlighting the causes 
and effects of brand hate from both academic and practical 
perspective. Grounded in psychology of emotions, recently, 
brand hate has been examined deeper in marketing and 
consumer behavior literature. The main aims of this study 
were exploring and identifying the driven factors and 
actionable responses of netizens in Vietnam. Through a 
series of quantitative analysis, we found that brand hate itself 
consists of two core components as: active brand hate which 
represent as the emotions of disgust, anger and contempt and 
passive brand hate which is a combination of disappointment 
and shame emotions. Brand hate has been influenced by 
four main factors: deficit value, deceptive advertising, and 
negative past experience and ideology incompatibility. 
Findings also provided the evidence to prove that brand 
hate is the main cause of three actionable behavior of 

Table 3: Discriminant Validity

BR BA BH BNWOM DA DV IIC NPE

BR 0.825
BA 0.334 0.782
BH 0.356 0.470 0.826
BNWOM 0.241 0.222 0.418 0.802
DA 0.338 0.473 0.511 0.181 0.79
DV 0.571 0.372 0.329 0.131 0.347 0.815
IIC 0.148 0.151 0.457 0.309 0.253 0.144 0.805
NPE 0.219 0.104 0.388 0.479 0.187 0.164 0.363 0.817

Table 4: R2, q2, SMRM

R2 q2 SMRM

BH (Brand Hate) 0.429 0.285 0.064
BA (Brand avoidance) 0.221 0.126
BNWOM (Brand Negative 
Word of Mouth)

0.174 0.107

BR (Brand Retaliation) 0.127 0.083
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Table 5: Hypotheses Testing

Hypotheses Path β t f 2 p Decision

H1 DV → BH 0.132 3.380 0.026 0.001 Supported

H2 DA → BH 0.359 7.708 0.188 0.000 Supported

H3 NPE → BH 0.199 4.671 0.059 0.000 Supported

H4 IIC → BH 0.274 5.656 0.110 0.000 Supported

H5 BH → BA 0.470 9.211 0.283 0.000 Supported

H6 BH → BNWOM 0.418 8.928 0.211 0.000 Supported

H7 BH → BR 0.356 7.287 0.145 0.000 Supported

Figure 1: Modelling Results

consumers such as brand avoidance, brand negative word 
of mouth and brand retaliation. Our analysis and supports 
previous findings of Grégoire et al. (2009), Delzen (2014), 
Zarantonello et al. (2016), Knittel et al. (2016), Hegner et al. 
(2017), Fetscherin (2019), Pinto & Brandão (2020). Brand 
hate in this study plays the mediating role in the relation 
between the emotional perception and actionable outcomes. 

Theoretically, this study already examined and proved 
the relationships between two new phenomena – deficit 
value and deceptive advertising and brand hate. Moreover, 
brand hate also relates to three different levels of customers’ 
negative actions from mild to severe. Practically, in order 
to avoid brand hate or customers’ negative emotions, 
enterprises should ensure that customers will get the exact 
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value or at least equal to what they pay. It means, the price 
of products must be balanced between offerings and the 
amount of money and emotional efforts which customers 
must spend. The customer experience must be put in 
serious consideration due to its strong influence of brand 
emotion. The negative experience could be the main cause 
of both private and public negative word of mouth. Although 
advertising in most of cases brings expansion opportunities 
for brands, but the deceptive advertising will lead to brand 
hate. The use of celebrity, the preparation of advertising 
message content and of course time to response of company 
to customer’s voice should be carefully checked to stop the 
emergence of negative emotions in customers’ mind. In the 
normal cases, customers may wait to receive the reaction 
and answer from enterprise but in online environment the 
expectation of customer is “real time” instead of being put 
in the waiting list. The late responses are reflected as not 
respecting behaviors and of course the negative emotions 
will definitely appear. 

Among three identified actionable outcomes, brand 
avoidance is the mildest one, yet its effects are not mild. 
According to the items mentioned in brand avoidance scale, 
customers will buy less or even stop buying and rejecting the 
brand from their shopping bag. These intentional behaviors 
will directly relate to the revenue loss and customer loss. 
In addition, that is the case customer switch to brand’s 
competitor and this can result in even bigger losses because 
the competitors have the chance to get bigger market share 
and revenue. When customer complaints and talks privately 
with friends, family members of small group of people, 
the damage to brand is not too high, but when they spread 
their voice on social networks such as on Facebook posts, 
close/public groups online, the problems may be out of 
control. Joining anti-brand groups, to leave anti comments 
on the social media and boycott behaviors have emerged 
as the way customer show their responsibility to the online 
community. Under the psychological effect of negative 
word of mouth, retaliation is the most severe damage to 
brand. It may destroy the brand image, brand reputation and 
even put the brand to an end of life, hence, each enterprise 
must setup an online communication department which 
only focus on controlling and directing the communication 
flows of netizen rather than solving the issues when they 
have already taken place.
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Appendix: Measurement Constructs

Negative Past Experience

NPE1  I have poor performance of the brand.
NE22 � I feel inconvenience associated in acquiring the 

brand.
NPE3  The brand failed to meet its promised value.
NPE4 � My experience with the brand does not meet my 

expectation.
NPE5  The store environment is unpleasant  
when I come.

Ideology Incompatibility

IIC1 � My personal beliefs are contradictory to that of the 
brand.

IIC2 � I do not have the freedom to choose other competing 
brands in that category.

ICC3  The brand X is not socially responsible.
ICC4  Brand X violates the moral standards.
ICC5  Brand X does not match my values and beliefs.

Deficit Value

DV1 � The quality of the brand is low in comparison with 
the price.

DV2  The brand in not familiar to me.
DV3  The quality of product is not as good as my expectation.
DV4  The packaging of brand is insufficient aesthetic.
DV5  The brand is deficient in terms of the value linked with it.

Deceptive Advertising

DA1 � The content of the brand’s advertisement was 
unpleasant.

DA2 � The content of the brand’s advertisement is not 
transparent.

DA3 � I do not like the celebrity used in the brand’s 
advertisement.

DA4  The celerity does not fit wirh brand image.
DA5 � I am unable to deduce any meaning from the brand’s 

advertisement.
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Brand Hate

BH1  I am disgusted by Brand X.
BH2  I don’t tolerate brand X and its company.
BH3  The world would be better place without brand X.
BH4  I am totally angry about brand X.
BH5  Brand X is awful.
BH6  I hate brand X.

Brand Avoidance

BA1  I buy the Brand X less frequently than before.
BA2  I stop buying Brand X and will not to buy it anymore.
BA3  I reject products of brand X.
BA4  I avoid using product of brand X.
BA5  I switch to a competing brand.

Brand Negative Word of Mouth

BNWOM1  I discourage friends and relatives to buy brand X.
BNWOM2  I say negative things about brand X to others.

BNWOM3 � I recommend not to buy brand X to someone 
who seeks my advice.

BNWOM4 � I post negative comment on official website of 
brand X.

BNWOM5 � I leave low rating/ranking to brand X’s official 
fanpage.

Brand Retaliation

BR1  I join in anti – fan group of Brand X.
BR2 � I have deliberately bent or broken the policies of the 

brand.
BR3 � I have showed signs of impatience and frustration to 

someone from brand X.
BR4 � I complained to brand X to give a hard time to the 

representatives of the company.
BR5 � I complained to brand X to be unpleasant with the 

representatives of the company.
BR6 � I complained to the brand to make someone from the 

organization pay.




