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One Sentence Summary:  

A conceptual model combining and unifying anti-consumption and brand relationships stream of 

research. 

ABSTRACT 

• This paper presents a conceptual model that outlines the various brand relationships 

consumers have with a special focus on negative brand relationships that relates to anti-

brand behaviors.  

• Based on the empathy map, the model consists of four main parts: how consumers think 

(share of mind) and feel (share of heart) about brands, which in turn effects what 

consumers say (share of voice) and do (share of wallet) with them.  

• The model combines more than 40 branding concepts into one comprehensive, coherent, 

unified and easy-to-understand model where concepts are categorized by their degree of 

intensity.    

 

JEL Classification Codes : M10, M30, M31  
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INTRODUCTION 

In the past few decades, the marketing literature has seen a profound advancement in how brand 

relationships are conceptualized, measured and studied. Alongside research on positive brand 

relationships such as brand satisfaction (Keiningham et al., 2014), brand attachment (Japutra et 

al., 2014), positive word of mouth (Keller, 2007), brand love (Batra et al., 2012), brand evangelism 

(Becerra and Badrinarayanan, 2013) or brand loyalty (Amine, 1998), the literature has seen more 

recently a burgeoning interest in negative brand relationships and anti-brand behaviors. A great 

deal of the inquiries has focused notably on the concept of complaining (Huefner et al., 2002), 

brand avoidance (Lee et al., 2009; Knittel et al., 2016), brand retaliation (Thomson et al., 2012) 

or brand hate (Kucuk 2010; Zarantonello et al., 2016, 2018; Hegner et al., 2018, Fetscherin, 2019). 

Understanding not only the positive but also the negative brand relationships and behaviors (or 

anti-brand behaviors) is critical for companies as they can lead to lower profits (Zhang et al., 2010) 

and overall lower total shareholder return (Barker et al., 2015).  

The purpose of this paper is twofold. First, the literature shows there are many reasons how and 

why consumers establish relationships with brands and the different degrees of outcomes. Further, 

some consumers might even transition from a positive to a negative brand relationship. In that 

respect, outlining both, positive and negative relationships allows to assess the full spectrum of 

possible behavioral outcomes. Second, based on the empathy map, this paper provides a systematic 

categorization of multiple concepts using its cognitive, affective and behavioral features while 

acknowledging the varying levels of intensity within the categorization.  

Need for a Unified Model 

One of the primary focus of the literature on anti-brand behavior has been on brand hate, the 

strongest of the negative emotional response a consumer has towards a brand. The concept of brand 
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hate was first introduced by Kucuk (2008). Since then, an increasing number of researchers have 

investigated various aspects of brand hate. This has provided an understanding of the antecedents 

and outcomes of brand hate (Bryson et al., 2013; Hegner et al., 2017) alongside its 

multidimensionality (Zarantonello et al., 2016), how brand hate evolves over time (Zarantonello 

et al., 2017), how it is related to certain personality traits (Kucuk, 2019), and that there are different 

types of brand hate (Fetscherin, 2019). However, the literature also outlines milder emotional 

responses such as brand dislike (Romani et al., 2012; Alba and Lutz, 2013; Demirbag-Kaplan et 

al., 2015), brand avoidance, brand switching (Hogg et al., 2009; Lee et al., 2009; Gelbrich, 2010; 

Kavaliauskė and Simanavičiūtė, 2015), or complaining (Halstead and Page, 1992).  

Not all underlying emotions as well as anti-brand behaviors are created and expressed equally. 

Within these concepts lie a variety of intensities or degrees of responses. As mentioned, brand hate 

is the strongest and most intense negative emotion a consumer can have, whereas brand disliked 

is a milder variation thereof. The same can be observed with behavioral outcomes or anti-brand 

behaviors where brand avoidance and brand switching are weaker forms of behavior compared to 

brand retaliation, brand revenge or brand sabotage (Huefner and Hunt, 2000; Grégoire and Fisher, 

2006; Zourrig et al., 2009; Grégoire et al., 2010; Johnson et al., 2011; Kähr et al., 2016) which are 

stronger emotional expressions. While brand avoidance is a comparatively weaker anti-brand 

behavior, often referred to as ‘take a flight’ response, brand retaliation or revenge represents a 

more intense form of behavior, often referred to a ‘fighting’ response (Grégoire et al., 2009; 

Hegner et al., 2017; Fetscherin, 2019). Given the importance of brand relationships, developing 

and presenting a much-needed unifying model of how all these concepts relate to each other, will 

not only help academics to provide a robust structure to the academic endeavor but also aid 

practitioners in preparing for, identifying and mitigating consumers’ emotions and behaviors.  
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Need for a Broader Conversation in Anti-Branding Research 

So far, research on anti-branding and brand relationships have not had much overlap. This paper 

argues the fragmented approach on both diminishes the importance of recognizing the dual 

(positive and negative) nature of consumer brand relationships and the noteworthy overlap 

between these streams of research. Brand identity and brand image represent a core component of 

any brand and they impact as well as are impacted by both, positive and negative emotions and 

behaviors. In turn, brand awareness, brand familiarity and brand experience also affect either 

positively or negatively the brand’s equity. Therefore, it is essential to discuss the anti-consumer 

concepts and negative behaviors alongside their positive counterparts. This will aid in initiating 

research directions that investigates brand relationships as part of a continuous spectrum with 

positive and negative emotions as well as positive and negative attitudes and behaviors. This will 

also contribute to a broad understanding of the brand relationship landscape (Fetscherin and 

Heinrich, 2014).  Responding effectively to consumers’ responses to amplify positive emotions 

and behaviors while mitigating negative ones can be a central reason for a brand’s success or 

failure.  

CONCEPTUAL MODEL: THE BRAND RELATIONSHIP WHEEL 

As stated earlier, the objective of this paper is to present a unified model by combining the anti-

brand and brand relationship literature. The model below attempts to conceptualize and visualize 

the most discussed concepts and underlying theoretical relationships into categories of cognitive 

(share of mind), affective (share of heart) and behavioral responses (share of voice and share of 

wallet) while integrating the nature of increasing intensities of these concepts. Figure 1 illustrates 

the Brand Relationship Wheel grounded on Fetscherin’s original model (2020).  
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----- (Insert Figure 1 around here) ----- 

 

Theoretical Context: The Empathy Map 

Before describing the Brand Relationship Wheel (BRW), it is essential to understand its central 

domains. In line with Gray (2017)’s updated empathy map, Fetscherin (2020, p.50) states, “the 

empathy map helps to understand consumers’ needs by developing a deeper understanding of their 

persona. It consists of four main domains or parts one should focus on when studying consumer 

behavior, namely what they think and feel about a product or service and then what they say and 

do with it”.   

The BRW argues that a consumer’s response to a brand’s message or actions can be of these four 

domains: including a cognitive component, an affective or emotional component, and a behavioral 

component consisting of two aspects. This categorization draws inspiration from the Rosenberg 

and Hovland (1960) tripartite model of attitudes. In particular, the four domains are an 

improvement upon the combination of reflective-measurement and behavioral-explanation 

versions of the tripartite model (Kaiser and Wilson, 2019). Cognitive responses are essentially 

consumers’ thoughts with respect to the brand whereas the affective or emotional component 

considers how the consumer feels about the brand. Beyond these, a consumer can have various 

behavioral responses to the brand which consists on one hand the communication response, such 

as expressing positive or negative opinions about the brand, and on the other hand a transactional 

response, such as buying a product or service of a brand. These four domains – the cognitive, 

affective, communication and transactional – provide the overall underlying structure for the 

BRW.  
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----- (Insert Figure 2 around here) ----- 

 

The Cognitive Domain 

The first is the cognitive or rational domain incorporating branding concepts related to what the 

consumer knows and thinks about a brand. In the model, it is referred to as ‘share of mind’ that 

the brand occupies in the mind of consumers. This includes concepts of brand awareness, brand 

familiarity and brand experience. Intensities within these concepts vary and serve as a precursor 

to how a consumer feels and then ultimately behaves. For instance, if a consumer is barely aware 

of a brand or just has heard about it without knowing more about it or ever experienced it, the 

consumer might not have any particular feeling (positive or negative) about the brand and might 

not engage in discussions or buy the brand. However, if the consumer is very familiar with the 

brand and has a positive (or negative) perception towards it, the response might well be stronger 

and it is likely the consumer will talk positively (or negatively) about the brand and might engage 

in buying (or avoiding) it (Fetscherin, 2020).  

The Affective Domain 

The affective or emotional domain incorporates branding concepts related to how consumers feel 

about a particular brand. Unlike the cognitive domain, the emotional domain distinguishes its 

integral concepts between the positive and the negative feelings a consumer has. Within the 

positive ones, concepts of brand satisfaction, brand trust and brand love are the most researched 

and established ones. The mildest of the positive feelings is brand satisfaction, which asserts that 

a consumer is content with the product or service. It is only after a consumer is satisfied with the 
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brand that he or she might trust the brand for future purchases. This antecedent nature of brand 

satisfaction on brand trust has been established (Ganesan, 1994; Selnes, 1998). In fact, brand trust 

represents an emotional state where a consumer has no reservation towards a brand. Finally, the 

strongest intensity of the positive emotions is that of brand love. Brand love is linked to behaviors 

such as a significant increase in brand loyalty (transactional response) and a positive word-of-

mouth (communication response) (Caroll and Ahuvia, 2006; Batra et al., 2012). Although not 

highlighted as part of Figure 1, the literature also refers to concepts such as brand commitment, 

brand intimacy and brand passion which are, according to Sternberg’s triangular theory of love 

(Sternberg, 1986), variation of love. Similar concepts to brand love are also brand admiration, 

brand romance, brand devotion and brand engagement (Amine, 1998; Sung and Campbell, 2009; 

Patwardhan and Balasubramanian, 2011; Park et al., 2016; Sarkar, 2016). 

On the other hand, among the negative emotions are concepts such as brand indifference, brand 

dislike and brand hate. Albeit not strictly a negative response, brand indifference is “the absence 

of compulsion toward a brand or the lack of interest in a brand” (Fetscherin 2020, p.80). This is 

considered as the least intense negative emotion because to a brand this remains an occurrence 

worth avoiding. Brand dislike is a more intense negative feeling towards a brand than brand 

indifference and it considers a darker side of the consumer preference (Dalli et al., 2006). This 

feeling of aversion towards the brand, when intensified to its fullest, becomes brand hate 

(Fetscherin, 2019). Brand hate is the strongest negative feeling towards a brand and has become 

an increasingly researched concept. Brand hate also serves as an antecedent to many behaviors 

such as complaining (communication response), brand retaliation or brand sabotage (transactional 

response) (Fetscherin, 2020). 
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The Communication Domain 

The communication domain relates to where and what consumers say or write about a brand. It 

can take many different forms such as online, off-line, in more private situations or publicly. 

Although particular concepts within the communication domain has multiple antecedents, 

concepts from cognitive and emotional domain seem to be frequently occurring precursors. 

Within the positive responses, the communication domain includes concepts such as positive word 

of mouth (WoM), brand advocacy, brand defense, and brand evangelism. Even with the least 

intensity among the concepts, positive WoM still requires an individual to express satisfaction 

with a brand. At a higher level of intensity, this can transform into an active advocacy or even 

brand defense when faced with an opposing view. Finally, at the highest intensity, a consumer 

becomes a brand evangelist who simultaneously shares positive opinions about the preferred brand 

while sharing negative opinions about the rival ones (Matzler et al., 2007; Fetscherin, 2020).  

On the other hand, within the negative responses, varying degree of negative WoM are included. 

These include concepts of private complaining (to friends and family), public complaining (to the 

company or consumer organizations) or anti-brand activism (complaining to the mass via social 

media, forums or petition websites). As the intensity of the emotional response increases from 

brand dislike to brand hate, so does in most cases the communication response increase from 

private complaining to public complaining all the way to anti-brand activism. This anti-brand 

activism could also actualize into membership within brand hate groups (Kucuk, 2008; 

Zarantonello et al., 2016). 
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The Transactional Domain 

The transactional domain includes concepts that are within the behavioral response but focus on 

what consumers do or do not do with brands. Within the positive responses, it includes at least the 

concepts of brand attachment, brand loyalty and brand’s lifetime value. Brand attachment 

describes the strength of the bond consumers have with brands they interact (Park et al., 2010). In 

certain situations, consumers bond with among like-minded consumers about their preferred brand 

which relates to brand communities. Often these consumers are very loyal and engage in repeated 

purchases of particular products and services. Finally, this all leads to the brand’s lifetime value 

which refers to “the total value of profits during a consumer’s lifetime relationship with a brand” 

(Fetscherin 2020, p. 120).  

Within the negative responses, transactional domain includes concepts such as brand avoidance 

and switching, brand revenge and retaliation, and finally brand sabotage. The weakest negative 

form is brand avoidance or switching. Explored in depth by Lee et al. (2009), brand avoidance or 

switching occurs when consumers actively avoid purchasing a brand even when financial 

circumstances allow for the option to purchase. Concepts that are similar to brand switching and 

avoidance are brand rejection, brand detachment or brand divorce (Perrin-Martinenq, 2004; 

Sandicki and Ekici, 2008; Sussan et al., 2012). A more intense form is brand revenge or brand 

retaliation which is characterized by an active negative behavior towards the brand. Finally, the 

most extreme of negative behavioral responses is brand sabotage where consumers as well as non-

consumers actively seek to harm the brand. This form of anti-brand activism can be detrimental 

and firms should actively seek to avoid such a scenario (Thomson et al., 2012; Romani et al., 

2015). 
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The BRW Core 

In addition to the four domains, the Brand Relationship Wheel lays its foundation in four core 

branding concepts – brand identity, brand personality, brand image and brand equity. Figure 3 

visualizes the relationship of these four core concepts.  

 

----- (Insert Figure 3 around here) ----- 

 

First, with an internal view of the brand, its identity and personality represent the attributes and 

associations the company wishes to be perceived by consumers (Fetscherin, 2020). Within the 

anti-brand literature, research has shown that an individual’s incongruence or incompatibility with 

the brand’s identity or personality can be central to the positive or negative emotions and behavior 

(Bryson et al., 2013; Hegner et al., 2017).  

While brand identity and brand personality represent the attributes and associations a firm wishes 

to be perceived by consumers, it is the brand’s image what matters and how and what consumers 

actually perceived the brand to be. A brand’s image influences consumer’s actual response in 

cognitive, affective and behavioral domains. This in turn has a direct impact on the brand’s equity. 

The “brand equity takes into account all the assets and liabilities of a brand” (Fetscherin 2020, p. 

152).  
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CONCLUSION 

In addition to aforementioned features of the Brand Relationship Wheel, the BRW delineates a 

critical relationship between the core components and the four domains. Within the core 

components, brand identity and brand personality influence the brand’s image and ultimately the 

brand’s equity in the market place. In the cognitive domain, brand awareness, brand familiarity 

and brand experience provide interaction that aids in creating an affective response towards the 

brand. A positive brand experience creates an affirmative emotional response, whereas a negative 

experience creates an undesirable emotional reaction of the consumer. Positive emotions lead to 

brand satisfaction, which could further lead to a consumer trusting the brand and ultimately loving 

it. These positive emotions, in turn, lead to positive transactional and communication behaviors. 

If the emotions are negative, brand indifference, dislike or hate create brand avoidance, 

complaining, brand retaliation, or even brand sabotage behaviors. This progression of intensity 

applies throughout the BRW. Finally, all these behaviors impact the brand’s overall equity in the 

marketplace.  

It is particularly important to note these variations in intensities and subsequently attitudes and 

behaviors. For instance, at the lower end of the intensity, early assessments and marketing efforts 

could convert consumers who are indifferent towards the brand. With the increasing intensity, it 

is crucial for a brand manager to assess and understand the level of anti-consumption intensity a 

consumer possesses. A consumer’s low to moderate negative feeling towards the brand can be 

addressed by improving the negative experience for example. However, heightened anti-

consumption sentiment and behavior resulting from image incongruence or corporate wrongdoing 

could require significant amount of resources to change, which might not be possible in the short 

term. In instances where the return on marketing investment is not substantial, brand managers 
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may assess some consumers with a heightened anti-consumption sentiment to be best left without 

intervention. 

To conclude, the Brand Relationship Wheel provides a comprehensive categorical model which 

unifies various concepts from the anti-consumer and brand relationships literature. It provides 

academics and practitioners alike, a full spectrum and wealth of information available within the 

existing literature. Furthermore, it aids brand managers to critically assess the brand’s relationships 

with consumers in order to identify, assess and prevent anti-brand sentiments, attitudes and 

behavior while fostering positive emotions and behaviors.  

 

Biographical Notes: 

Marc Fetscherin is a Professor of Marketing and Gelbman Family Chair of International Business 

at Rollins College. 

Raghabendra P. KC is an Assistant Professor of Marketing at Rollins College. 



Running Head: Anti-Consumption in the context of Brand Relationships  

14 

 

REFERENCES 

Alba, J. W., and Lutz, R. J. (2013). Broadening (and narrowing) the scope of brand relationships. 

Journal of Consumer Psychology, 23(2), 265–268. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2013.01.005 

Amine, A. (1998). Consumer s’ true brand loyalty: The central role of commitment. Journal of 

Strategic Marketing, 6(4), 305–319. https://doi.org/10.1080/096525498346577 

Barker, R., Peacock, J., and Fetscherin, M. (2015). The Power of Brand Love. International 

Journal of Market Research, 57(5). https://doi.org/10.2501/IJMR-2015-000 

Batra, R., Ahuvia, A., and Bagozzi, R. P. (2012). Brand love. Journal of Marketing, 76(2), 1–16. 

https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.09.0339 

Becerra, E. P., and Badrinarayanan, V. (2013). The influence of brand trust and brand 

identification on brand evangelism. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 22(5), 

371–383. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-09-2013-0394 

Bryson, D., Atwal, G., and Hultén, P. (2013). Towards the conceptualisation of the antecedents 

of extreme negative affect towards luxury brands. Qualitative Market Research, 16(4), 393–

405. https://doi.org/10.1108/QMR-06-2013-0043 

Carroll, B. A., and Ahuvia, A. C. (2006). Some antecedents and outcomes of brand love. 

Marketing Letters, 17(2), 79–89. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11002-006-4219-2 



Running Head: Anti-Consumption in the context of Brand Relationships  

15 

 

Dalli, D., Romani, S., and Gistri, G. (2006). Brand dislike: Representing the negative side of 

consumer preferences. Advances in Consumer Research, 33, 87–95. 

Demirbag-Kaplan, M., Yildirim, C., Gulden, S., and Aktan, D. (2015). I love to hate you: 

Loyalty for disliked brands and the role of nostalgia. Journal of Brand Management, 22(2), 

136–153. https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2015.10 

Fetscherin, M., and Heinrich, D. (2014). Consumer brand relationships: A research landscape. 

Journal of Brand Management, 21, 366-371. https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2014.22 

Fetscherin, M. (2019). The five types of brand hate: How they affect consumer behavior. Journal 

of Business Research, 101(December 2017), 116–127. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.04.017 

Fetscherin, M. (2020). The Brand Relationship Playbook (1st ed.). Self-Published. 

www.brandrelationshipbook.com 

Ganesan, S. (1994). Determinants of Long-Term Orientation in Buyer-Seller Relationships. 

Journal of Marketing, 58(2), 1. https://doi.org/10.2307/1252265 

Gelbrich, K. (2010). Anger, frustration, and helplessness after service failure: Coping strategies 

and effective informational support. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 38(5), 

567–585. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0169-6 

Gray, D., (2017). Updated Empathy Map Canvas. [online] Medium. Available at: 

<https://medium.com/the-xplane-collection/updated-empathy-map-canvas> [Accessed 1 

August 2020]. 



Running Head: Anti-Consumption in the context of Brand Relationships  

16 

 

Grégoire, Y., and Fisher, R. J. (2006). The effects of relationship quality on customer retaliation. 

Marketing Letters, 17(1), 31–46. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11002-006-3796-4 

Grégoire, Y., Laufer, D., and Tripp, T. M. (2010). A comprehensive model of customer direct 

and indirect revenge: Understanding the effects of perceived greed and customer power. 

Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 38(6), 738–758. 

https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0186-5 

Grégoire, Y., Tripp, T. M., and Legoux, R. (2009). When customer love turns into lasting hate: 

The effects of relationship strength and time on customer revenge and avoidance. Journal of 

Marketing, 73(6), 18–32. https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.73.6.18 

Halstead, D., and Page, T. J. (1992). The Effects of Satisfaction And Complaining Behavior on 

Consumer Repurchase Intentions. Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and 

Complaining Behaviour, 5, 1–11. 

Hegner, S. M., Fetscherin, M., and van Delzen, M. (2017). Determinants and outcomes of brand 

hate. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 26(1), 13–25. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-01-2016-1070 

Hogg, M. K., Banister, E. N., and Stephenson, C. A. (2009). Mapping symbolic (anti-) 

consumption. Journal of Business Research, 62(2), 148–159. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.022 

Huefner, J., and Hunt, H. K. (2000). Consumer Retaliation as a Response to Dissatisfaction. 

Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior2, 13. 



Running Head: Anti-Consumption in the context of Brand Relationships  

17 

 

Huefner, J., Parry, B., Payne, C., and Otto, S. (2002). Consumer Retaliation: Confirmation and 

Extension. Journal of Consumer Satisfaction, Dissatisfaction and Complaining Behavior, 

15, 114. 

Japutra, A., Ekinci, Y., and Simkin, L. (2014). Exploring brand attachment, its determinants and 

outcomes. Journal of Strategic Marketing, 22(7), 616–630. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/0965254X.2014.914062 

Johnson, A. R., Matear, M., and Thomson, M. (2011). A Coal in the Heart: Self-Relevance as a 

Post-Exit Predictor of Consumer Anti-Brand Actions. Journal of Consumer Research, 

38(1), 108–125. https://doi.org/10.1086/657924 

Kähr, A., Nyffenegger, B., Krohmer, H., and Hoyer, W. D. (2016). When hostile consumers 

wreak havoc on your brand: The phenomenon of consumer brand sabotage. Journal of 

Marketing, 80(3), 25–41. https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0006 

Kaiser, F. G., and Wilson, M. (2019). The Campbell Paradigm as a Behavior-Predictive 

Reinterpretation of the Classical Tripartite Model of Attitudes. European Psychologist. 

https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000364 

Kavaliauskė, M., and Simanavičiūtė, E. (2015). Brand Avoidance: Relations Between Brand 

Related Stimuli and Negative Emotions. Organizations and Markets in Emerging 

Economies, 6(1), 44–77. 



Running Head: Anti-Consumption in the context of Brand Relationships  

18 

 

Keiningham, T. L., Morgeson, F. V., Aksoy, L., and Williams, L. (2014). Service Failure 

Severity, Customer Satisfaction, and Market Share: An Examination of the Airline Industry. 

Journal of Service Research, 17(4), 415–431. https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670514538119 

Keller, E. (2007). Unleashing the Power of Word of Mouth: Creating Brand Advocacy to Drive 

Growth. Journal of Advertising Research, 47(4), 448–452. 

https://doi.org/10.2501/S0021849907070468 

Knittel, Z., Beurer, K., and Berndt, A. (2016). Brand avoidance among Generation Y consumers. 

Qualitative Market Research, 19(1), 27–43. https://doi.org/10.1108/QMR-03-2015-0019 

Kucuk, S. U. (2008). Negative Double Jeopardy: The role of anti-brand sites on the internet. 

Journal of Brand Management, 15(3), 209–222. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.bm.2550100 

Kucuk, S. U. (2010). Negative Double Jeopardy revisited: A longitudinal analysis. Journal of 

Brand Management, 18(2), 150–158. https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2010.27 

Lee, M. S. W., Fernandez, K. V., and Hyman, M. R. (2009). Anti-consumption: An overview 

and research agenda. Journal of Business Research, 62(2), 145–147. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.021 

Lee, M. S. W., Motion, J., and Conroy, D. (2009). Anti-consumption and brand avoidance. 

Journal of Business Research, 62(2), 169–180. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.024 



Running Head: Anti-Consumption in the context of Brand Relationships  

19 

 

Matzler, K., Pichler, E. A., and Hemetsberger, A. (2007). Who Is Spreading the Word? The 

Positive Influence of Extraversion on Consumer Passion and Evangelism. AMA Winter 

Educator’s Conference Proceedings Marketing Theory and Applications, 18. 

Park, C. W., Eisingerich, A. B., and Park, J. W. (2013). Attachment – aversion ( AA ) model of 

customer – brand relationships. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 2, 229–248. 

Park, C. W., Maclnnis, D. J., and Eisingerich, A. B. (2016). Brand admiration: Building a 

business people love. John Wiley & Sons. 

Patwardhan, H., and Balasubramanian, S. K. (2011). Brand romance: A complementary 

approach to explain emotional attachment toward brands. Journal of Product and Brand 

Management, 20(4), 297–308. https://doi.org/10.1108/10610421111148315 

Perrin-Martinenq, D. (2004). The Role of Brand Detachment on the Dissolution of the 

Relationship Between the Consumer and the Brand. Journal of Marketing Management, 

20(9–10), 1001–1023. https://doi.org/10.1362/0267257042405204 

Romani, S., Grappi, S., and Dalli, D. (2012). Emotions that drive consumers away from brands: 

Measuring negative emotions toward brands and their behavioral effects. International 

Journal of Research in Marketing, 29(1), 55–67. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2011.07.001 

Romani, S., Grappi, S., Zarantonello, L., and Bagozzi, R. P. (2015). The revenge of the 

consumer How brand moral violations lead to consumer anti-brand activism. Journal of 

Brand Management, 22(8), 658–672. https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2015.38 



Running Head: Anti-Consumption in the context of Brand Relationships  

20 

 

Rosenberg, M. J., and Hovland, C. I. (1960). Cognitive, Affective, and Behavioral Components 

of Attitudes. In C. I. Hovland & M. J. Rosenberg (Eds.), Attitude Organization and Change: 

An Analaysis of Consistency Among Attitude Compenents (pp. 1–14). New Haven, CT: 

Yale University Press. 

Sandikci, Ö., and Ekici, A. (2009). Politically motivated brand rejection. Journal of Business 

Research, 62(2), 208–217. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.028 

Sarkar, A., and Sarkar, J. G. (2016). Devoted to you my love. Asia Pacific Journal of Marketing 

and Logistics, 28(2), 180–197. https://doi.org/10.1108/APJML-06-2015-0095 

Selnes, F. (1998). Antecedents and consequences of trust and satisfaction in buyer‐seller 

relationships. European Journal of Marketing, 32(3/4), 305–322. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/03090569810204580 

Sternberg, R. J. (1986). A Triangular Theory of Love. Psychology Review. 

Sung, Y., & Campbell, W. K. (2009). Brand commitment in consumer-brand relationships: An 

investment model approach. Journal of Brand Management, 17(2), 97–113. 

https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.bm.2550119 

Sussan, F., Hall, R., and Meamber, L. A. (2012). Introspecting the spiritual nature of a brand 

divorce. Journal of Business Research, 65(4), 520–526. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.02.031 



Running Head: Anti-Consumption in the context of Brand Relationships  

21 

 

Thomson, M., Whelan, J., and Johnson, A. R. (2012). Why brands should fear fearful consumers: 

How attachment style predicts retaliation. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 22(2), 289–

298. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2011.04.006 

Zarantonello, L., Romani, S., Grappi, S., and Bagozzi, R. P. (2016). Brand hate. Journal of 

Product and Brand Management, 25(1), 11–25. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-01-2015-

0799 

Zarantonello, L., Romani, S., Grappi, S., and Fetscherin, M. (2018). Trajectories of brand hate. 

Journal of Brand Management, 25(6), 549–560. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41262-018-0105-5 

Zhang, J., Dixit, A., and Friedmann, R. (2010). Customer loyalty and lifetime value: An 

empirical investigation of consumer packaged goods. Journal of Marketing Theory and 

Practice, 18(2), 127–140. https://doi.org/10.2753/MTP1069-6679180202 

Zourrig, H., Chebat, J. C., and Toffoli, R. (2009). Consumer revenge behavior: A cross-cultural 

perspective. Journal of Business Research, 62(10), 995–1001. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.08.006 

  



Running Head: Anti-Consumption in the context of Brand Relationships  

22 

 

Figures for: Anti-Consumption in the context of Brand Relationships: A Conceptual Model 

 

 

Figure 1: Brand Relationship Wheel (Fetscherin, 2020, p. 59) 

 

 

Figure 2: The Empathy Map (Fetscherin, 2020, p. 51) 
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Figure 3: The Brand Relationship Wheel Core (Fetscherin, 2020) 
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