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Abstract  
Background - Supply is nowadays higher than the demand, making it possible for consumers to 
pick, choose and purchase brands that responds to their individual identity. Due to the numerous 
offerings available, consumers have started to become resistant and they are now withstanding the 
influence of brands marketing activities. The concept of brand avoidance is one type of personal 
anti-consumption behaviour which deals with understanding why consumers actively avoid 
purchasing a specific brand, although the consumer has the financial and physical abilities to do 
so.  
 
Purpose - People are deliberately avoiding brands due to their marketing communication, but the 
existing research of the underlying reasons are limited and unexplored. Knittel, Beurer and Berndt 
(2016) previously added advertising as a fifth reason for brand avoidance, though it is not clear 
whether there are further factors or reasons that affects brand avoidance. By using the elements in 
the IMC promotional mix as a base, all communication activities a brand is using are included, 
which makes the study more comprehensive. The purpose of this thesis is to investigate and gain a 
broader understanding of why consumers deliberately chose to avoid certain brands because of their marketing 
communication efforts.  
 

Method - To fulfil the purpose of the study, an exploratory research design with a qualitative and 
abductive approach was applied. In the data collection method, focus groups were used and 
complemented by semi-structured interviews. The aim of using such combination of methods is 
to limit the risks associated with only having one method for collecting data and further to increase 
the trustworthiness of this qualitative study. The participants in the study are self-supporting people 
over the age of 20, living in Sweden. 

 

Conclusion - The findings of the study resulted in a revised category called IMC avoidance, based 
on Knittel et al.´s (2016) advertising avoidance. This, since findings showed that there are more 
communications tools than advertising that influences a brand avoidance behaviour. The IMC 
avoidance category includes six components: advertising, direct marketing, interactive/internet 
marketing, sales promotion, publicity/public relations and personal selling. Researchers within the 
subject area and marketing managers will benefit from this study in the future, as it contributed 
with findings within in the fields of brand avoidance, marketing communication and consumer 
behaviour.  
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1 Introduction  

‘The first chapter starts with a background description including the concept and related terms followed by a 

problem discussion. The problem links to the purpose section of the thesis and the research questions developed. 

Following, the study´s contribution for future research is presented as well as a description of the delimitations of 

the study. Finally, some reoccurring key terms are explained to clarify their meaning from the authors view. 

1.1 Background  

Consumption satisfies peoples basic and physical needs in form of comfort and self-expressions 

communication. The twentieth century mass-consumption society has increased the diversity of 

products and services available in the marketplace. Supply is nowadays higher than the demand on 

the market, making it possible for consumers to pick, choose and purchase brands that responds 

to their individual identity (Cherrier, 2009; Kitchen & Burgmann, 2015). Due to the numerous 

offerings available, consumers have started to become resistant and they are now withstanding the 

influence of brands marketing activities (Cherrier, 2009). An anti-consumption culture in which 

consumers actively are taking stands and deliberately choosing not to consume products or services 

has started to grow stronger (Iyer & Muncy, 2009). Research in anti-consumption provides four 

approaches of interest, two related to a personal avoidance preference and two related to general 

terms of avoidance (Iyer & Muncy, 2009). The personal avoidance actions are very often 

concentrated to specific brands, and consumer actions taken are usually in form of anti-choice 

behaviour (Craig-Lees, 2006; Hogg, 1998). The consumer anti-consumption behaviour has caught 

the interest of researchers, who have started to recognize that the understanding of why consumers 

do not want to make a purchase of a brand is of importance (Lee, Conroy, & Motion, 2009a). 

Brand avoidance is one type of personal anti-consumption behaviour which deals with why 

consumers actively avoid purchasing a specific brand, although the consumer has the financial and 

physical abilities to do so (Lee, Motion, & Conroy, 2009c). Several reasons for why a consumer 

would avoid purchasing a brand might occur, however, according to Lee et al. (2009a), the brand 

avoidance concept is only applicable when the avoidance action is deliberate.   

  

A brand is everything from a logo and corporation to a legal instrument (de Chernatony & 

Dall’Olmo Riley, 1998). Due to the various implications a brand can have for consumers, it is to 

be considered a multi-dimensional market-based asset to possess (Lee, Fernandez & Hyman, 

2009b). Possessing a brand with a developing and sustaining identity is of importance in today’s 

competitive marketplace (Belch & Belch, 2012). The meaning and value co-creation of a brand is 

dependent on the consumers’ perspective of it, and Lee et al. (2009c) states that consumers uses 
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brands to express their identities via the brands they purchase and use. A perfect fit between a 

brands representation and a consumer’s identity leads to a long lasting and valuable customer-

brand relationship. However, a conflict between the parts might end up in a brand avoidance due 

to the consumer not having the meaning and identity confirmed by the values and representation 

of the brand, hence a negative consumer-brand relationship may in worst case be developed 

(Knittel, Beurer & Berndt, 2016).   

  

The traditional promotional focus of managing communication elements separately have, with the 

help of technology advancements, shifted to a process involving an integration of the various 

marketing communication elements – called Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC) (Belch & 

Belch, 2012). This term is considered a combination of brand- and marketing management, in 

which the strategy of communication activities directed to consumers should be integrated and 

united (Kitchen & Burgmann, 2015). Successful message delivery to consumers requires marketers 

to find an accurate combination of communication tools to coordinate and use in an efficient and 

effective way (Belch & Belch, 2012). Brands are using marketing communication to express 

opinions regarding controversial topics, such as gender equality and beauty ideals (Lundin, 2016), 

to stand out from other competitive brands and to possess a unique position in the minds of the 

consumers (Belch & Belch, 2012). The usage of provocative or purpose-driven marketing is 

increasing in the modern society, and in the competitive markets it is important for brands to 

differentiate and stand out (Chernatony & Dall'Olmo Riley, 1998). However, Dolliver (2010) found 

that consumers would avoid purchasing a brand whose communication they found repulsive. 

Hence, communication can in the same way as it positively influences consumers to purchase, have 

a negative effect on such intentions. Therefore, some caution must be taken, since a controversial 

message may cause more harm than favour, which could have a negative impact on the brand 

image (Kerr, Mortimer, Dickinson, & Waller, 2012). This study will in a broader sense investigate 

the types of reasons for brand avoidance in relation to a brand’s IMC effort.  

 

1.2 Problem Discussion 

The interest among managers and scholars has shifted from primarily focusing on the positive 

brand-consumer relationships to put more focus on the negative relationships, to better understand 

why consumers avoid certain brands (Lee et al., 2009a). By only studying what factors makes a 

business successful, one might never understand what causes a business to be unsuccessful. 

Through both studying the positive and negative consumer-brand relationships, the understanding 

of both the consumer society and culture will be improved (Lee et al., 2009b). It is, according to 
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some researchers, equally important to understand what consumers want to consume as 

understanding what they do not want to consume (Hogg & Banister, 2001; Knittel et al., 2016; Lee 

et al., 2009c).  

 

Brand avoidance has been under the radar more lately and the interest regarding the subject has 

increased, yet the existing literature and research is limited (Lee et al., 2009a; Lee et al., 2009c). A 

framework introduced by Lee et al. (2009a) called the Four types of Brand Avoidance argues that there 

are four main reasons to why consumers avoid certain brands. Though, in 2016, Knittel et al. (2016) 

added advertising avoidance to the framework as a fifth reason for brand avoidance. Since 

advertising was recently introduced as a new component to the Lee et al. (2009a) framework, that 

specific type of brand avoidance lacks research. Further, it is not clear whether there are additional 

factors or reasons that affects a brand avoidance behaviour linked to a company’s marketing 

communication (Knittel et al., 2016). Therefore, advertising avoidance will throughout this thesis 

be replaced by the broader concept IMC to not exclude any possible valuable research findings.  

 

When a consumer actively avoids a brand, it can be harmful for organizations and their 

relationships with their potential customers, since it might result in passive-aggressive behaviours 

such as spreading negative word-of-mouth (McColl-Kennedy, Patterson, Smith, & Brady, 2009). 

For marketing managers to increase their knowledge in the field of brand avoidance, especially 

when it comes to marketing communication, is crucial to obtain the desired outcome in their 

marketing efforts and to avoid negative consumer-brand relationships. Further, the knowledge can 

beneficially be used by the marketing managers as a tool to improve the business profitability and 

reputation (Knittel et al., 2016).  

 

1.3 Purpose and Research Questions  

People are deliberately avoiding brands due to their marketing communication, but the existing 

research of the underlying reasons are limited and unexplored. Although five types with associated 

reasons for brand avoidance have been identified, it is not clear whether there are further factors 

or reasons that affects brand avoidance. Therefore, the purpose of this thesis is to: 

Investigate and gain a broader understanding of why consumers deliberately chose to avoid certain brands because of 

their marketing communication efforts. 
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Following research questions has been developed to clarify the purpose:      

 

• What specific components of marketing communication motivates consumers to avoid 

certain brands?  

• Are there any unidentified related communication aspects contributing to brand avoidance?  

 

1.4 Delimitation  

This research aims to provide a greater understanding in the field of brand avoidance with a focus 

on brands marketing communication efforts. Due to this particular focus of the concept being 

new and unexplored, it is believed a comprehensive research is appropriate since it will 

provide a more representative and broad understanding of the general terms. Hence, no specific 

product or service category will be investigated due to the wide-ranging contribution participants 

in the research are expected to have.  
 

Advertising is considered to be a narrow and too specific term to use for this research. Therefore, 

it has been replaced with the term IMC, which is a broader and more general marketing concept 

including all communication activities a brand is using.     
 

The research will be performed in Sweden, making it delimitated to the country and the marketing 

communication offered in the online and offline settings at the time of the execution. The 

participants will all have Swedish as their native language and therefore the interactions with them 

will be in Swedish to ease any potential language barriers as well as to ease the convenience and 

expected willingness to participate. Since brand avoidance refers to a consumer actively avoiding a 

brand, although possessing the financial and physical abilities to make a purchase, this research will 

only include self-supporting participants over the age of 20. Also, people over 20 years old are 

expected to have some experience, positive as well as negative, which have given them 

associations required to make a brand avoidance decision. 

 

1.5 Contribution 

This study will investigate why consumers deliberately avoid purchasing certain brands because of 

their marketing communication efforts, since it is apparent that this specific area of study is 

unexplored (Knittel et al., 2016). Through using the existing brand avoidance framework developed 

by Lee et al. (2009a) and focus on the extended type of avoidance, advertising (Knittel et al., 2016) 

and the other promotional tools, this study will contribute with a more in-depth understanding and 
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new approaches within the field of brand avoidance. Further, this study will contribute with 

research within the field of marketing communication and consumer behaviour. Both researchers 

within the subject area and marketing managers will benefit from this study in the future. 

1.6 Key Terms 

Anti-consumption - “Anti-consumption literally means against consumption”  

(Lee et al., 2009b, p.145) 

 

Brand - A brand is “every sign that is capable of distinguishing the goods or services of a company and that can 

have a certain meaning for consumers both in material and in immaterial terms” (Fill, Hughes & De 

Francesco., 2013, p.157). 

 

Brand Avoidance - Brand avoidance is “the incidents in which consumers deliberately choose to reject a 

brand” (Lee et al., 2009c, p.170). 

 

Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC) - “A concept of marketing communications planning 

that recognizes the added value of a comprehensive plan that evaluates the strategic roles of a variety of 

communication disciplines - for example, general advertising, direct response, sales promotion, and public relations - 

and combines these disciplines to provide clarity, consistency, and maximum communications impact.” (Belch & 

Belch, 2012, p.9). 

 

Marketing Communication (MC) – are “coordinated promotional messages and related media used to 

communicate with a market. Marketing communications messages are delivered through one or more channels such as 

print, radio, television, direct mail, and personal selling.” (American Marketing Association, 2017). 
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2  Literature Review  

The following chapter will provide a theoretical background supporting the study. At first, the term brand is explained 

followed by a presentation of previous literature in the anti-consumption research. Secondly, the Brand Avoidance 

framework and its components are reviewed and explained, followed by a presentation of the extended framework 

including IMC as a reason for brand avoidance.     

2.1 Brand  

The term brand has a wide spectrum of definitions and interpretations. The traditional definition 

of a brand involves a name and a symbol representing, as well as differentiating an organisation 

from its competitors (Alexander, 1960). Researchers have over the years extended this definition, 

and De Chernatony (2009) presented a definition in which the values and promises as well as the 

unique experience a brand represents is included. Brands are, according to Fill, Hughes and De 

Francesco (2013), a combination of an organisational identity portrayed and the consumers’ images 

of the portrayed identity. Further, a brand is argued to be a configuration of values and it serves as 

an asset for an organisation (Lee et al., 2009c). Therefore, a brand can be considered a valuable 

function and market-based asset providing positive as well as negative equity for an organisation 

(Lee et al., 2009a). 

 

Many influencing factors may affect what a consumer thinks of a brand. Some factors are due to 

the consumers’ individual preferences, while others are shaped by the environment in which the 

consumer lives (Fill et al., 2013). Organisations cannot control consumers´ perceptions of their 

brand since the personal experience as well as the influence of the subjective norms highly affects 

individual consumers’ attitudes towards the brand (Fill et al., 2013).  On the other hand, brands 

can control their own marketing activities and actions, and they can try to influence the consumers 

by their positioning. Such positioning is called branding, and it refers to the differentiation and 

associations a brand wishes to establish in the minds of the consumers via directions of marketing 

activities (Keller & Lehmann, 2006). The organisational and consumer encoding and decoding 

process of consumption symbolism, which includes positive as well as negative aspects of decision-

making is a focal point of branding (Hogg, 1998). Organisations are encoding their symbolic 

meaning of their brand in products and services, which consumers are then decoding in their 

consumption choices. It is important for organisations to consider and recognize the functional 

and symbolic value of such meanings of their brand, since the consumers’ purchase choices can be 

considered an insight in how the organisation should develop their promotional activities for their 

branding strategy (Hogg, 1998).  
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2.2 Anti-consumption  

Each time a consumer is purchasing a product or service, they are at the same time stating a 

preference for one brand over another (Zavestoski, 2002). What motivates a consumer to make a 

purchase with a brand is well understood. On the other hand, the motives and psychological factors 

motivating anti-consumption attitudes are less clear (Zavestoski, 2002). The term anti-

consumption implies against consumption, and the focal point of the research area is on the 

individual reasons consumers have for being against consumption, rather than focusing on social 

movements and grouped protests (Lee et al., 2009b). Penaloza and Price (1993) refers to anti-

consumption as a consumer resistance to the consumption culture, the marketplace as well as to 

the meanings of the marketing communication of mass production. Zavestoski (2002), on the other 

hand, refers to it as a resistance and distaste of consumption in general. The two, among other 

descriptions, shows that the various underlying drivers for anti-consumption resistance involves 

activity and attitudes. The anti-consumption behaviour is an activity in the sense that the consumer 

prefers not to buy a product or service. It also involves the attitude aspect, as in the attitude of 

actively not participate in contributing to the ideology of material growth and mass consumption 

a consumer displays in an anti-consumption behaviour (Cherrier, 2009). According to Hogg (1998), 

there are two main reasons of consumption anti-constellations that lead to a failure to consume in 

form of negative consumer choices regarding brands, products and services. The first reason 

involves the products or brands consumers cannot buy due to affordability, accessibility and 

availability, making it a non-choice. The second reason is an anti-choice behaviour, in which consumers 

actively chooses not to buy products and brands due to abandonment, avoidance and aversion 

(Hogg, 1998). The main difference between the two reasons of consumption anti-constellations is 

that the non-choice includes products and brands consumers cannot buy due to e.g. lack of 

financial accessability or lack of availability in the marketplace, whereas the anti-choice is a 

standpoint from the consumer’s point of view, who finds the brand inconsistent with personal 

preferences and chooses actively not to purchase the brand (Hogg & Banister, 2001).    

 
Figure 1. Consumption Anti-Constellation (Hogg, 1998, p. 136) 

Consumption
Anti-Constellation

Non choice Anti choice

Affordability/Accessibility/Availability Abandonment/Avoidance/Aversion
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An anti-consumption study conducted by Chatzidakis and Lee (2012), revealed that the avoidance 

aspects of symbolic meanings are the primary focus of anti-consumption. Further, Chatzidakis and 

Lee (2012), in consistency with Hogg (1998), argue that the reason for such focus was because the 

consumers were deliberately preventing themselves from facing their undesired self-concepts. The 

role of consumption and the formation of self-concept and identity is highly relevant in the anti-

consumption area of study, and Hogg (1998) found that anti-choice in form of avoidance 

behaviour was highly connected to attitude aspects and a desire to minimize consumption choices 

related to symbolic associations. Hence, the common factor between anti-choice and anti-

consumption is the consumer behaviour of consumption avoidance related to the undesired self. 

Hogg (1998) also argues, in line with Lee et al. (2009b), that brand managers needs to regard the 

influencing factors of anti-choices as a key issue of consumer behaviour, and organisations should 

strive to avoid ending up in the anti-choice anti-consumption.  

 

Anti-consumption incentives are demonstrated in forms of various behaviours, often driven and 

motivated by the concern. Boycotting, ethical consumption and consumer resistance among other 

terms are used to explain the phenomena of the existing rejection behaviours (Lee et al., 2009b). 

Iyer and Muncy (2009) states that anti-consumption behaviour can be targeted to a specific brand 

by an active avoidance to the purchase of the brands products or services. Further, Iyer and Muncy 

(2009) suggest that consumers who actively avoid a brand could be an anti-loyalist, meaning they 

are the opposite to a loyal consumer for the brand. Such behaviour reflects a consumer’s personal 

commitment of not purchasing a brand due to the negative experience associations. Research in 

the anti-consumption area should be viewed as a learning opportunity for brands to gain further 

knowledge regarding their business practices, IMC activities and products and services delivered 

(Lee et al., 2009b).  

 

The anti-consumption behaviour closest related to brand avoidance is boycotting (Lee et al., 

2009b). Friedman (1985) states that consumer boycotting behaviour is an attempt by one or more 

consumers to achieve certain objectives by selectively making purchases in the marketplace. Hence, 

boycotting behaviour focuses on two definitional characteristics, the individual consumers and the 

considered objectives with the boycott. Boycotting behaviour also implies some commitment from 

the boycotters point of view and it is based on the idea that the consumer will, after changes and 

improvements by the brand have been recognized, start purchasing again and consequently rebuild 

the relationship (Hirschman, 1970). Although the terms boycotting and brand avoidance are closely 

related, there exists a distinguished difference between the two. Boycotting behaviour is often 
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caused and motivated by the consumers’ beliefs regarding a brands political standpoint (Friedman, 

1985), while brand avoidance behaviour has several reasons and motivations for the behaviour 

(Lee et al., 2009c). Another difference in the two rejection behaviours is the consumer rebuilding 

the consumption relationship, which a brand avoidance behaviour, compared to boycotting, has 

no guarantee of (Lee et al., 2009c).   

 

2.2.1 The undesired self 

The psychological concept of the undesired self is the most relevant to the brand avoidance theory 

(Lee et al., 2009c). The undesired self can be described as what an individual is afraid of becoming 

and it can be used as a point of reference for consumers when valuing how far or close they are 

from facing their most negative self-image (Hogg & Banister, 2001). Research on the concept has 

suggested that consumers are trying to enhance their self-concepts in their consumption process. 

Hence, consumers are avoiding brands and related objects that have an undesired meaning to their 

lives, which are discrepant with their individual self-concepts (Lee et al., 2009c). Symbolic 

consumption and the understanding of the positive aspects and meanings associated with 

consumers’ decisions has a central role in consumer behaviour research, and therefore it has 

received much more attention by researcher than the opposite experience. The negative aspects of 

symbolic consumption with the related undesired self are important to understand and pay 

attention to, since it can lead to a rejection of brands, goods or services (Hogg & Banister, 2001). 

The existing distaste and refusal of purchasing products, services or brands may be a learning 

process as it reveals the consumer’s personality and the surrounding social groups in which the 

consumer is living (Hogg & Banister, 2001). Grubb and Grathwohl (1967), used the image 

congruence hypothesis to study symbolism and images consumers associates with products. By 

purchasing products and brands associated with positive, consumers were found trying to support 

their self-concept by seeking self-consistency in their consumption decisions. Sirgy (1982), 

identified two negative and two positive congruency conditions which demonstrates how distastes 

and tastes is a function of an individual’s self-congruency and ideal congruity. The effects of self-

esteem related to consumption motivation shows that regardless of existing positive or negative 

self-image, the purchase motivation will be negative if the consumers product image is negative. 

Hence, a negative product image will lead to a consumer distaste towards the product or brand. 
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2.2.2 Negative consumer–brand relationship  

Research regarding positive consumer-brand relationships have been comprehensively 

documented in consumer behaviour literature. However, the existing literature regarding consumer 

and brand interactions have been shown to be misleading, since the negative consumer-brand 

relationships has not received as much attention, but are in fact more common than positive 

interactions (Fournier & Alvarez, 2013). Such negative relationships between brands and 

consumers are to be considered damaging for both parts (Fournier & Alvarez, 2013). The reasons 

for a negative consumer-brand relationship varies, but they usually include that brands are not 

being able to meet consumers’ individual needs and expectations, or that it is a displayed 

inconsistency of the brand image (Park, Eisingerich & Park, 2013). A positive relationship, where 

the brand is perceived being close to a consumer´s self-expansion, is referred to as brand 

attachment. The opposite relationship is referred to as brand aversion, and occurs when consumers 

perceives a brand is treating them badly, making them distant from it. It is argued by Hogg (1998), 

that brand managers should understand and avoid any potential negative associations with the 

brand and its related product or service, since such associations may cause anti-choice in form of 

consumer aversion towards the brand. This negative consumer-brand relationship in form of brand 

aversion is linked to the brand avoidance research by Lee et al. (2009a), specifically the reason of 

experiential avoidance and the related component of poor brand performance.  

 

The positive and negative consumer-brand relationship each represents opposite ends of the 

relationship spectrum, where a close consumer-brand relationship is to be considered positive and 

consequently a distant relationship is to be considered negative (Park et al., 2013). It takes five 

positive consumer-brand interactions to outweigh one negative. Therefore, it is important to 

manage the negative interactions since they are highly influential on the brand equity (Fournier & 

Alvarez, 2013). 

 

2.3 Brand Avoidance  

Brand avoidance is defined by Lee et al. (2009c, p.170) as “the incidents in which consumers deliberately 

choose to reject a brand”. Consumers must actively avoid the brand even though the brand is available, 

affordable and accessible for the brand avoidance theory to be applicable, meaning that they avoid 

a purchase with a brand though the brand is financially accessible to them (Knittel et al., 2016; 

Hogg, 1998). Moreover, from the consumers’ perspective, brand avoidance is a conscious act of 

deliberately not purchasing specific brands (Knittel et al., 2016). Due to a brand being considered 
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a configuration of values and a multi-dimensional tool, it serves various meanings to each individual 

consumer and it therefore exists numerous reasons and explanations for avoiding a brand (Lee et 

al., 2009c). Lee et al. (2009a) identified that brand avoidance could arise when a consumers’ 

expectations regarding brand performance is not met by brands, or when the brand’s values are 

incongruent with the consumer’s values.  

  

Similar anti-concepts to brand avoidance have been presented in previous literature. A related 

theory has earlier been introduced as brand switching, meaning that an extreme dissatisfaction 

towards the brand is held by the consumer and a loyal brand relationship might be broken, hence 

the consumer is switching to purchasing another brand instead (Olivia, Oliver & MacMillan, 1992). 

Sandıkçı and Ekici (2009) also introduced an anti-consumption dimensional closely related to brand 

avoidance with a specific focus on politically motivated brand rejections (PMBR). 

 

2.3.1 Brand Avoidance Framework 

A brand avoidance framework consisting of four reasons for avoidance behaviour was identified 

in a study performed by Lee et al. (2009a). The identified reasons for brand avoidance were: 

experiential avoidance, identity avoidance, moral avoidance and deficit-value avoidance (Lee et al., 

2009a). The Four Types of Brand Avoidance framework (figure 2) with reasons and related components 

for brand avoidance previously identified by Lee et al. (2009a) are examples of contributing factors 

they found in their study. Hence, there might exist other unidentified contributing reasons for 

brand avoidance not included in the framework or mentioned in the presented theory related to it. 

 

 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

Figure 2. The Four Types of Brand Avoidance Framework (Lee et al., 2009a, p. 423) 
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Experiential Avoidance 

Consumers are motivated to avoid a brand because of the brands undelivered promises and the 

associated negative experience. When a consumer’s expectations regarding performance, 

hassle/inconvenience factors or store environment are not met by the brand, dissatisfaction may 

be a negative result (Lee et al., 2009a). Whereas a consistent positive experience encourages a 

consumer to make repurchases with the brand (Dall’Olmo Riley & de Chernatony, 2000), a 

negative experience may result in a brand avoidance behaviour (Lee et al., 2009a). A brand 

experience does not only include the general perception, it also includes some specific feelings and 

cognitions that triggers behavioural responses to the brand-related stimuli (Lee et al., 2009a). 

Branding involves adding value to a consumer and making promises that are kept, since such 

promises leads to consumer expectations (Keller & Lehmann, 2006; Grönroos, 2006). A 

consumer’s overall attitude towards an experience only captures a small part of the full experience 

of a brand (Brakus, Schmitt & Zarantonello, 2009), making it important for brands to be consistent 

and keep their promises to meet the consumers’ expectations (Grönroos, 2006). In a study 

conducted by Löfgren and Östlund (2016), the following was stated by a participant regarding the 

relation between poor performance and brand avoidance; “I avoid SJ as much as I can, and it is just 

because of the fact that they are not punctual or reliable.” (Löfgren & Östlund, 2016, p.26). Because of SJ’s 

poor performance, the participant avoided their offered service. Lee et al. (2009a) argues that when 

a consumer’s actual experience with a brand is not met by the expectations and the anticipated 

promise of the brand, dissatisfaction occurs which may cause brand avoidance, an argument in line 

with the findings of Löfgren and Östlund (2016).   

 

Identity Avoidance 

In the case of consumers believing a brand is inauthentic and unable to fulfil their identity 

requirements, identity avoidance occurs (Lee et al., 2009a). The reason for identity avoidance is 

associated with the unappealing promises the brand represents. Aforementioned, consumers are 

trying to enhance their self-concepts in their consumption process (Hogg & Banister, 2001), 

consequently they are rejecting brands that are incongruent with their actual-self concepts (Knittel 

et al., 2016). The symbolic unappealing perception consumers might have towards a certain brand 

and its promises can lead the consumer in the direction of getting closer towards their undesired 

self-state. Negative aspects of symbolic consumption are related to the undesired self and can lead 

to a rejection of brands, goods or services (Hogg & Banister, 2001). Consumers’ personalities and 

their subjective norms are highly influencing to the individual consumer’s distaste and refusal of 

purchasing brands (Hogg & Banister, 2001). Brands and products associated with other consumers 
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or groups of people, which a consumer wishes to not be associated with, have been shown to be a 

reason for avoiding a brand (Knittel et al., 2016).  Löfgren and Östlund (2016), found in their study 

that a participant was avoiding a hairdresser salon because the person could not identify with the 

image of the brand. The person stated that an entry would make him feel uncomfortable. When a 

brand is representing such negative symbolic meaning, it is a motivation for consumers to avoid 

the brand (Lee et al., 2009a). Deindividuation is also a reason for identity avoidance and it occurs 

for consumers who aims to avoid mainstream brands, since they believe it will make them lose 

their identity (Knittel et al., 2016).     

   

Moral avoidance 

Moral avoidance is motivated by the conflict between consumers’ values and perceptions of what 

is right and wrong and the brands values (Rindell, Strandvik & Wilén, 2014). It is also a dilemma 

of the brands perceived impact on the society as whole (Rindell et al., 2014). Consumers may 

perceive brands to be oppressive and therefore they reject the brands as they believe it is their 

moral duty to do so (Lee et al., 2009a). A participant in Löfgren and Östlund’s (2016) study stated 

that potential use of child labour in Swedish cleaning services would be a reason for the participant 

to avoid a brand, since child labour is perceived morally wrong in Sweden. Moral avoidance is 

connected to the brands political and socioeconomic beliefs and the conflict such stand point will 

have with the consumers’ beliefs (Knittel et al., 2016). Such conflict in the relation between the 

political standpoints of brands and consumers was found to be a reason for brand avoidance in 

Knittel et al.´s (2016) study. A participant in their study stated that “Like Müller. I don’t drink 

Müllermilch. Do you know Müller? It’s a brand that for example do a lot of yoghurts, things like dairy products. 

And they are said to be in national, like right, extreme right and extremists. Like Nazi” (Knittel et al., 2016, 

p. 35), implying the conflict between the brands political standpoint and the participants were a 

reason for the person to actively avoid purchasing the brand. Such politically motivated rejections 

of brands are similar with the PMBR theory introduced by Sandıkçı and Ekici (2009), in which they 

argue that consumers reject purchasing brands due to the political ideology the brand possesses, 

by which consumers do not want to be associated with, making it a form of moral avoidance.  

 

Lee et al. (2009a) also included country effect and anti-hegemony as a reason for moral avoidance. 

The country effect occurs when the consumer has problems with a brands country of origin, which 

the brand iconically represents abroad (Lee et al., 2009a). Consumers use a brands country of origin 

as an evaluating attribute when considering making a purchase with the brand (Ahmed et al., 2004). 

Product quality, employee working conditions and manufacturing processes are some attributes 
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consumers evaluate before making a purchase (Ahmed et al., 2004). If a brand has its origins in a 

country where such attributes are not positively associated, brand rejection may occur. Consumers 

have also been found to have an ethnocentric attitude, meaning they do not want to make a 

purchase with a brand from another country since they believe it will have a negative impact to the 

local brands (Knittel et al., 2016). The anti-hegemony avoidance is a rejection against domination 

and a consumer attempt to prevent monopolies and an avoidance towards irresponsible 

corporations (Lee et al., 2009a). Pursuant to previous research regarding consumer and their 

rejection behaviours, the anti-hegemony avoidance criticism is very often directed towards large 

and successful corporations (Holt, 2002; Lee et al., 2009a). Such market dominating brands have a 

negative influence on the consumers perceived decision making process, since it reduces the 

freedom of choice for the consumer, who can experience disempowerment (Cromie & Ewing, 

2009). Rindell et al. (2014) found that ethical concerns, rooted in past events and image heritage, 

were a motivation for moral avoidance. Further they argued that consumers are sensitive to brands 

actions, and that a failure regarding ethical concerns are unacceptable.  

 

Deficit-Value Avoidance  

The deficit-value avoidance is a result of consumers feeling they must make, a for them, 

unacceptable cost-benefit trade-off if purchasing the brand, since the brand does not represent 

something the consumers perceives positively (Lee et al., 2009a). The consumer value is based on 

the consumers’ evaluation of the utility of a product and the perceptions of what has been received 

and what was expected (Zeithaml, 1988). Consumers might avoid brands they perceive as 

inexpensive, since they believe the brands products are of low quality. Hence, such brand is deficit 

in value (Knittel et al., 2016). Aesthetic insufficiency is also a part of the deficit value avoidance. 

This type of avoidance occurs when the product packaging is not appealing to individual 

consumers´ due elements such as colours, types, shapes or images (Lee et al., 2009a). The packaging 

of a product is of importance since it plays an important role in the consumer purchase decision. 

Attractive packaging can increase the recognition of a brand by acting as an identity in a positive 

sense (Ampuero & Vila, 2006). Much of the customer value is placed on the aesthetic, and the lack 

of attractiveness may be an indicator of brand quality and performance in general. A participant in 

Lee et al.´s (2009a) study stated the following regarding the appearance and the perceived negative 

relationship between aesthetic and low quality products; “I don’t go for the real cheap stuff, so I suppose I 

do avoid them, like No Frills and Basics [budget brands] ... if it’s real cheap then I don’t place much value on it 

because if it’s real cheap then it means that it doesn’t cost much to make and it’s usually inferior” (Lee et al., 

2009a, p.424). 
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Some consumers might also avoid brands they are unfamiliar with, since such brands are perceived 

to be of lower quality and consequently higher at risk for the consumer compared to brands they 

recognize (Lee et al., 2009a). Food is associated with such unfamiliarity, and the avoidance is 

referred to as food favouritism. Based on the idea that consumers are cautious when it comes to 

making decisions regarding food, consequently, they avoid purchasing food unfamiliar to them, 

since they would rather feel ‘safe than sorry’ regarding their decision (Lee et al., 2009a; Knittel et 

al., 2016). In the study conducted by Lee et al. (2009a), a participant stated that the person avoided 

buying food which was perceived inexpensive and produced by low budget brands, since the 

brand’s promise of lower quality products to a cheap price was insufficient for the participant when 

it comes to food.  

 

2.3.2 Advertising as a reason for Brand Avoidance  

A fifth reason for brand avoidance, Advertising, was identified and added by Knittel et al. (2016) to 

the Lee et al. (2009a) framework. Knittel et al. (2016) found that consumers also referred to a 

brands advertising as a reason for why they deliberately avoided a brand. The extended brand 

avoidance framework (figure 3) with reasons and related components for brand avoidance 

previously identified by Lee et al. (2009a), and extended by Knittel et al. (2016), are examples of 

contributing factors they found in their studies. Hence, there might exist other unidentified 

contributing reasons for brand avoidance not included in the framework or mentioned in the 

presented theory related to it.    

 

 
Figure 3. The Extended Brand Avoidance Framework (Knittel et al., 2016, p. 11) 
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Advertising Avoidance  

Participants in the study conducted by Knittel et al. (2016) stated they had negative feelings towards 

brands advertisements, which gave them incentives to actively avoid the brand. The content of an 

advertisement, in form of storyline and overall message, was found by Knittel et al. (2016) to be 

an influencing factor in avoidance behaviour of the advertised brand. The advertisement in general 

as well as the creative idea and execution of such idea was found to influence brand avoidance 

behaviour. Provocative advertisements were one aspect of advertising avoidance regarding the 

content. Such ads can be argued to be taboo, which has been found to have a negative effect on 

consumers’ attitude towards brands (Sabri & Obermiller, 2012). Celebrity endorsers were also 

mentioned as incentives for advertising avoidance. Knittel et al. (2016) found in their study that a 

negative consumer perception of the celebrity generates a dislike of the brand ultimately leading to 

avoidance, which can be explained by the link of celebrities’ images that transfers to the brand, 

when used as spokesperson for advertisements (Felix & Borges, 2014). One participant in the study 

conducted by Knittel et al. (2016), stated that a toothpaste brand was actively avoided by the person 

due to the actor that was used as spokesperson for the product in the advertisement. Another 

reason for advertising avoidance is the music used in advertisements. Music is one of the most 

common tools used as influencing stimuli in ads (Lantos & Craton, 2012; Shimp & Andrews, 2013), 

and it generates emotional responses, both positive and negative (Apaolaza-Ibáñez, Zander & 

Hartmann, 2010). Hence, music can influence consumers purchase behaviour as well as potential 

avoidance behaviour (Knittel et al., 2016). In the previously mentioned study conducted by Knittel 

et al. (2016), they got the following response from a participant regarding music in advertising: “I 

don’t like advertising if it is just too stupid, or also too noisy, or just annoying. ... Yeah, if I just feel annoyed by the 

whole thing. It can be because it is very loud and noisy or through like the music” (Knittel et al., 2016, p.36). 

The response to advertisement in form of the subjective interpretation by the receiver of a brands 

message was also found by Knittel et al. (2016) to be an influencing factor for advertising 

avoidance. Since consumers have individual personalities, an ads message will be received 

differently, depending on the receiver (Percy, 2008).  

  

2.3.3 IMC and Brand Avoidance  

Aforementioned, Knittel et al. (2016) extended the Lee et al. (2009b) framework with advertising 

as one of five reasons to why people avoid certain brands. Marketers have recognized that many 

consumers are irritated by advertising and are tired of frequently being confronted with sales 

messages (Belch & Belch 2012). When triggering negative emotions such as irritation, it might end 

up in a brand avoidance behaviour (Knittel et al., 2016). However, Löfgren and Östlund (2016) 
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found that advertising was not the only marketing tool that could trigger a brand avoidance 

behaviour. One of the participants in their research mentioned direct marketing as a reason to why 

a brand avoidance behaviour was developed. Based on that and other findings, Löfgren and 

Östlund (2016) changed advertising avoidance to marketing in their study, since that better 

reflected their research findings. Further, advertising is one of many promotional tools used in the 

IMC process, and even though it is one of the most commonly used tools in a company’ s 

marketing communication mix, all tools are viewed as equally important and plays a significant role 

in the IMC process (Belch & Belch, 2012). Although, a framework with five types of brand 

avoidance has been identified (Lee et al., 2009a; Knittel et al., 2016), it might still exist other reasons 

for why people actively avoid certain brands (Knittel et al., 2016), which is why the broader concept 

IMC avoidance, including the promotional elements, will be tested in this thesis (figure 4).  

 
Figure 4. The Extended Brand Avoidance Framework – Fifth reason: Integrated Marketing 
Communication avoidance (Developed by the authors, based on Lee et al., 2009a; Knittel et al., 2016) 

 

2.4 Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC)  

Marketing has shifted from being thought of as a synonymous to high sales volumes to instead put 

considerably more focus on building long lasting relationships with customers (Laric & Lynagh, 

2010). Every message a consumer receives and contact they have with a brand contributes to their 

overall perception of the brand. Pricing, packaging, sales promotion, media advertisements and the 

store where a services or products are sold are examples of touchpoints were consumers 

perceptions of a brand will be influenced. Therefore, it is of importance that a company´s various 

channels communicate a consistent message to avoid consumers getting confused (Belch & Belch, 

2012).  
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Integrated Marketing Communication (IMC) is a powerful tool that enables marketers to create 

consistent and coordinated messages across their communication channels (Kitchen & Burgmann, 

2010). When integrating all marketing and promotional elements by synergy, a company’s 

communications can become both more efficient and cost effective (Fill et al., 2013). Further, the 

IMC approach enables companies to recognise the communication methods that are the most 

effective and appropriate for building relationships with customers and stakeholders (Belch & 

Belch, 2012). When successfully implementing IMC as a tool in a company, consumers will receive 

a clear and unified message regarding who makes a product, its benefits and purpose. Further, 

consumers can more easily connect the brand with experiences, feelings and people (Rehman & 

Ibrahim, 2011).  

 

There are numerous different tools and methods available for a company to approach existing and 

future customers with information about their brand. When implementing an IMC strategy, it is 

challenging to find a suitable combination of communication tools that deliver the message 

effectively and consistently (Belch & Belch, 2012). Therefore, it is important that the marketers 

responsible for the communication in a company understand and recognize what tools are available 

and how to manage them holistically (Kitchen & Burgmann, 2010). To be able to do that, planning 

is a vital component and should be the centre of IMC (Percy, 2014). 

 

The problem in which companies are failing to deliver an integrated message, usually arises from 

the communication being developed via different departments within the company, e.g. advertising 

department and sales management plan and deliver communication messages separately (Kotler, 

Armstrong, Wong & Saunders, 2008). This causes a confused brand image for consumers, since 

they tend to view all promotional messages as one. When IMC is successfully implemented, the 

promotional messages will be viewed as clear and consistent as well as the consumers’ perception 

of the brand (Kotler et al., 2008).  

 

2.4.1 The IMC Promotional Mix  

Belch and Belch (2012) introduce the promotional mix as the basic tools used in the IMC process 

and is referred to as the tools implemented by an organisation to accomplish their communication 

objectives. In other words, IMC strives to control and coordinate the tools in the promotional mix: 

advertising, direct marketing, sales promotion, publicity/public relations and personal selling 

(Mangold & Faulds, 2009; Kotler et al., 2008). One sixth element added to the promotional mix by 
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Belch and Belch (2012) is interactive/internet marketing, since it is used in modern marketing 

(figure 5).  

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Figure 5. Elements of the IMC promotional mix (developed by the authors, based on Mangold & Faulds, 
2009, p360; Kotler et al., 2008, p.697; Belch & Belch, 2012, p.16)  

 

Advertising  

Advertising can be traced way back to early civilisation, though both the definition and the practice 

itself has changed a lot over time, due to new technologies and techniques. Today, advertising 

portrays idealised lifestyles, values and standards for the target audience to feel recognized and 

involved (Fill et al., 2013; Richards & Curran, 2002). For consumers, the concept advertising is 

usually misunderstood and is perceived as all communication they hear or see that tries to influence 

them to buy services or products (Fill et al., 2013). Those who practice marketing have defined 

advertising in various ways over time, although there are some recurring elements. Most definitions 

include that advertising should be paid, nonpersonal and have an identified sponsor (Richards & 

Curran, 2002). Belch and Belch (2012, p.16) defines advertising as “any paid form of nonpersonal 

communication about an organization, product, service, or idea by an identified sponsor”. With nonpersonal 

means that advertising is a kind of mass media that is communicating with large groups of people 

at the same time, which is why it is one of the most important tools in the promotional mix (Belch 

& Belch, 2012). Even though advertising reaches a large audience, one downside is that it is 

generally a one-way communication tool, which means that there is no opportunity for the receivers 

to give feedback (Belch & Belch, 2012). According to Fill et al. (2013), the primary purpose of 

advertising is to build brand association, develop brand awareness, create brand values and to 

position the brand on the market. To do that, celebrity endorsers is an important component to 

use as marketing tool (Fill et al., 2013). People with distinctive characteristics, who hold public 

recognition by a larger share of a population are considered to be celebrities (Silvera & Austad, 
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2004). These people are often concerned to have attractiveness and trustworthiness, however, 

Silvera and Austad (2004) argues that the attitude towards a brand is associated with the attitude 

towards the celebrity endorsing the brand. Hence, the attitude towards the celebrity affects the 

effectiveness of the usage of celebrity endorsement. Even though all marketing communication 

tools are supposed to contribute building brand awareness, advertising plays a long-term role in 

the IMC strategy, which is important since building brand awareness takes time (Percy, 2014).  

 

Direct Marketing  

At the time when the cost of communication declined rapidly due to new technologies, direct 

marketing became a powerful and effective tool. As the cost to access internet decreased, 

companies had the opportunity to communicate directly with large groups of customers 

individually in a way that was not possible before (Palmer & Koenig-Lewis, 2009). Due to the rapid 

growth in both communications technology and the introduction of direct marketing, the overall 

nature of marketing communication changed (Sellahvarzi, Mirabi & Parizi, 2014). According to 

Kotler and Armstrong (2010), direct marketing is when a company is “connecting directly with carefully 

targeted individual consumers to both obtain an immediate response and cultivate lasting customer relationships”.  

To be able to generate immediate responses from consumers, activities such as telemarketing, 

direct selling, the Internet, database management and direct mail are implemented (Belch & Belch, 

2012). Since direct marketing is a newly introduced marketing tool, it has not always been a part of 

the promotional mix. However, according to Belch and Belch (2012), direct marketing has become 

such an important component in many companies IMC processes and is now seen as a part of the 

promotional mix. A challenge for the marketers is that the new technologies enabled an increased 

communication environment among consumers, which made it hard for direct marketers to reach 

out with their messages and to get attention across the clutter. Therefore, it is important that the 

marketers interact with targeted communities to be able to deliver a variety of benefits, spread 

positive word of mouth, as well as understanding consumers’ preferences and needs (Palmer & 

Koenig-Lewis, 2009). 

 

Interactive/Internet marketing  

Unlike advertising, interactive marketing makes use of a two-way communication where the users 

can respond to questions, make purchases and inquiries as well as receive and modify images and 

information. The most common interactive media, that has the greatest impact on marketing, is 

the Internet (Belch & Belch, 2012). The way companies market themselves to both businesses and 

consumers has changed a lot since the Internet was launched in 1991. Internet marketing is most 
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effective when there is an interaction and integration with the other communication tools (Chaffey, 

Ellis-Chadwick, Mayer & Johnston, 2009). Companies that used to rely more on image advertising 

are now including interactive marketing in their communication mix (Shankar & Malthouse, 2007), 

since the interaction has become important when building profitable and strong long-term 

relationships with the customers (Peltier, Schibrowsky & Schultz, 2003; Arnott & Bridgewater, 

2002).  

 

Companies usage of social media has increased a lot since the smart phone was introduced to the 

market. Besides the fact that social media facilitates the interaction with consumers, companies are 

also using social media to promote and advertise themselves. Most common social media platforms 

that companies communicate with are Facebook, blogs, Instagram, Twitter, YouTube and 

LinkedIn (Saravanakumar & SuganthaLakshmi, 2012). Firms who use social media aims to build 

direct relationships with their customers, to distribute their content, increase traffic to their website, 

as well as assessing feedback from customers and to find new business opportunities (Michaelidou, 

Siamagka & Christodoulides, 2011). Another growing interactive marketing tool is word-of-mouth 

(WOM). WOM is often viewed as a naturally occurring communication between consumers, that 

can vary between being negative or positive. On average, one dissatisfied customer is expected to 

spread a negative experience with nine other people, while a satisfied customer tells five other 

people about their experience (Mangold, Miller & Brockway, 1999). However, more recently, 

companies use WOM as a promotion or communication tool to intentionally influence the 

consumers to spread positive WOM both online and offline, to increase brand awareness and sales 

(Kozinets, De Valck, Wojnicki & Wilner, 2010; Groeger & Buttle, 2014). Further, for social media 

marketers to use influencers to spread WOM about a product or service has become more 

common. An influencer is a third party who aims at shaping other customers purchasing decisions 

and opinions regarding a product or service, often on social media (Brown & Hayes, 2008). It is 

for example usual that influencers post pictures on themselves using a product and further use 

hashtags that connects the picture with the brand. In return, the influencers usually get to keep the 

product they promote, or get paid in money (Romero, Galuba, Asur & Huberman, 2011).  

 

Sales Promotion 

Sales promotion includes marketing activities that provide an added value to the sales force, the 

definitive consumers or the distributors, which in turn can generate immediate sales (Belch & 

Belch, 2012). Both manufacturers and retailers can make use of sales promotion as a marketing 

tool. Manufacturers use sales promotion to increase their sales to the retailers, which is referred to 
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as trade promotions, while retailers use it to target and increase their sales to the ultimate consumer, 

so called consumer promotion (Gedenk, Neslin & Ailawadi, 2010). The tools used in trade-oriented 

sales to promote a company´s products are for example trade shows, sales contests and price deals. 

In consumer-oriented sales promotion a company makes use of coupons, rebates, contests and 

multi-item promotions to encourage immediate purchases (Belch & Belch, 2012; Gedenk et al., 

2010). Even though sales promotion aims to drive the short-term sales, it still needs to contribute 

in building the brand image and attitude. Therefore, it is important to use promotional messages 

where it is appropriate and for marketers to think about if the sales promotion offers are an 

effective part of the entire communication strategy (Percy, 2014).   

 

Publicity/Public Relations  

The American Marketing Association (AMA) defines public relations as a “form of communication 

management that seeks to make use of publicity and other nonpaid forms of promotion and information to influence 

the feelings, opinions, or beliefs about the company, its products or services, or about the value of the product or service 

or the activities of the organization to buyers, prospects, or other stakeholders” (American Marketing 

Association, 2017). As advertising, publicity is a nonpersonal communication directed to a mass 

audience. The difference between advertising and publicity is that it is not paid directly by the 

company, since publicity is coming from external sources. Publicity comes in forms of editorials, 

news stories or announcements about new products or services, presented at press conferences, in 

films, in feature articles or on news releases (Belch & Belch, 2012). Organizations engage in public 

relations (PR) if they are working actively with planning and distributing information to obtain and 

control their image and the publicity they receive. The aim with PR is to maintain and establish a 

positive image of a company through using tools such as fund-raising, sponsorship of special 

events, publicity or to participate in community activities (Belch & Belch, 2012). The advantages 

of PR is that it is cost effective and the ability to reach selected target groups. Further, PR messages 

are perceived as more credible since it is not delivered through traditional media and is therefore 

avoiding the clutter associated with advertising messages. PR plays an important role in a 

company’s marketing mix, and as with the other communication tools, it needs to be consistent in 

its message for the company to be credible (Percy, 2014).  

 

Personal Selling 

Unlike many other marketing tools, personal selling enables a company to communicate directly 

with the consumers, either over telephone or face-to-face. Personal selling provides the 

opportunity for a seller to adjust a message in such way that it can fit the consumers´ preferences 
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(Lee, Sridhar & Palmatier, 2016). Further, personal selling enables a more precise and immediate 

feedback since the salesperson can easily see the customer´s reactions and if the feedback is 

negative, they can easily adapt the message during the interaction (Belch & Belch, 2012).  

 

Another advantage with personal selling is that it offers the company an opportunity to provide 

information about a products attributes that might be complicated or impossible to present when 

using other forms of marketing tools (Percy, 2014). According to Fill and Turnbull (2016), the 

consumers level of involvement and their requirements on information in the purchase process is 

a contributing factor in brand-choice decision making. The level of involvement is dependent on 

the consumers perceived risk, financial and social, as well as the personal pertinence of the 

purchase. When the expected purchase is associated with a high level of risk and personal 

pertinence, e.g. purchase of a car or house, consumers requires more information and dedicate 

more time in searching for it. This is referred to as high-involvement decision-making, since the 

consumer is highly involved and the information gathered is processed rationally. When the 

expected purchase is associated with a low level of risk and personal pertinence, e.g. purchase of 

washing powder or cereals, consumers are rather passive as they do not devote a great time of 

gathering information. This since low-involvement decision-making only requires little information 

and support (Fill & Turnbull, 2016). 

 

As mentioned before, IMC aims to integrate all promotional tools to one unified and consistent 

message (Kitchen & Burgmann, 2010), which can be complicated when using personal selling, due 

to its flexibility. By cause of different sales personnel facing dissimilar challenges in keeping the 

customers satisfied, it is difficult to maintain consistency in the messages (Percy, 2014).  
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3 Methodology  

In the following chapter, the methodological process of the thesis will be presented. Firstly, the research philosophy, 

approach and design with its various alternatives are discussed followed by a reasoning for the selected options. 

Secondly, the method and the data collection process will be presented. The last part of the chapter will describe how 

the collected data will be analysed and a discussion of the trustworthiness of the collected data will be provided.  

 
Figure 6. The methodology process the authors followed (developed by the authors, based on Malhotra & 
Birks, 2007; Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009) 

 

3.1 Research Philosophy 

The term research philosophy links to the development of knowledge and the characteristics of 

that knowledge. The choice of research philosophy is the first step in the research process of 

developing knowledge in a specific field (Saunders, Lewis & Thornhill, 2009). Generally, there are 

two main research philosophies used by marketing researchers, namely, the positivist paradigm and 

the interpretivist paradigm (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). 

  

The positivist paradigm is an objective research philosophy that has its grounds in natural sciences 

and further aims to discover new theories based on observations, surveys and experiments. Logical 

reasoning, objectivity and precision underpin the approach that often relies on statistical analysis 

from quantitative research data (Collis & Hussey, 2013). Interpretivism, on the other hand, relies 

on subjectivity and seeks to understand the nature of consumer behaviour by using e.g. case studies 

that considers the nature of multiple, individual influences of a marketing phenomenon (Malhotra 

& Birks, 2007). Further, interpretivism is based upon discovering consumers’ life experiences 

regarding their values and emotions by studying their social life (McLaughlin, 2007) using 

qualitative research methods (Malhotra & Birks, 2007).  

 

Since the purpose of this thesis is to investigate and gain a broader understanding of why 

consumers deliberately choose to avoid certain brands because of their marketing communication 
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efforts, an interpretivist philosophy is most beneficially applied to the research. This, due to the 

interpretivists subjective approach and its flexibility to develop new theories and ideas throughout 

the research (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). Further, to be able to fulfil the purpose, the researchers rely 

on gathering valuable insights about peoples’ values, motives and actions, which is achievable when 

using the interpretivist philosophy and a qualitative data collection (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). This, 

since the interpretivist philosophy seeks to understand the subjective reality of the consumers 

studied in a valuable way (Saunders et al., 2009). 

3.2 Research Approach   

Following, a research approach should be decided upon. Some approaches are argued to be more 

suitable than others to implement, depending on what research philosophy one have chosen to 

apply to the study (Saunders et al., 2009). Deductive and inductive reasoning have been thought of 

as the two basic forms of reasoning, however, a third approach exists that merits more attention, 

namely, abduction (Mantere & Ketokivi, 2013). All research approaches are used to build theories 

and make logical inferences about the world, using different reasoning principles (Bryman & Bell, 

2015).  

When using deductive reasoning in a research, a theory and a hypothesis is developed, whereas a 

research strategy is designed to test the hypothesis. Deduction has its grounds in natural sciences 

and conclusions are valid if the data conforms with the theory, while inductive reasoning collects 

data and thereafter develop theory based on analysing that data. Unlike deduction, induction seeks 

to understand the underlying reasons for a cause and effect relationship (Saunders et al., 2009; 

Malhotra et al., 2008; Mantere & Ketokivi, 2013). Abductive reasoning is a combination of 

deduction and induction, since it is based on hypotheses generated from empirical data that further 

is tested on new empirical objects (Patel & Davidsson, 2003).    

Aforementioned, this study will make use of an interpretivist philosophy with a qualitative 

approach, that is based on the extended brand avoidance framework (Lee et al., 2009a; Knittel et 

al., 2016). The authors strive to both validate previous research done in the subject area as well as 

to explore additional elements of brand avoidance. The mixture of both deductive and inductive 

characteristics in the study implies that abductive reasoning is most appropriate for the research. 

Abduction enables the researchers to be open to the possibility of being surprised by the collected 

data rather than using it to confirm predictions of the data (Bryman & Bell, 2015). Further, the 

general logic with abductive reasoning is to turn possible surprising facts into matters of course 

(Mantere & Ketokivi, 2013).   
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3.3 Research Design   

Based on the established approach of the study, the research design will be determined. The 

research design provides the researcher with details regarding the process of the study (Sreejesh, 

Mohapatra & Anusree, 2014). Research designs are divided into two main classifications, namely 

conclusive or exploratory research. The main difference between the two designs are the objectives 

of the study. A conclusive research aims to test and measure hypothesis of clearly defined 

phenomena’s, while an exploratory research provides insights and aims to understand the nature 

of such phenomena (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). Due to the lack of research in the brand avoidance 

area of study (Lee et al., 2009c; Knittel et al., 2016), this thesis will have an exploratory research 

design. This design is believed to be the most appropriate to use since it will give the authors the 

opportunity to discover new insights that will further contribute to the area of study. 

Exploratory studies are flexible and adaptable, meaning that the initial broad focus of the research 

becomes narrower along the process and that the direction of the study might change as the data 

collected with new insights are gathered (Saunders et al., 2009). The process of conducting 

exploratory studies can include searching for pre-existing literature, consulting with experts in the 

field of study or administrating one-to-many interviews, also referred to as focus groups (Saunders 

et al., 2009). 

As mentioned, a qualitative research approach will be applied to this study, due to the interpretivist 

philosophy and the exploratory research design. Since the purpose of this study is to investigate 

and gain a broader understanding of why consumers deliberately choose to avoid certain brands 

because of their marketing communication efforts, the qualitative approach will provide the 

authors with participants’ personal experiences as well as an understanding in how their meanings 

and values are formed (Corbin & Strauss, 2012). Qualitative research aims to understand 

consumers’ behaviours, experiences, perspectives and feelings in relation to the social world of 

organisational functions as well as material circumstances and social phenomena’s (Strauss & 

Corbin, 1990; Ritchie & Lewis, 2003). The understanding aspect is one distinction between 

qualitative and quantitative research. While a qualitative research involves the intended consumer 

insights and understanding of such, quantitative research aims to form statistical analyses by 

evaluating data (Malhotra & Birks, 2007), making the approach inappropriate to use for this study. 

When using a qualitative technique, it is also possible to interpret a holistic dimension to the study. 

This dimension gives the researcher the opportunity to gain a broader understanding of the 

complete context of which the studied phenomena is a part of (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). Such 

understanding enables the researcher to put behaviours into contexts, and measure relationships 
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between different experiences and interpretations of a greater perspective (Malhotra & Birks, 

2007). 

3.4 Method 

For the qualitative data collection method, two distinguished research techniques exist that are to 

be considered, namely indirect and direct approach (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). Having applied an 

indirect approach, the researcher aims to observe participants of the study in a natural 

setting, where they might not be aware of them being observed. Hence, the purpose of the study 

is therefore not revealed to the participants (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). On the contrary, when using 

a direct approach, the purpose of the study is revealed to the participants, since the most common 

techniques related to the approach are focus groups and interviews (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). Due 

to the exploratory design and qualitative research approach of the study, a direct approach will be 

applied, with a combination of utilizing focus groups, followed by semi-structured interviews to 

the data collecting method. The aim of using such combination of methods is to limit the risks 

associated with only having one method for collecting data. The qualitative research interviews to 

collect primary data are non-standardised, implying they have open-ended questions for 

participants to answer (Saunders et al., 2009). These types of qualitative interviews give the 

researcher a chance to not only understand participants ‘what’ and ‘how’ aspects, but also to 

investigate the equally important ‘why’ aspect (Saunders et al., 2009).  

 

3.4.1  Data Collection   

The data collection began with the authors searching for existing literature in the brand avoidance 

area, which later developed to the revised literature review presented in the theoretical framework. 

When gathering this type of existing literature, the authors learned about the types and effects of 

brand avoidance, marketing communication as well as the unforeseen relationship between the two 

areas.  

 

3.4.1.1 Secondary data   
 

In exploratory studies the usage of secondary data are of importance (Sreejesh et al., 2014). The 

secondary data is very useful since it provides the researcher with information regarding related 

studies, as well as guiding to define the research problem and to develop an appropriate approach 

to such problem (Malhotra et al., 2007; Sreejesh et al., 2014). For this thesis, the secondary data has 

mainly been collected via electronic sources, such as the databases; Primo, Google Scholar and 



 28 

SAGE Publications. Some frequently used search terms were e.g. Brand, Brand Avoidance, Anti-

Consumption, Advertising, Integrated Marketing Communication, Marketing Communication and the 

Promotional Mix. The authors also complemented the electronic sources with printed books from 

the library at Jönköping University, for gathering data regarding brand avoidance and IMC. 

Academic journals and books related to marketing and business studies was used by the authors, 

to learn about the area of study. Followed by the secondary data collection, primary data, in forms 

of focus groups and semi-structured interviews, was carried out as a complement.  

 

3.4.1.2  Primary data   
 

3.4.1.2.1     Focus Groups 

A focus group is a free-flowing group discussion consisting of a small group of homogeneous 

participants, with certain common characteristics that the researchers believes will contribute to 

the study (Malhotra & Birks, 2007; Krueger & Casey, 2014). The purpose of using focus groups is 

to collect various opinions and personal experiences to gain a better understanding of participants’ 

beliefs, behaviour, preferences and attitudes regarding the discussed topic (Krueger & Casey, 2014; 

Sreejesh et al., 2014; Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008). Focus groups help the researcher to see how 

participants interact with other’s statements and experiences as well as how they share 

understandings during the discussion (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008), something that would be 

harder to reveal when discussing with them individually. One benefit with focus groups is the so 

called snowballing effect, meaning that the participants might helpfully influence each other to 

reveal new ideas and responses that would not have been revealed in one-to-one interviews 

(Malhotra & Birks, 2007; Sreejesh et al., 2014). However, such snowball effect can also be 

considered a drawback. If all participants do not feel comfortable speaking, dominating individuals 

might take too much attention, making uncomfortable participants ending up being too shy to 

reveal thoughts and not contribute to the research. To overcome such drawback, the moderator, 

who is managing the focus group, should create a comfortable and relaxed atmosphere were the 

participants feel respected and encouraged to speak his or her thoughts (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). 

The success of a focus group discussion is very dependent on the performance of the moderator 

(Sreejesh et al., 2014), whose role is a balance between monitoring discussions through making sure 

the relevant topic is discussed, and at the same time establish a pleasant group dynamic by 

delegating who speaks to make sure every participant gets the chance to contribute to the 

discussion (Sreejesh et al., 2014). 
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Focus groups were used in this study due to its advantage of collecting various opinions and 

personal experiences about brand avoidance. The snowballing effect was also seen as an advantage, 

since it provided the authors with more comprehensive and creative discussions, due to the 

participants positively influenced each other’s recalling of experiences. The authors of this thesis 

conducted three focus groups, consisting of people with homogenous characteristic living in 

Jönköping. It is suggested by Malhotra and Birks (2007), that the group composition should be 

homogenous, to decrease the risk of conflicts or negative interactions among the participants of 

the focus groups. The participants in the focus groups respectively knew each other, which is 

argued by Eriksson and Kovalainen (2008) to be an advantage of the group composition. The fact 

that the participants knew each other and were familiar with each other’s daily lives is believed to 

have made them act naturally and speak comfortably when sharing experiences and discussing 

behaviours and attitudes, to which other participants sometimes could relate. According to 

Greenbaum (1998), a focus group discussion should be around 90 minutes. The authors considered 

the timeframe when planning and executing the sessions, and informed the participants beforehand 

that the discussions could take up to 90 minutes.   

 

Sampling of Focus Groups 

The sampling process for focus groups can be completed with two techniques, namely probability 

and non-probability sampling (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). The probability sampling is a technique in 

which the sampling elements of the total population is selected by chance, implying that they have 

a fixed probability of being selected to the sample and participate in the study. The nature of the 

research for probability sampling should be conclusive, and due to this study’s design being 

exploratory, the non-probability sampling technique will be adopted. This sampling technique relies 

on the researchers’ personal judgement, who carefully decides what sampling elements should be 

included in the study (Malhotra & Birks, 2007), making the technique suitable since the authors 

have delimited the study to only include self-supporting participants over the age of 20. These 

people were expected to have some consumer experiences, positive as well as negative, which have 

given them the associations required to form attitudes and perceptions to actively make brand 

avoidance decision, a requirement believed by the authors to consider important. The authors 

wanted the focus groups to take place in Jönköping, making it a requirement for the participants 

to either live or be present in the city at the execution time of the focus group session.  

 

The authors used a form of convenience sampling technique, namely judgemental sampling, when 

selecting which sampling elements to include in the study. The judgemental sampling technique 
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allowed the authors to, based on personal reasoning discussions, include sampling elements which 

were believed to be representative for the study as well as contributing to the discussions of the 

brand avoidance topic. Since this sampling technique heavily relies on the researchers’ judgement, 

there exist limitations for the researcher to regard. Firstly, the sampling can be biased and secondly, 

the collected material from each focus group cannot not be used to generalize the total population 

outside of the groups involved in the study (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). The authors took these 

limitations into consideration when sampling and collecting data, and it is believed the applied 

judgemental sampling did not affect the empirical findings of the study negatively. Due to the lack 

of research in the brand avoidance area of study (Lee et al., 2009c; Knittel et al., 2016), the authors 

have carefully selected sampling elements they believe are willing to participate but also contribute 

the most to the study.  

 

A Facebook group was conducted by the authors, to which self-supporting people over the age of 

20 and living in Jönköping was invited. In total, 30 individuals were invited. Three sessions were 

offered, to which the invited people could sign up for if they were interested in participating in the 

study. According to Eriksson and Kovalainen (2008), a focus group typically consists of four to 

eight participants, a fact that the authors respected. Therefore, it was stated in the Facebook group 

that no more than eight individuals could be signed up for to each focus group session. The invited 

individuals showed interest in two out of the three offered sessions, which formed the focus groups 

named Focus Group 1 and Focus Group 3, consisting of seven and five participants respectively. By 

letting the invited individuals decide themselves when to participate in the study, the focus groups 

had a random selection of participants. Hence, the authors decided which individuals to invite to 

the Facebook group based on judgemental sampling and the previous mentioned requirements, 

however, the participants formed the two focus groups by signing up on the session they wished 

to attend.  

 

The authors aimed to execute three focus groups, based on Eriksson and Kovalainen´s (2008) 

argument that three or more focus groups are necessary to obtain a diverse empiric data. However, 

the interest among the invited individuals in the Facebook group did only make up two sessions, 

making it not sufficient for this study. It was also found that focus group 1 and 3 consisted of 

participants under the age of 30, which represents a small part of the total population. Therefore, 

a second Facebook group was conducted, to which 10 self-supported individuals aged between 25 

and 50 living in Jönköping were invited. The second Facebook group followed the same process 

as the first Facebook group. The authors offered two sessions to which the individuals could sign 
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up for, which resulted in one focus group session, namely Focus Group 2, consisting of five 

participants.  

 

Malhotra and Birks (2007) states that follow-up interactions are necessary to remind the 

participants they have signed up to participate in focus groups, but also to motivate them to attend 

the session. Therefore, the authors sent a reminder to the participants of each focus group at the 

day of the session, in which the time and location for the session was specified.  

 
Construction Focus Groups 
 

Table 1. Construction of Focus Group Sessions 

 
 
 
Focus Group 1  
 

Table 2. Construction of Focus Group 1  

 
 
The first focus group consisted of seven students living in Jönköping, with an age rage between 23 

and 25, which is within the target group of the study. The focus group was held in the facilities of 

Jönköping University, which was convenient for the participants, because they are currently 

studying there. Since the participants, themselves chose which of the focus groups to attend in the 

Facebook group, the mixture of gender and age were random and could not be decided upon prior 

to the focus group. Though, the authors do not believe that the uneven distribution of gender 

affected the discussions between the participants in a negative manner. The first focus group was 

the one that required most time to carry through, since there were seven participants, which led to 

more extensive discussions.  



 32 

Focus Group 2  
 

Table 3. Construction of Focus Group 2  

 
 

The second focus group was held at the same day as the first one, but in another environment. The 

age span of the participants was between 26 to 49 and each of them was self-supporting and had 

the financial and physical ability to purchase and make purchase decisions, which is relevant for 

the study. None of the participants had equivalent occupations, but all of them are living in 

Jönköping and has a relation to each other, which might have enabled them to have more open 

discussions since they were comfortable with the setting. 

 
Focus Group 3  
 

Table 4. Construction of Focus Group 3 

 
 
The last focus group was, as the first focus group, held at Jönköping University. The participants 

were students between the ages of 23 and 25. Unlike the first focus group, this focus group was 

mostly consisting of females, due to the participants’ opportunity to choose time, day and group 

by themselves. The last focus group took least time, mainly because the moderator had more 

experience on how to successfully conduct a focus group with a good flow that does not get off 

topic.    

 

Execution of Focus Groups 

Existing theories and previous studies was used as support when constructing and planning the 

focus groups. Before the focus groups, a questionnaire was placed on each seat, where every paper 

had been assigned with a fictional name. On that paper, the participants were encouraged to fill in 
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age, gender and their social media usage etc. before the group started. On the back of the paper, 

there were lines numbered from 1-10, for the participants to write down thoughts and comments 

to every upcoming example, to easier guide the participants through the focus group. The 

moderator first started with informing the participants about some practical matters, such as what 

they should use the paper for, informing them that they were going to be recorded, and further 

asked if everyone approved it to be recorded. The moderator also pointed out that the participants 

should feel no pressure in answering quickly, but rather think for a while before answering any 

question. 

 

Before asking questions directly related to the subject, the moderator started with asking the 

participants to introduce themselves and a brand they avoid even though they can afford it. This 

to open the discussion in a way that should make the participants feel comfortable in the setting 

and with the subject (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). Following, the moderator explained the term brand 

avoidance generally and the first four identified reasons for brand avoidance, while the fifth 

identified reason, advertising, was explained more in depth. Further, IMC was introduced as a 

broader concept than advertising, which the moderator mentioned to be the focus of the study. 

The moderator carefully explained that the participants should only consider brand avoidance in 

relation to marketing communication when answering the questions. Also, that they should exclude 

financial and availability issues. To make sure everyone was following, the note taker showed a 

brand avoidance framework while the moderator was talking. Following, a video commercial was 

shown, where the participants was asked to write down their first thoughts on the back of their 

paper, followed by a discussion. After that, nine examples consisting of video commercials, 

advertisements and other marketing communication activities was shown (appendix 2), followed 

by general questions related to the examples. Though, the moderator carefully explained that the 

examples only were used to explicate the marketing activity the authors aimed to develop a 

discussion about so that the participants shouldn’t limit themselves to the examples. During the 

focus groups, the participants could enjoy some refreshments whenever they wanted throughout 

the sessions, which Malhotra and Birks (2007) argues to contribute to a relaxed setting. 

 

3.4.1.2.2 Semi-Structured Interviews  

Qualitative research interviews were used as a complement to the focus group discussions in this 

research. Such interviews are referred to as non-standardised and involves, among other 

techniques, semi-structured interviews (Saunders et al., 2009). In a semi-structured interview, the 

interviewer aims to obtain the interviewee’s underlying motivations as well as beliefs and attitudes 
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by asking the person questions regarding a specific topic (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). Compared to 

unstructured in-depth interviews where the interviewee freely speaks his or her opinion regarding 

a topic, semi-structured interviews follows an order of questions the researcher has prepared as a 

guidance for both parts (Saunders et al., 2009). This gives the interviewer the opportunity to ensure 

that the discussion is limited to the relevant topic of the study (Sreejesh et al., 2014). The advantage 

with semi-structured interviews is that they might uncover deeper insights and experiences than 

focus groups, because the interviewer’s concentration is solely on the interviewee which makes the 

interview more personal (Malhotra & Birks, 2007). The authors consider this a great advantage and 

it is believed that the interviews will be a great complement to the focus groups.    

 

With semi-structured interviews, few data quality issues exist that could affect the outcome of the 

collected material. The reliability as well as various forms of bias are data quality issues that needs 

to be considered by the authors when executing the interviews. Due to the lack of standardisation 

in the semi-structured interviews, the reliability of the study is concerned since other researchers 

might not reveal alike information in their studies (Saunders et al., 2009). The types of bias concerns 

are related to the interviewer as well as to the interviewee bias. The interviewer might cause bias in 

the questioning as well as in the interpretation of the response to such questions, whereas the 

interviewee might have perceptions regarding the interviewer, that could cause a situation in which 

the interviewee does not reveal personal information and insights enough for the interviewer to 

explore the topic (Saunders et al., 2009). To overcome the reliability and bias concerns, the authors 

followed Saunders et al. (2009) recommendations, and carefully prepared and planned the semi-

structured interviews, which is argued to be a key for success. 

 

The complementary semi-structured interviews were conducted over telephone. The authors 

believed this method was the most appropriate to use, since it had the advantage of easing the long-

distance accessibility as well as being time efficient for the interviewer and participant (Saunders et 

al., 2009). By using telephone interviews for the data collection, the authors interviewed people 

from other locations than Jönköping, which was believed to be positive for gathering new insights 

in the complementary interviews. There are some issues related to the method of collecting data 

via telephone interviews. Firstly, the establishment of personal contact between the interviewer 

and the interviewee might be affected. Secondly, the interviewer might miss out on the facial 

expressions and explorations the responses of the interviewee (Saunders et al., 2009). Saunders et 

al. (2009) argues that one can overcome these two issues if trust has been established between the 
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two parts. The authors took the issues into consideration when sampling as well as when collecting 

data. To overcome the trust and personal contact issue, the sampled participants knew the authors 

from before. The telephone interviews were also conducted, where possible, via FaceTime to make 

sure the authors would be able to explore reactions and facial expressions the interviewee displayed 

during the interviews.  

 

When collecting data through semi-structured interviews, Saunders et al. (2009) suggests the 

minimum sample size to be five. The authors aimed at conducting ten interviews. Saunders et al. 

(2009), further argues that the data collection should stop when no new insights or information is 

obtained, in other words, when saturation is reached. Due to the semi-structured interviews being 

a complement to the three focus groups sessions, the authors decided to execute interviews until 

saturation was reached. 

 

Sampling of Interviews  

For the semi-structured interview sampling process, the authors used non-probability sampling 

technique, namely judgemental sampling. The lack of research in brand avoidance (Lee et al., 2009c; 

Knittel et al., 2016) as well as the purpose of the study are the main reasons for the chosen sampling 

technique. The sampling elements were carefully selected, and participants to the interviews were 

only sampled if the authors previously knew them and if they were believed to contribute to the 

study as a complement the focus group’s findings. The authors found the average age of 

participants in the focus groups to be 27, an age believed to not fairly represent self-supporting 

consumers over the age of 20. Therefore, the authors interviewed people older than the average 

age of the focus groups, since it would contribute with empirical material from a broader age range. 

This was considered when using the judgemental sampling technique of the interviews, and the 

authors had it as a complementing requirement to the requirements for the focus groups. Also, 

none of the sampled elements for the semi-structured interviews had participated in the focus 

groups, a requirement the authors believed to be important to get complementary insights and 

experiences to the empirical data collection of the study. Furthermore, there were no requirement 

for the participants to live in Jönköping since the interviews were conducted via telephone. This 

gave the authors the opportunity to geographically spread the participants, and it contributed to 

discussions regarding brands that had not been mentioned in the focus groups.  

 
 



 36 

Construction of semi-structured interviews  
 

Table 5. Participants in Semi-Structured Interviews 

 
 

The authors conducted eight semi-structured interviews, consisting of participants with an age 

range between 28 and 70, which is within the target group of the study. The aim was to conduct 

ten interviews, however, it was believed by the authors that no new insights nor information was 

obtained when the seventh interview was executed. The authors decided nevertheless to conduct 

an eight interview, which turned out to confirm that no new insights were to be obtained to this  

study. It was after the eighth interview decided that saturation had been reached.  

The interviews had a mixture of gender and age as they were only sampled due to the authors 

believing their participation would contribute to the study. The fact that the majority of the 

interviewees were female were random and not decided previously, and did not negatively impact 

the research.   

The authors conducted all interviews via telephone, and Facetime was used for participants D1, 

D2, D3, D5, D7 and D8, which made it possible for the authors to explore the participants’ facial 

expressions to the questions as well as to the expressions to the responses during the interviews. 

The length of the interviews varied from a time span between 26:59 to 52:42 minutes. This was 

mainly due to some participants responding to the questions directly, while other participants 

provided comprehensive examples to the questions. 
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Execution of Semi-Structured Interviews  

Existing theories, previous studies as well as findings from the focus groups was used as a support 

when constructing and planning the interview questions (appendix 4). Before the interviews, a 

paper containing several brands logos (appendix 5) was sent electronically to the participants, as a 

guidance and inspiration to ease their recalling of experiences with brands. The interviews started 

with informing the participants that the interview was going to be recorded, and further asked if 

the participant approved being recorded. Further, the participants were informed that they were to 

be given a fictional name to protect their anonymity. 

 

The authors thought it would be appropriate to start the interviews by asking participants general 

questions, before asking questions directly connected to brand avoidance. Therefore, the 

participants were asked if they knew what a brand was and if they had a brand they usually buy or 

prefer. Following, the interviewer asked if the participants had heard about brand avoidance. 

Regardless of their answer being yes or no, the concept was carefully explained as well as the five 

previously identified reasons found in the framework by Knittel et al. (2016). The interviewer 

explained advertising avoidance more in depth than the other reasons, and further introduced the 

broader concept IMC, which was mentioned to be the focus of the study. The interviewer carefully 

explained that the participants should only consider brand avoidance from the perspective of 

marketing communication when answering the questions. They were reminded to exclude financial 

and availability issues since it is not relevant to the brand avoidance concept. After asking a follow-

up question to see if the interviewees understood the concept of brand avoidance and the focus 

on marketing communication, the participants were asked if they could mention a reason that 

would make them avoid a certain brand. This was followed by a question, concerning if they had 

been affected to not buy a brand due to an advertisement. Questions, Q7–Q13 was asked in 

random order due to previous discussions during the interviews. All questions were covered, 

however, sometimes the interviewees answered a question that had not yet been asked, and so the 

interviewer had to listen carefully to the answers and concentrate to see which follow up questions 

could be asked as well as which questions had been answered to not repeat asking a question.  

 

3.5 Data Analysis  

Due to the thorough abstraction and the descriptions related to the various responses of open-

ended questioning that the qualitative data collection provides, it is a challenging process for the 

researcher to analyse and interpret the collected data (Saunders et al., 2009). Therefore, Marshall 
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and Rossman (2006) suggests that the time spent on analysing the collected data should be included 

as a consideration before undertaking a qualitative research method of a study. It is also suggested 

by Kvale (1996), that the analysis of data is a process that should start at the same time as the data 

collection begins and continue after saturation of data is reached. The authors respected these 

suggestions and kept it in mind when planning and executing the qualitative data collection. 

 

The findings from qualitative research is often derived from conceptual relationship patterns, 

identified by the researcher, making the discovery aspect of the data abductive (Suter, 2012). The 

researcher might identify emerged patterns and relationships in one interview discussion, or across 

several qualitative interviews. This process of interpreting the data and identify patters relationships 

between existing theory and responses from participants, requires a sense making ability from the 

researcher, as well as an analytical mind-set (Suter, 2012). 

 

The focus groups as well as the interviews were all audio-recorded, to ease the data reduction 

process for the authors. Hours of data with discussions regarding brand avoidances were collected, 

and some discussions were more relevant for the study than others, making it a challenge for the 

authors to reduce data, identify connections as well as categorize themes. Saunders et al. (2009), 

suggests that transcribing the audio-recorded material into a word-process is a must for qualitative 

interviews, although it is a very time consuming process. The authors therefore transcribed all the 

discussions and comments from the focus groups and semi-structured interviews.  

 

Another part of the data reduction process is the coding of the data. This process is important in 

qualitative data analysis as it involves breaking down the collected and transcribed data into labelled 

categories that will ease for the researcher to organise, manage and make sense of the findings 

(Malhotra & Birks, 2008; Williamson, 2002). The researcher can then merge the participants’ 

answers with similar themes and assign the useful data to the various labelled categories (Malhotra 

& Birks, 2008).  The authors coded the transcribed data from the focus groups into categories 

based on the promotional mix, presented in figure 5, as well as into new categories based on 

identified patterns in the participants’ responses. These categories were then used as a base for the 

interview questions, which were aimed to complement the focus group findings. The questions for 

the semi-structured interviews were based on the coded category findings from the focus groups, 

and it was found that some categories needed to be further explored, while other just needed 

complementary material. After transcribing the semi-structured interviews the findings were coded 

and assigned to the various categories.  
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3.6 Trustworthiness 

Due to brand avoidance being a newly introduced subject (Lee et al., 2009a; Knittel et al., 2016), 

most participants had not heard about it prior to the focus groups and interviews. To make sure 

everyone understood that brand avoidance had nothing to do with availability or financial issues 

or e.g. mix it up with boycotting, the authors clearly explained the meaning of brand avoidance 

before the focus groups and interviews started. Further, the authors clarified that there are five pre-

identified reasons for brand avoidance, but that the focus would be on the fifth component, in this 

study renamed from advertising to IMC. This was done, to avoid receiving answers that links to 

the other four identified reasons for brand avoidance. Findings related to other reasons than 

marketing communication was overlooked, since that did not contribute to this study. It is believed 

by the authors that introducing the subject thoroughly prior to the interviews and focus groups 

generated more trustworthy and comprehensive answers, since the participants then knew about 

brand avoidance and its characteristics.  

 

3.6.1 Overcoming quality issues 

Transparency and systematicity  

Positivists often question the trustworthiness of qualitative research, due to qualitative research not 

being credible enough (Shenton, 2004). Though, Meyrick (2006) proposes two common key 

principles of attaining good quality in qualitative research, namely, transparency and systematicity. 

Transparency and systematicity includes e.g. that a superior quality research should ensure that it 

is enough details about the sampling methods and that the theoretical and epistemological stance 

of the authors are clearly stated in the study. Further, a qualitative research needs to provide 

sufficient details about the data collection to ensure quality (Meyrick, 2006). 

To assure transparency and systematicity, the authors have clearly defined the objectives and aims 

of the study (chapter 1). Further, the authors have guided the readers carefully through every step 

of the process. All from presenting the previously existing literature guiding the study (chapter 2), 

which sampling and data collection method was used (chapter 3), to the empirical findings, analysis 

and conclusion of the study (chapter 4, 5 & 6).  

 

 

Triangulation 

Triangulation was used to strengthen the systematicity of the study. Triangulation involves 

collecting qualitative data through using two or more data collecting methods, such as focus groups, 

observations or individual interviews (Shenton, 2004). Since this study has applied both focus 
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groups and semi-structured interviews to collect primary data, it contributes in strengthening the 

systematicity of the study by providing multiple sources for evidence (Suter, 2012).  

 

Reliability and bias issues  

Some other quality issues often identified when using semi-structured interviews can relate to 

reliability and different forms of bias (Saunders et al., 2009). Reliability issues related to qualitative 

studies is the concern that such research lacks standardisation. This due to that other researchers, 

doing the same research, might not reveal the same or similar information. Other reliability 

concerns such as interviewer, interviewee or response bias should also be considered when 

constructing semi-structured interviews. Interviewer bias deals with the interviewers’ non-verbal 

behaviour, in which tone the questions are asked and the comments that are made, that might 

create bias in the interviewees answers. Further, the interviewer might attempt to impose their own 

beliefs or interpret the responses wrong. Interviewee or response bias might be caused based on 

the perception of the interviewer, as mentioned above. Further, the interviewee might be sensitive 

to the theme of the interview and the uncertain exploration that is usual when doing semi-

structured interviews. That might lead to the interviewee not revealing or discussing important 

aspects of the chosen topic because it is sensitive information. Additionally, the time that the 

interviewees must devote in participating may reduce the willingness to take part of those the 

interviewer thinks contributes the most. This might lead to the collected data being biased, due to 

the sample not being collected from the most suited target group (Saunders et al., 2009).  

 

To overcome the data quality issues, the authors have carefully considered the abovementioned 

concerns before the data collection. Due to the standardisation issue, it is not necessary that it 

should be able to be replicated, since qualitative studies aim to reflect the reality at the time that 

the data was collected. An attempt in replicate qualitative studies is not realistic, neither feasible. 

Though, the data collection process and reasoning has clearly been declared in the report for other 

researchers to reanalyse the collected data.  

 

To overcome the various types of bias, the interviewers has been as neutral and clear as possible 

when asking questions. The questions asked were short, open-ended and clear to avoid bias. The 

interviewer has only used leading questions when repeating the interviewees previously stated 

answers to make sure the interviewer understood the answers correctly. Further, the locations of 

the interviews have been convenient for the participants and held at a time when most suitable for 

them. The interviewers clearly explained, prior to the interviews, that the participants were 
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anonymous and provided with fictional names in the study, which might have helped them feel 

more comfortable in sharing sensitive information. Further, the authors prepared the interviews 

carefully, both increasing the knowledge about the topic and the process of the interviews to 

increase the credibility and to obtain the confidence of the participants.     

 

Generalisability and validity issues   

Generalisability might also be an issue when doing qualitative studies. When doing semi-structured 

interviews, it is not possible to make statistical generalisations regarding the entire population, since 

it is only based on unrepresented and limited number of cases. (Saunders et al., 2009). The authors 

have tested the brand avoidance theory on a selected sampled population, and are aware of that 

the results from this study are not applicable on all populations and generalisations cannot be made. 

Though the validity is often not raised as an issue in qualitative studies, due to its high level of 

access to the participants’ knowledge and experiences regarding the subject. 

 

Language barriers  

The interviews and focus groups were held in Swedish to overcome language barriers and to make 

the interviewees feel comfortable in discussing the subject. To be able to apply the findings into 

the thesis, the quotations used in the thesis was translated into English. The Swedish quotations 

has been carefully translated into English, to convey the same information as the participants 

expressed during the interviews and focus groups. Further, the translated quotes used in the study 

is available upon request. Additionally, the authors have provided the readers with thorough 

information about the construction of the interviews and focus groups to increase the 

trustworthiness. All the recordings have been transcribed and all transcribed material is available 

upon request. 
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4 Empirical Findings  

This chapter will present the empirical findings from the focus group sessions as well as the complementary semi-

structured interviews. The results will be presented in divided sections, based on the IMC promotional mix (figure 

5). All the findings will be supported by quotations from participants, who are anonymous and have been given 

fictional names. The attributes of the participants can be found in appendix 1 and 3.  

 
Figure 5. Elements of the IMC promotional mix (developed by the authors, based on Mangold & Faulds, 
2009, p360; Kotler et al., 2008, p.697; Belch & Belch, 2012, p.16)  

 

4.1 Focus Groups  

The focus groups provided the authors with the participants’ opinions and personal experiences 

regarding the subject brand avoidance and consumer behaviour. The findings confirmed responses 

from previous research as well as contributing with new insights to the topic brand avoidance. An 

overall introduction of brand avoidance and the five identified reasons of an avoidance behaviour 

was provided at the beginning of the focus groups, as well as a more in-depth description of the 

central focus of the study, Integrated Marketing Communication. Further, to increase the 

participants´ engagement level, a questionnaire was placed on each seat. On the back of the 

questionnaire, they were encouraged to write down their first thoughts about the examples 

displayed, without saying it out loud, to make sure that their first reactions would not be influenced 

by the other participants. The examples were mainly used for the participants to start a discussion, 

to then share their own experiences linked to the purpose of the example.  
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The examples used in the focus groups were developed around the elements in the promotional 

mix (figure 5) i.e. advertising, direct marketing, interactive/internet marketing, sales promotion, 

publicity/public relations and personal selling. The examples that will be referred to during the 

following chapters are available in appendix 2. After completing the focus groups, the useful 

responses and quotes from the participants were coded under the six categories based on the 

elements in the promotional mix. Everyone in the focus group sessions had inputs and experiences 

to share during the discussions, which resulted in many useful insights. The participants´ thoughts 

and quotes will be presented using their fictional name, gender and age throughout the empirical 

findings chapter. findings from the focus groups related to. A table summarising all the 

participants´ attributes is available in appendix 1.  

 

4.1.1  Advertising  

Advertising is one element that was discussed during the focus groups and is one of the identified 

reasons for brand avoidance in the Knittel et al. (2016) framework. Mainly, the advertising 

components driving brand avoidance was discussed, but also advertising as a marketing 

phenomenon. Content, celebrity endorsement and music are some of the components originally 

found in the Knittel et al. (2016) research that further could be confirmed in the findings of this 

study.       

 

Content  

Content was frequently mentioned as an important factor when discussing the perception of the 

examples during the focus groups. When displaying example 1, that was supposed to be a 

humoristic video commercial about a nutritional supplement, the participants were encouraged to 

write down their first thoughts about it. Words like “ridiculous”, “exaggerative” and “not 

trustworthy” were brought up in all focus groups. Some of the participants did not even understand 

what the advertising was about, due to the lack of a clear message. Some of the participants thought 

that the humoristic approach gave an unserious and inappropriate impression and that it would be 

more trustworthy if it was more informative. When asking if the participants wanted to purchase 

the product after seeing the advertisement, everyone agreed that they did not. 

 

It was not relevant for me before, and definitely not relevant now. 

B1 (male, 26) 

Quite the opposite, now I would avoid buying it. 

B2 (female, 26) 
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Example 6 also raised feelings like “annoying”, “awkward” and “not funny”, though, this video 

commercial did not evoke as much avoidance feelings towards the brand. A1 stated that the 

advertisement annoyed him, but further argued that Yoggi has the freedom to have annoying 

advertisements, since people will buy Yoggi anyway.   

 

C5 argued that the advertisement raised an avoidance behaviour:  

 

Here, I get more prone not to buy because I think it is so bad and embarrassing. I feel bad watching it          

and then I can, in pure anger, decide no never, I will never buy it. 

 C5 (male, 23) 

 

Another example that raised feelings about the content was example 9 (see appendix 2) that 

displayed pictures of different kinds of provocative advertisements including nudity, homosexuality 

and sex. When discussing American Apparel’s advertisements, well-known for using nudity and to 

sexualize women, some participants agreed that it is untasteful and creates debates rather than a 

purchase behaviour.  

 

I have become very anti American Apparel because I have heard so much about how they view women, 

everyone is supposed to be super thin and sexy (…) before I knew that I could walk into the stores, but now 

I would definitely not do that because I have become anti American Apparel because of this.  

C3 (female, 23)  

 

Comments regarding the other provocative advertisements was discussed widely. No one, in any 

of the focus groups, felt tempted to buy from any of the brands displayed, due to the provocative 

and untasteful content of the advertisements.        

 

There’s nothing that tempts me to buy from these brands when seeing the advertisements.  

A1 (male, 25) 

I can even think that the D&G advertisement feels cheap. Even though it is not a cheap brand.  

B2 (female, 26) 

 

The only provocative advertisement receiving positive response was United Colours of Benetton´s 

“Unhate” campaign that has manipulated pictures of world leaders like Barack Obama and Hugo 
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Chavez kissing. Some participants argued that it is the Swedish culture that makes them accepting 

and liking that advertisement and rejecting the others, due to the Swedish people´s view on equality.       

 

Celebrity endorsement  

When discussing example 1, the nutritional supplement advertisement that used the Swedish 

celebrity Niclas Wahlgren to endorse their product, the participants both reacted negatively to the 

content not being credible, (see under previous rubric “Content”) and that it did not get more 

credible when using Niclas Wahgren as an endorser in the advertisement.   

 He decreases the credibility even more.   

A5 (female, 23) 

I feel that his career is over, and this is not credible. Usually, he is a very alert and brisk man, but comes in 

there being all tired, that does not feel credible.   

B2 (female, 26) 

 

Further, the moderator asked if the participants could mention a similar advertisement, using 

celebrities as endorsers, that made them feel the same way. Participant C5 could mention one brand 

using numerous celebrity endorsers in their video commercial that he had a negative attitude 

towards.      

 

Leovegas with all these old… Frank Andersson and Lill Babs, that also makes me feel really bad and 

anxious.  

C5 (male, 23) 

 

The authors distinguished between brands using celebrity endorsement and the ones using 

influencers, that further will be presented in the category interactive/internet marketing. This, since 

the authors identified that celebrity endorsers often are being used via traditional advertising, while 

the use of influencers or collaborations often take place on social media or the Internet.  

 

Music  

Music was discussed in example 3, where a video advertisement of a home delivery online grocery 

store using, according to some participants, a catchy song. As with example 1, the participants were 

encouraged to write down their first thoughts about the advertisement while watching it. There 

were varied opinions of the video in the different focus groups. In focus group 2 and 3, most 
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participants thought it was catchy and made them feel happy, while in focus group 1 they were all 

more negative towards it and thought it was “annoying”.  

 

To me, this is just like the Flygresor advertisement, it is so bad that you remember it (…) I do not get tempted 

at all to shop at MatHem after seeing the video or hearing the song. (…) Maybe there are other similar 

companies that I would rather buy from after seeing this advertisement.       

A1 (male, 25) 

When asking the participants if they would buy from MatHem after seeing the advertisement, the 

answers were varied among the focus groups as with the first opinions about it. No one in focus 

group 3 had seen the advertisement before, but everyone answered that they would consider buying 

the service after seeing the advertisement. Everyone in focus group 1 and 2 had seen and heard the 

advertisement before but would not buy from MatHem because of the advertisement. 

 

4.1.2 Direct Marketing  

When discussing direct marketing, physical mail received in the mailbox and e-mail was highlighted. 

All participants in the focus groups had a “no advertising sign” on their mailboxes. The moderator 

asked the participants if direct mail affected them in a positive or negative way towards the 

company. Most participants were indifferent towards the companies, while some felt that it was 

annoying if it was too much. Participant B2 developed a negative attitude towards a company after 

receiving too many mails, which ended up in an avoidance behaviour.  

 

I planned to become a monthly donor to Unicef, I had even filled in the papers. Then, I was away on a 

vacation for two weeks and had during that time received six envelopes from Unicef reminding me that I had 

not send in my application. Then I thought, “is this where they put their resources?”, so I didn´t become a 

donor, it was too much.   

B2 (female, 26) 

Rusta is a good example on that, because they advertise in all channels, TV, paper (…) I think that lowers 

their image because of all the offers they have all the time. Which anyhow has made me avoid them.  

B5 (male, 27) 

 

Further, the moderator asked the participants if they had ever given their e-mail address to a 

company and then received unwanted email, which everyone replied that they had done. Participant 

A6 said that she received about 30 unwanted emails a day, while B3 said that she once participated 
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in a competition online and now receives numerous emails a day. A7 was frustrated over emails he 

received from Zalando, after purchasing there once.  

 

I have bought a coat from Zalando from the brand “Sisley” once, now I receive a mail once a week that says 

“here is your favourite brand Sisley” (…) it is not my favourite brand, I have bought from it once.  

A7 (male, 23) 

 

However, when asking if the amounts of direct marketing related e-mails affected the participants 

negatively or positively, most participants said that they did not get affected since they were so used 

to it, those who thought it was annoying only deleted the emails. 

 

It is so annoying, I do not even open those e-mails, (…) I do not become that happy or tempted to buy since 

I have received three similar e-mails with the same offer, it is just annoying.  

C3 (female, 23)       

4.1.3 Interactive/Internet Marketing  

Interactive/internet marketing was extensively discussed throughout the focus groups and the 

discussions concerned word of mouth, influencers, collaborations and social media marketing.  

 

Word of Mouth 

The moderator asked if the participants read comments or reviews about brands or stores online, 

everyone in all focus groups said that they did. Participants mentioned that they read reviews 

regarding hotels, clothes and when they were to buy more expensive products such as electronic 

products or cars. When asking if they got affected by negative comments to such extent that they 

avoid buying the product or service, everyone agreed that it could affect them not to buy.  

 

I get affected by everything, I always read reviews before I buy anything, get very affected of what others say.  

A7 (male, 23)  

When I look at hotels and read a review about bad cleaning or that the bathrooms are dingy, then it doesn´t 

matter if it is cheap, I look at the next one, it affects me a lot.  

C1 (female, 25) 

 

However, all focus groups discussed that they often evaluate the quality of the comments before 

trusting them. In focus group 2, participant B2 stated that she always evaluates at the quality of the 

comments, if there is a lot of misspellings or poorly formulated, she would ignore it. In focus group 
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1 and 3, the participants discussed that negative comments could be misleading and that they had 

in mind that people that are satisfied did not feel the need to review, while dissatisfied customer 

felt a need to review and spread negative word of mouth, which often made negative comments 

predominant.   

 

Influencers 

In example 2, the moderator showed a picture of a blogger called Hugo Rosas. His blog is the 

eighth most popular in Sweden and he is collaborating and promoting various brands on social 

media and is therefore considered to be an influencer. After explaining the meaning of being an 

influencer, the moderator asked if the participants find it effective for brands to use influencers as 

a marketing tool. Everyone answered that they thought it was effective, though most of the 

participants stated that they had to like the influencer for it to be effective for them.  

 

I have to like the blogger to like the brand they collaborate with, for it to be trustworthy.  

A6 (female, 23) 

 

Following, the moderator asked if there were any collaborations between a brand and an influencer 

or person that made them feel negative towards a brand.  

 

Kendall Jenner and Daniel Wellington, I do not like the Kardashians, that’s why.  

A3 (male, 23)       

Perfect day, Hanna and Amanda, they post so many products that it makes me tired of it because it is so 

obvious that they have gotten it for free (…) I get tired of them and the products that they promote.  

C2 (female, 25) 

 

Following, the moderator asked the participants to mention a person or a potential influencer that 

would make them avoid purchasing a product or a brand.   

 

All the Paradise Hotel participants, that kind of people, reality stars. 

C3 (female, 23) 

Samir and Viktor, everything they touch I keep away from. People that gets famous for being stupid I keep 

away from.  

A2 (male,24) 
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B2 argues that the reason why she does not want to buy anything that a person she dislikes 

promotes, is because she does not want to be associated with that person.  

 

Social Media Marketing  

Example 5 reflected targeted advertisement and social media marketing. The first question asked 

was how the participants perceived targeted advertisement, usually viewed on Facebook. Most 

participants found it creepy, C2 felt that she was monitored. However, some in focus group 2 

argued that it was effective since the advertisements were based on their preferences and that they 

could discover new brands that are similar with what they usually buy, though A1 argued that there 

could be a source of irritation. 

 

One downside is if I buy a pair of shoes and four months later I still receive advertisements about those shoes 

(…) If it is under a longer period of time, it becomes annoying. 

A1 (male, 25)  

 

Further, the moderator asked if the participants could feel negative towards companies that appear 

too often on their social media feeds. B2 stated that if a company appeared too often, she could 

stop following them, but that it depended a lot on how they appeared.  

 

I think it depends on how they appear. If a company appears often and a lot, doesn’t annoy me. But if it is 

the kind of advertisements that encourages to “buy now, buy now”, then I get like “no, that is so desperate” 

and ignore it.  

B2 (female, 26) 

 

4.1.4 Sales Promotion  

In the focus group sessions, the authors did not provide any specific examples related to sales 

promotion, for the participants to discuss. Instead, the moderator of the focus groups asked follow-

up questions, related to the discussed examples of the sessions, that further linked to sales 

promotion. This turned out to not provide as much insights from the participants as expected, and 

therefore no findings for this promotional tool is to be presented in this section. This lack of 

findings was considered when planning and conducting the semi-structured interviews, aimed to 

complement the focus group. 
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4.1.5 Publicity/Public Relations 

The discussions in the focus groups concerned the negative effects of publicity i.e. negative 

publicity and the possible effects of it. Example 10 displays various companies such as Volkswagen, 

Röda Korset and Rädda Barnen that recently had received negative publicity. The moderator 

started with asking if the negative publicity about the “Dieselgate” scandal affected the participants 

attitude towards the brand. In focus group 1, all participants said that it did not affect them and 

A2 argued that all companies’ cheat, though Volkswagen was misfortunate to get caught. However, 

focus group 2 and 3 argued that their attitude has changed, but not considerably.  

 

If I was to buy such car today, I would not trust them since I know they have deluded customers before, so I 

get affected since I get more cautious buying their stuff.    

C4 (female, 23) 

 

Participant B1 was more affected since he owns such a Volkswagen car, though he stated that he 

was angry at first but now has created some distance towards the scandal. Further, he explained 

that he did not buy that car due to its environmental benefits, but if it had been a decisive factor 

when buying the car, he would had become more affected.  

 

Some Swedish charitable organisations have received negative publicity recently, and the moderator 

asked the participants how they perceived scandals within such organisations. In focus group 2, 

participants B3 said that she would stop donating, everyone in the group agreed. Participant A4 

was indifferent towards the Volkswagen scandal, but did instead react negatively towards the 

charitable organisations displayed in example 10.  

 

The other organisations you show there, I became upset only by seeing them.  

A4 (male, 23) 

I do not donate to Röda Korset because of what came out.  

C1 (female, 25) 

 

Following, the uncertainty when donating money was discussed in all focus groups, due to the 

negative publicity about money not being used responsibly or correctly distributed. Further, the 

participants discussed that they were more affected when a charity organisation erred, compared 

to other organisations.  
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I think it affects people more when a charity organisation does something wrong. It affects people in a different 

way than if other companies would do something wrong, people perceive it much more negatively so it affects 

the brand more if it is a charity organisation.  

A1 (male, 25) 

 

All participants in the focus groups agreed that they get more negatively affected towards a charity 

organisation erring than other organisations, since it is important for the participants to trust an 

organisation they donate money to.   

  

4.1.6 Personal Selling  

In example 7, the participants discussed the importance of being treated well by the company 

representatives when walking in to a store, since it otherwise could lead to an avoidance behaviour. 

When asking if the participants ever been ill-treated or were mislead by a sales person in a store, 

everyone had an experience to share.  

 

I have met some pompous people at “Pizzeria 12:an”, they were very rude at the counter, after that I have 

never gone back. I have made an active choice to walk farther to buy pizza than to go back there. 

A4 (male, 23)   

I was at “More Than Phones” at Smedjegatan and the salesman told me that “if you have 3, you´ll get a 

gift card worth 100 crowns”, since I planned to buy a new phone case I said ok (…) Then he saw that my 

subscription was about to end and asked if he could renew it. I answered that I wasn´t interested in that 

today. Then he said that I was stupid if I didn´t take the offer, and questioned if I could count (…) I will 

never go back to More Than Phones again.  

B2 (female, 26) 

 

There were other participants in the focus groups who also knew people who had been ill-treated 

by in-store employees.  

 

A jewellery store in my hometown where my grandmother got treated badly, and then my mother didn´t go 

there, and therefore I don´t go there – it has spread throughout the family. 

A6 (female, 23)  

Two weeks ago, one of my clients was with his father and looked at a car at Nybergs Bil, but they walked 

away because they got ill-treated, or not treated at all. So they went to buy a car at Habil instead.    

B4 (male, 45) 



 52 

Another participant that had a similar experience with being ignored was B2. She was going to buy 

a camera at Elgiganten and she brought her brother as a support. She had contacted an in-store 

salesman and told him that she was interested in buying a camera and asked him questions about 

a specific one. When she was asking questions about the camera, the salesman answered looking 

at her brother. She asked numerous questions without getting any eye contact with the salesman at 

any point. She got so annoyed that she left the store without buying any camera.  

 

Participant A5 planned to buy a cell phone and investigated the various options and prices, first at 

Telia, then at Telenor. At Telia she experienced a nice atmosphere and she got her questions 

answered, though she wanted to see if she could get a better offer at Telenor. At Telenor, she 

experienced that the seller was too flirty and pushy, which made her go back to Telia.  

  

(…) he flirted to much with me. He was not rude, but he attacked me and then I felt “back off”, it was a 

choice I made to go to Telia and buy from them instead. He was to selling and made me feel uncomfortable.    

A5 (female, 23) 

 

The moderator continued the discussion by asking if the participants thought there was any 

difference in how they got affected by being ill-treated, depending on if the planned purchase 

concerned a high or low involvement product. Most participants agreed that the probability of 

them avoiding a brand was higher when it came to high involvement than if it was a low 

involvement product. Participant A2 stated that when buying a high-involvement product such as 

a car, requires more response from the salesperson and if that person is rude, he would go and buy 

from a competitor. Participant B2 also argued that there was a difference when buying a high vs 

low involvement product: 

 

If it is a salesperson in a clothing store that is ignorant (…) then I think that it might be a one-time occasion. 

But if I were to buy something more expensive, then I can definitely become anti and avoid it. If it is terribly 

bad, I won’t go there ever again.    

B2 (female, 26) 

4.2 Semi-structured Interviews  

The aim with the semi-structured interviews was to complement the focus group findings, by 

gaining new insights and experiences the authors did not believe the focus groups contributed with. 

The focus groups provided the authors with useful primary source of data, however, there was a 

lack of deeper insights. Therefore, the discussions in the interviews were richer and more personal 
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related, since the authors could give more follow up questions to the participants’ responses. The 

interview findings were considered very useful for the authors, since it conformed the previous 

brand avoidance research as well as the focus group findings. The authors ambition was to conduct 

ten complementing interviews to the focus groups. However, saturation was believed to have been 

reached after conducting eight interviews, since no new insights or information was obtained.  

The questions in the interviews were, as the focus group examples, developed around the elements 

in the IMC promotional mix (figure 5). All participants’ responses were categorized into six 

categories; advertising, direct marketing, interactive/internet marketing, sales promotion, 

publicity/public relations and personal selling. The participants’ responses, statements and quotes 

from the interviews are presented with the participants’ fictional name, gender and age in the result. 

A table summarising all the participants’ attributes is available in appendix 3.  

 

4.2.1 Advertising 

To gain an understanding in how the participants perceive advertising and if a relation between 

negative attitude towards advertising and brand avoidance behaviour exists, the interviewees were 

asked if an advertisement had affected them not to buy a brand. They all had experiences with 

advertisements that they had negative attitude towards, related to the content and the celebrities 

endorsing products.     

 

Content 

Most participants stated they thought the content of an advertisement had affected them to not 

buy something. D1 mentioned that the content of online casino advertisements was something she 

found annoying, and that she was not interested in what they offer. D5 stated she had been affected 

by advertisements to such extent that it had led to a brand avoidance behaviour. She perceived 

H&M’s bikini advertisements offensive as she thought the displayed bikinis were only made for 

skinny people. D5 believed it to be contradicting to H&M’s values and not relevant for the brand, 

since their target group includes all body shapes. This gave D5 incentive to avoid purchasing bikinis 

at H&M.  

 

Celebrity endorser     

The common usage of celebrities endorsing products or services in advertisements was found to 

be a reason for avoiding brands among participants. Most participants stated they had to like the 

celebrity for them to receive the message they are sending, otherwise the advertisement becomes 
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annoying. D8 mentioned that a collaboration between McDonalds and a Swedish chef called Johan 

Jureskog had made her avoid the burger displayed in a TV commercial.  

 

I don’t even remember what the burger is called. I would never go to McDonalds to buy the burger. He has 

ruined the McDonalds commercial I believe, and it is because I think he is silly. 

D8 (female, 70) 

Participant D4 had a similar reaction to the usage of celebrities to endorse a brand.  

 

There is one commercial with Pernilla Wahlgren on the radio. I would never buy clothes from the brand 

because I think she is annoying (…) She has a bad taste when it comes to children’s clothing, one could tell 

on her TV show that she could not dress her son properly, and then she does advertisement for children’s 

clothing… 

D4 (female, 28) 

 

The participants were asked if there was any celebrity that would make them not buy a brand. 

Participant D7 as well as D8 concretely stated they had one celebrity respectively that they disliked, 

which would consequently make them dislike a brand because of a collaboration. If these celebrities 

were to do an advertisement for a brand, D7 and D8 would not buy the displayed product.   

 

If Gunilla Persson did a commercial, then I would refuse buying the product because it would mean that the 

brand likes her. It would be a disaster because I really don’t like her.   

D7 (male, 40) 

 

Anna Book – if she were to do a commercial it would never tempt me to make a purchase of that product. 

D8 (female, 70)  

 

4.2.2 Direct Marketing 

The authors found that the focus groups discussions provided enough data on the direct marketing 

category. Therefore, it was decided to not complement the focus group findings with data from 

the semi-structured interviews.  

 

 

 

 



 55 

4.2.3 Interactive/Internet Marketing   

All participants in the semi-structured interviews are active on social media as well as on the internet 

in general. They are daily exposed to other consumers positive as well as negative experiences with 

brands and to online marketing collaborations.  

Word of mouth  

The participants were asked if they read comments and reviews about brands that other consumers 

post online. It was found that all participants read such comments and reviews, and that they were 

highly influenced by negative word of mouth from other consumers. 

 

Rumours one hears from others that it was bad, that they were disgruntled or that they were treated badly – 

then I might avoid it. 

D6 (female, 30) 

 

Participant D5 argued that numerous negative comments and reviews could be a warning sign 

regarding the credibility of a brand. D5 mentioned she was receiving quotations from craftsmen 

and stated that she was reading reviews about all the craftsmen she received quotations from, and 

that some of them had numerous negative reviews, making her question the credibility of the brand. 

Consequently, she did not hire the craftsmen other consumers had written negative reviews about.    

 

Some participants thought the shared experiences by other consumers’ regarding products and 

services were more trustworthy than best in test awards or the brands own ratings on their 

products. Participant D1 stated the following regarding child safety seats: 

 

Other’s experiences I would say is the most important – If one read about someone not being satisfied with 

the product. 

D1 (female, 37) 

 

Participant D7 had similar thoughts regarding the trustworthiness of the ratings done by the brands 

themselves and stated:   

 

I don’t believe a rating from a brand says as much as reviews from consumers – and so I definitely read 

reviews. 

D7 (male, 40) 



 56 

Reviews regarding electronic products was also mentioned by several of the participants as a 

product category of which they were highly influenced by negative reviews and comments. This 

product category was argued to have costly products, making others experiences with the brand 

and related products of high importance to consider before making a purchase. Consequently, 

negative reviews made the participant avoid making a purchase.  

 

When Elgiganten has sale, they might have sale on a product that is not initially expensive. Then one can 

read comments about that it is an inexpensive product – which has influenced me to not buy it.    

D2 (male, 28)  

 

The participants were asked if the trustworthiness of negative comments and reviews by other 

consumers was perceived differently if it was from someone they knew personally or a random 

stranger writing reviews online. All participants agreed upon the fact that the trustworthiness was 

highly affected by this, and that they would perceive a negative comment or review from someone 

they knew personally to be more trustworthy than from a stranger.  

 

If it is someone I know and trust, I would listen more to that person than I would if a stranger who wrote 

negative comments online. 

D1 (female, 37) 

 

Participant D3 mentioned he could potentially contribute to negative word of mouth as he 

mentioned he had negative experiences with various taxi companies. Consequently, it has made 

him actively avoid these companies and he would never recommend for other people to use these 

companies’ services. 

 

There are definitely some taxi companies that I would not recommend others to use.  

D3 (male, 58) 

Influencers 

The authors mentioned for the participants that brands nowadays are using influencers or other 

profiles in their marketing communication to promote their products or services. The participants 

mentioned, yet again, that for the interviewees to like a promoted product or service, they have to 

like the influencer promoting the product.    

The participants were asked if they could mention a collaboration that had made them feel negative 

towards the brand. D1 mentioned that when numerous bloggers are promoting the same brand 
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with related products at the same time, affected the trustworthiness of the brands marketing 

communication. She could tell that the blogger had been sponsored and she believed that the 

positive recommendations might not be the blogger’s true opinion about the products.  

 

When five bloggers are writing the same reviews about the same products, I say to myself “no – it cannot be 

that good.” It makes me annoyed.     

D1 (female, 37) 

4.2.4 Sales Promotion  

The authors were interested in understanding if the consumers-oriented sales promotions that 

brands makes use of could be a reason for brand avoidance behaviour. Since the focus groups did 

not contribute with as much insights in this promotional tool as expected, the authors decided to 

include questions regarding contests and sales, to see if it existed a relation between the sales 

promotion and brand avoidance behaviour.  

 

Contests 

All interviewees are active on social media, they were asked if they had participated in a competition 

held by a brand on social media. Some participants were enthusiastic to such competitions and 

willingly participating in the hope of winning something, while others were indifferent towards 

such competitions existence on their social media feeds.  

 

Participant D3 had a negative attitude towards competitions on his social media feed. He had a 

preconception regarding that the contact information he was to fill in for some competitions would 

be used by companies to “harass” him. D3 had heard from people he knows that it had happened 

to them, and therefore he actively avoided to participate in competitions on social media. 

 

No, I have not participated in competitions to have a chance of winning something. I have been affected by 

other experiences, others who have participated and then been bombarded with email and phone calls. I 

don’t like it if one should fill out contact information and without knowing it, one has agreed that they can 

use ones’ email or phone number. It makes me feel duped. 

D3 (male, 58) 

Sales and offers  

On the sales promotion theme the participants were also asked how they perceived brands that 

often have price reductions or constant sales. This was an irritating scenario for all participants, 

who found these brands unreliable and that they do not care about their customers. 



 58 

Two things, they don’t care about their customers and they only want to sell big volumes. 

D2 (male, 28) 

 

I perceive such brand unreliable, because it is very often manipulating the price tags, and that is irresponsible 

to me.   

D7 (male, 40) 

 

One of the participants had experienced price changes among the electronic companies, and had 

not purchased from the store when such price changes had been discovered.  

 

I discovered it on Media Markt. I check the regular price, compared it to the reduced price and realised that 

there was no difference between the two prices. It made me feel mislead.  

D5 (female, 50) 

 

Participant D4 also mentioned electronic companies as the industry she felt was changing prices 

the most. She had never personally experienced changed prices but she had read about it, and it 

upset her and stated: 

 

The electronic companies are the ones one read about manipulating price tags. The closer the sale, the higher 

the price and at the time of the sale the price is at its peak. If I had discovered such changing of prices, I would 

have stopped purchasing from that company.          

D4 (female, 28) 

 

4.2.5 Publicity and Public Relations  

The interviewees were asked how they reacted towards negative publicity of brands as well as if 

they had avoided a brand because of an incident that resulted in negative publicity. The participants 

were united in their responses and said that negative publicity about a brand highly influenced their 

attitude towards the brand in a negative manner. For some participants, the negative publicity had 

made them avoid the brand. D4 mentioned the negative publicity about H&M and their factories 

using child labour as a reason for why she avoided to buy low priced products from H&M.  

 

Charitable organisations, especially Röda Korset, were mentioned by four participants as an 

example of receiving negative publicity resulting in avoidance. The participants did not perceive 

the organisation credible, since it has come to notice that the donated money does not always end 
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up where it is promised to. According to the participants, the negative publicity is about directors 

embezzling money and receiving large number of bonuses, and that only around 5% of the donated 

money ends up where it should. This has affected the participants negatively and they no longer 

donate money to Röda Korset.     

 

Röda Korset, and it’s because of the negative publicity. I have donated to them before, but know I am 

suspicious and so I have stopped donating.  

D8 (female, 70) 

I have stopped donating money to Röda Korset (…) they do not declare if the money goes to the charity work. 

I don’t think that’s honest and so I just don’t care about them. I donate my money to other charities instead.  

D3 (male, 58) 

 

4.2.6 Personal Selling  

The interviewees were asked if they had been ignored, mislead or ill-treated by sales people, in 

either a store or via customer service. All participants had experienced such scenario and they could 

all give examples of situations in which they did not feel that they got the respect they deserve from 

a sales person. The restaurant Jensens Bøfhus was a mentioned by four participants as a restaurant 

with rude waiters and bad service. This affected the participants negatively and all four had decided 

to actively stop visiting the restaurant due them not having positive experiences with the personnel 

of the restaurant.  

 

A restaurant I avoid, that is a chain, is Jensens Bøfhus (…) the waiters are nonchalant.   

D2 (male, 28)  

 

Participant D6 mentioned a phone company that had treated her badly. Consequently, she no 

longer trusted the company and therefore she avoids them.  

 

More Than Phones – the sales man was very “pushy” and he did not listen to me when I told him I was in 

a hurry (…) he lied to me and made me feel like there was no other option (…) he was talking condescendingly 

to me and convinced me to make a purchase in an unethical manner I believe (…) I will never go there again; 

I have lost my trust on this company.  

D6 (female, 30)  
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D1 said that too pushy sales people made her avoid brands, although she would have been 

interested in what they were selling. She stated that every time she walked by a specific store, 

personnel approached her and gave her free samples of soap. D1 did not appreciate such 

approaching sales style, and she stopped passing by the store to avoid the pushy personnel.  

 

In the end, it is just annoying, to repeatedly tell them that “I’m not interested”. They tried too much and it 

made me actively avoid them.    

D1 (female, 37) 

 

The situation in which sales people are too obstinate was mentioned by two other participants as 

an annoying factor that made them avoid brands. Participant D3 found it bothering when 

companies contacted him. He mentioned that if he wanted to buy something, he does an active 

choice of finding it himself, the companies do not have to bother him by calling. Credibility was 

an issue for participant D6, who perceived obstinate sales persons to be unreliable as well as 

irresponsible, and she has lost her trust to such people.   

 

The interviewees were asked if there is a difference in avoidance behaviour depending on how they 

are treated when they are to buy high or low involvement products. Everyone agreed upon the fact 

that it is more important to have positive experience with sales persons of brands selling high 

involvement products. This was mostly argued to be because high involvement products involve 

spending a lot of money, as well as the fact that such products often comes with a high risk. Most 

participants argued that if a sales person selling high involvement products is rude to them, they 

would avoid the company and make a purchase somewhere else. When it comes to low 

involvement products, participant D1 said she would stop purchasing coffee from a café, in the 

short run, if the sales person were rude to her. However, she believed convenience would be an 

issue in the long run. If she would have to walk a longer distance to get her coffee, she believed 

she would start purchasing from the café again after some time. Participant D3 also mentioned 

convenience as an issue in the long run. He believed people will forget and are lazy, therefore they 

might avoid a brand in the short run if they have been ill-treated, but in the long run they might 

start purchasing from the brand again, if it involves low involvement products. 
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5 Analysis 

In the following chapter, an in-depth analysis on how the empirical findings (chapter 4) links to the presented literature 

review (chapter 2) will be done. All six elements in the IMC promotional mix will be further analysed to declare 

how the results are applicable on existing literature and how it can contribute with new insights within the subject 

brand avoidance. 

 

The interest among researchers regarding brand avoidance has increased lately (Lee et al., 2009a; 

Lee et al., 2009c), yet the existing literature and research is limited (Lee et al., 2009c; Knittel et al., 

2016). Due to the lack of general knowledge regarding brand avoidance, many participants were 

unfamiliar with the concept. It was therefore crucial for the authors to explain brand avoidance 

thoroughly for the participants prior to the focus groups and interviews, to make sure they 

understood the concept. The authors identified brand avoidance behaviour (Lee et al., 2009a), 

related to brands marketing communication in the primary data collection. The reasons for brand 

avoidance behaviours were found to confirm previous research within marketing communication 

(Löfgren & Östlund, 2016; Almqvist, Forsberg & Holmström, 2016) and advertising avoidance 

(Knittel et al., 2016), as well as identify new components for avoidance behaviour (see section 5.2). 

Percy and Rosenbaum-Elliott (2016), states that for a purchase to take place, the consumer must 

have a positive attitude towards the brand, which was found to be in line with the findings of this 

study, since participants not having a positive attitude towards a brand were not interested in 

purchasing the brands.  

 

The authors found that many participants mentioned boycotting when discussing their brand 

avoidance behaviour. This was not unexpected, since boycotting is the anti-consumption behaviour 

closest related to brand avoidance (Lee et al., 2009b). However, the participants of the study did 

not seem to understand the difference between the two concepts, making them end up in referring 

to them as the same thing. One difference between the two concepts is that boycotting behaviour 

is often caused and motivated by the consumers’ beliefs regarding a brands political standpoint 

(Friedman, 1985), while brand avoidance has several underlying reasons for the behaviour (Lee et 

al., 2009a). Another difference is that in a boycotting behaviour, the consumer brand relationship 

can be rebuilt over time (Hirschman, 1970), which brand avoidance behaviour has no guarantee of 

(Lee et al., 2009c). It was noticed that the term boycotting was commonly used when participants 

were describing avoidance behaviour, although they were referring to brand avoidance. D3 

mentioned the relationship rebuilding aspect when discussing the scenario of being ill-treated by 
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employees. He stated that convenience might be an issue in the long run, and so he believed 

consumers might avoid a brand in the short run if they have been ill-treated, but in the long run 

they might start purchasing from the brand again. Such willingness to rebuild the consumption 

relationship would be implying a boycotting behaviour rather than a brand avoidance behaviour.  

5.1 Trustworthiness  

Trust is one of the keys to a successful relationship between brands and consumers (Percy & 

Rosenbaum-Elliott, 2016). Most empirical findings in the study reflected the trustworthiness of 

brands. Trustworthiness was a general factor that influenced individual participants’ avoidance 

behaviour, though, it was not directly linked to a specific element in the IMC promotional mix. 

Chu and Kamal (2008), states that the role of trustworthiness highly influences the consumers’ 

attitudes. Furthermore, consumers will not make a purchase of a product if the level of 

trustworthiness, resulting from brands communication, is low (Chu & Kamal, 2008). Consumers 

demand credibility in the messages regarding a product or service offered by a brand, and the brand 

should display ability as well as willingness to deliver what they promise in their message (Erdem 

& Swait, 2004). Hence, from the brands perspective, a level of expertise and trustworthiness should 

be delivered, since the brand equity may be affected if not delivering what is promised (Erdem & 

Swait, 2004). The expertise aspects refer to the brands being qualified to deliver authentic 

information in the message, and the trustworthiness aspects refers to the receiver’s assumption of 

the brand providing the informational message in an honest and sincere manner (Chu & Kamal, 

2008). Participants in the focus groups mentioned that they did not understand the content in the 

video commercial displayed in example 1 (appendix 2) since it did not deliver a clear message. 

Further, the participants thought that the humoristic approach gave an unserious impression, since 

the advertisement was about a nutritional supplement, making it not trustworthy. None of the 

participants were interested to buy the product after seeing the advertisement, as they did not find 

the message credible.  

 

Consumers value’s brands they trust, consequently, a distrust towards a brand have a negative effect 

on the brands equity (Lassar, Mittal & Sharma, 1995). The authors found the credibility aspects of 

brand messages to be important, and that it was an issue for the participants if this was not 

delivered, since they were willing to avoid a brand if the message was not trustworthy. According 

to Fill et al. (2013), the establishment of brand credibility can be developed via the usage of 

spokespersons, who are initiated to convey the brands message to the receivers. However, if the 

perception of either the spokesperson or brand delivering the message is doubtful, it can have a 

negative impact on the consumers perceived trustworthiness towards a brand (Fill et al., 2013). 
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Participant A6 stated that for her to like a promoted brand in a collaboration with a blogger, she 

must like the influencer (blogger) for the message to be trustworthy, which is in line with the 

negative source aspect, as well as the of willingness to avoid a brand if message not perceived 

credible. 

5.2 IMC Components influencing Brand Avoidance  

The six components in the IMC promotional mix (figure 5) were used as a basis for the study and 

the collection of data. The authors recognized that a brand avoidance behaviour was a consequence 

of one or more communication channels failed to meet the participants’ expectations. For instance, 

A4 avoided a local pizzeria because of one employee being rude to him (personal selling), while 

D8 avoid Röda Korset because of the negative publicity they have received (publicity/public 

relations). The empirical findings did cover all aspects of the IMC promotional mix and therefore 

the authors suggest that there exist six reasons for brand avoidance due to a brands communication 

efforts; advertising, direct marketing, interactive/internet marketing, sales promotion, 

publicity/public relations and personal selling (figure 7). 

 
Figure 7. Revised Framework - IMC Components influencing Brand Avoidance (Developed by the 
authors, based on Knittel et al., 2016) 
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Advertising with the subcategories content, celebrity endorser and music have previously been identified 

by Knittel et al. (2016) and confirmed by Almqvist et al. (2016) as well as Löfgren and Östlund 

(2016). Further, advertising was found to cause brand avoidance behaviour, though the 

components content, celebrity endorser and music are placed within the advertising category. Direct 

marketing has been identified as a reason for brand avoidance in a study by Löfgren and Östlund 

(2016) and was confirmed to be a reason by the participants in the focus groups and semi-

structured interviews. The component interactive/internet marketing with the subcategories word 

of mouth and influencers was found by the authors to be further reasons for why participants avoid 

certain brands. Negative WOM has previously been identified by Hellberg, Melander and Vong 

(2016) as a reason for brand avoidance. In Hellberg et al.´s (2016) study, the focus was on offline 

WOM, while in this study WOM has been discussed from different perspectives, including offline 

and online. Additionally, sales promotion, publicity/public relations and personal selling are all new 

components to the suggested framework, that was confirmed by the empirical findings to trigger a 

brand avoidance behaviour.  

 

5.2.1 Advertising 

Fill et al. (2013) states that the primary purpose of advertising is to build brand associations, 

develop brand awareness and to position the brand on the market. The authors identified such 

brand associations, awareness and positioning to be a reason for brand avoidance behaviour in the 

empirical findings.  

 

Individuals perceive advertisements differently, meaning that the same advertisement could 

potentially create various responses, depending on the individual receiving the advertised message 

(Percy & Rosenbaum-Elliott, 2016). The empirical findings of this study related to the advertising 

subcategories content, celebrity endorsement and music, confirmed that individuals perceive 

advertisements differently, and that what might not be perceived as annoying for some people, can 

in fact be disturbing for others, making them avoid the brand. The empirical findings of this study 

regarding advertising avoidance support the previous findings in the Knittel et al. (2016) research.  

 

Content 

An advertisements general message and storyline concerns the content of the displayed brand in 

the advertisement (Knittel et al., 2016). This study’s findings revealed that when content was found 

irritating and annoying, it led to brand avoidance behaviour. Example 1 displayed in the focus 

groups sessions, concerned an advertisement regarding a nutritional supplement, that was 
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supposed to be humoristic. This advertisement was found not trustworthy, since it lacked 

information regarding the product. Erdem and Swait (2004), states that consumers demand 

credibility in the messages regarding a product offered by a brand. It is believed that the lack of 

information in combination with a humoristic approach in the advertisement was the reason for 

the unserious perception of the brand, which is why the advertisement was not found trustworthy. 

Hence, the participants would not buy the product after seeing the advertisement. B2 stated that 

she would avoid buying the product after seeing the video commercial, implying that the content 

of the advertisement led an avoidance behaviour.    

 

Provocative content in advertising was also discussed during the focus group sessions. In line with 

Dolliver’s (2010) findings, that consumers would avoid purchasing a brand whose communication 

they found offensive, participant A1 stated that when looking at the provocative advertisements 

displayed in example 9 (appendix 2), there was nothing that tempted him to buy from the brands. 

Sabri and Obermiller (2012) argues that provocative advertisements can have a negative effect on 

consumers’ attitude towards brands, an argument in line with the empirical findings of this study.  

 

B2 perceived the D&G advertisement in example 9 (appendix 2) as distasteful and cheap (i.e 

trashy), although the brand is expensive. The differentiation and associations a brand wishes to 

establish in the minds of the consumers via directions of marketing activities is referred to as 

positioning (Keller & Lehmann, 2006). It is believed D&G does not want to be perceived as a 

cheap (i.e trashy) brand, therefore it is argued that D&G’s positioning was failing due to their 

provocative advertisement making them be perceived as cheap (i.e trashy). D&G’s content in the 

advertisements was not perceived positively by the participants, and it influenced their purchase 

decision-making negatively. Kerr et al.’s (2012) argument that some caution must be taken with 

provocative advertisements, since a controversial message may cause more harm than favour and 

negatively impact the brand image, strengthens these findings.  

 

The findings regarding the provocative advertisement can be argued to be a reason for moral 

avoidance, presented in the framework by Lee et al. (2009a). The moral avoidance concerns a 

conflict between consumers’ values and the brands values (Rindell et al., 2014). The authors believe 

that provocative advertisement might not always be consistent with the brands actual values, since 

provocative advertisements are often used to draw attention towards a brand. The authors argue 

that it is due to the provocative advertisements participants are avoid brands, and not due to the 

brands actual values. Provocative advertisement should therefore be included in the IMC avoidance 
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category, as a part of the content in the advertising component, and not under the moral avoidance 

category. 

 

Celebrity endorsement  

Knittel et al. (2016) found that negative consumer perception of the celebrity generates a dislike of 

the brand, which ultimately leads to avoidance behaviour. This was confirmed by the empirical 

findings of this study. Statements from the participants of the focus groups and interviews clearly 

indicate the importance of using a celebrity endorser that suits the brands vision and characteristics, 

since it otherwise leads to avoidance behaviour. As Felix and Borges (2014) suggest, this can be 

explained by the celebrities’ image transferring to the brand, when used as spokesperson in 

advertisements. Some participants stated they must like the celebrity for them to decode the 

message, otherwise the advertisement is perceived as annoying. When being asked if there were 

any celebrities that would make them not buy a brand, participant D7 stated that he would refuse 

buying a product if Gunilla Persson would promote the brand. He argued that this was because it 

would mean that the brand likes her, and that it would be a disaster for him, since he does not like 

her. This statement is in line with Silvera and Austad’s (2004) findings that the attitude towards a 

brand is associated with the attitude towards the celebrity endorsing the brand.  

 

The message being sent by the brand, is presented through the celebrity’s characteristics (Ilicic & 

Webster, 2013). The celebrity endorser Niclas Wahlgren displayed in example 1 (appendix 2) during 

the focus group sessions, was believed to decrease the credibility of the advertisement. Participant 

B2 stated that she recognised Niclas Wahlgren as a very alert and brisk man, but in the 

advertisement, was displayed as tired, and that did not feel credible to her. It is believed the brand 

wanted to send a message in which they were showing a man transforming from being tired to 

alert. However, B2 did already perceive the celebrity as alert, and therefore it is believed that when 

the person already has associations towards an endorser of a brand, such associations are highly 

influencing the person’s perception of the advertisement. The portray of the endorser’s 

characteristics, is believed to have made B2 questioning the credibility and the fit between the brand 

and the celebrity endorser.  This finding is in line with Fill et al.’s (2013) argument that the usage 

of spokespersons can have a negative impact on the consumers perceived trustworthiness towards 

a brand, if the perception of the spokesperson delivering the message is doubtful.  

 

Knittel et al. (2016), found that brands associated with people a consumer wishes to not be 

associated with was a reason for brand avoidance behaviour. The identity avoidance reason 
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concerns brands being unauthentic or unable to fulfil the consumers’ identity requirements (Lee et 

al., 2009a). The authors of this study explored whether celebrities could be a reason for participants’ 

feeling incongruence with their actual self-concepts. The findings showed that the participants did 

not want to be associated with some celebrities, it is believed that the celebrity is the factor unable 

to fulfil the participants’ identity requirements, and not the brand itself. Therefore, celebrity 

endorsement should be a part of the category IMC avoidance, and the advertising component, 

instead of identity avoidance category. 

 

Music  

Music is one of the most commonly used stimulus in advertisements (Shimp & Andrews, 2013), 

however it has been discovered that it generates both positive as well as negative emotional 

responses (Apaolaza-Ibáñez et al., 2010). Fill et al. (2013) states that music and jingles used in 

advertisements are influencing consumers’ attitudes towards the ad. In focus group 1, the 

participants were all negative towards the music displayed in example 3 (appendix 2). The song was 

perceived as “annoying”, and participant A1 stated he was not tempted to make a purchase with 

the brand. These empirical findings confirm the ones from the studies conducted by Knittel et al. 

(2016) as well as Löfgren and Östlund (2016), that music can influence avoidance behaviour and 

should therefore be a reason for brand avoidance. Music is believed to be an influencing factor for 

brand avoidance behaviour due to participants being irritated and annoyed by it, consequently they 

are missing out on the message being sent by the brand.  

 

5.2.2 Direct Marketing  

Direct marketing did not seem to trigger brand avoidance as much as the other marketing 

communication activities. This might be because all participants actively chose not to get exposed 

to direct marketing as they had a “no advertising” sign on their mailboxes. Further, some 

participants said that they received substantial amounts of e-mails each day, but routinely deleted 

without opening them.  

 

A challenge for direct marketers is to reach out with their messages and to get attention across the 

clutter, due to the increased communication environment among consumers that the new 

technologies has enabled (Palmer & Koenig-Lewis, 2009). This clearly showed to be an issue in the 

empirical findings were some participants described that they were exposed to substantial amounts 

of direct marketing each day, which lead to ignorance or resistance rather than affecting them to 

purchase. C3 described that she was so annoyed by receiving e-mails that she did not open them, 
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thus not being tempted to buy anything that was offered. In situations like these, the brands have 

failed, since the advertising messages were not received. Further, the creation of awareness ended 

up in negative perceptions of the brand. 

 

Even though some participants felt annoyed when receiving the e-mails, most of them felt 

indifferent towards the brands sending them. However, participant B2 stated that she did not go 

through with the process of becoming a donor to Unicef after receiving too many envelopes 

reminding her to send in her application, which made her question their priorities of how they 

allocate their resources. Example 8 (appendix 2) that displayed a direct marketing flyer from Rusta, 

usually sent directly to mailboxes, made participant B5 comment on Rusta´s image. Participant B5 

avoids Rusta because of their marketing communication efforts that is, according to him, appearing 

too often and on too many different channels, which in his opinion has lowered their image. In 

this case, there were more than one marketing communication element that triggered B5´s 

avoidance behaviour. Though, it was when displaying example 8 and discussing direct marketing 

that he recalled the avoidance behaviour towards Rusta. However, the authors cannot clearly 

connect B5´s avoidance behaviour to Rusta´s direct marketing efforts, since he was affected by the 

brand appearing too often on too many channels. However, in both examples, the frequency of 

the communication was a decisive factor since both participants thought they were exposed to the 

communication too often. Heath (2013) argues that it is necessary for a message to be exposed 

more than once, for a person to understand and pay attention to the message. Therefore, 

advertisers seek to optimize the frequency to enable the message to be exposed more than once to 

the target audience. Though, a too high frequency of a message can be perceived as annoying, 

which might lead to a negative response or ignorance of the message (Heath, 2013). This confirms 

the previous examples with B2 and B5, where the frequency of the messages led to annoyance and 

brand avoidance. Further the choice of channels affected the participants negatively, which affected 

their negative perceptions of the brands even more. B2 might not had been affected in the same 

way if the application reminders were on e-mail, since that would had required less resources, while 

B5 might not had perceived Rusta´s image as low if he was exposed to their communication on 

less channels. 

 

5.2.3 Interactive/Internet marketing 

More companies are active on social media and online communities to create relationships with 

their target audience (Belch & Belch, 2012), which is why the authors put most emphasis on the 

interactions on social media in relation to brand avoidance in the empirical data collection. 
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Word of Mouth  

WOM is often viewed as a naturally occurring communication between consumers, that can vary 

between being negative or positive (Kozinets et al., 2010). For a consumer to engage in passive-

aggressive behaviour such as spreading negative word of mouth can be damaging for organisations, 

since it can affect potential customers not to buy (McColl-Kennedy et al., 2009). All participants in 

both the focus groups and interviews acknowledged that a negative comment or review could affect 

them not to buy a product or service. According to Laczniak, DeCarlo and Ramaswami (2001), 

negative WOM has a stronger impact on consumers’ brand perceptions than positive ones. 

Negative WOM often travels faster and further than positive WOM, and can quickly harm 

customers´ attitudes about a brand and its products (Kotler et al., 2008). D3 mentioned that he 

avoids various taxi companies due to negative experiences with them and could further spread 

negative WOM about them. According to Mangold et al. (1999) one dissatisfied customer is 

expected to spread a negative experience with nine other people, while a satisfied customer tells 

about five other people. This indicates that D3 who had a negative experience with a taxi company 

are more likely to spread negative WOM than those having a positive experience with a brand. 

 

Some participants discussed that the quality of the reviews or comments was considered before 

trusting it. One participant argued that the quality could be determined by looking at the spelling, 

formulation and the objectiveness of the comment. Furthermore, some participants mentioned 

that they believe people having a negative experience with a brand are feeling a higher need to 

complain publicly, while satisfied customers do not, which in some cases leads to the negative 

comments over representing the positive ones. That argument is strengthened by Chen, Luo and 

Wang (2017) who states that there exists a “under-reporting bias” when reviewing WOM, which 

means that people who believes a product does not live up to their expectations or are of low 

quality, are more prone to write a negative review.   

 

In the interviews, the interviewer asked if the trustworthiness of negative comments and reviews 

were perceived differently if it was someone they knew that shared a negative experience. D1 

argued that she would get more affected by a negative comment if it was from someone she knew, 

rather than a stranger. All the interviewees responses were in line with D1´s response. According 

to Laczniak et al. (2001), negative WOM communication is considered to have stronger influence 

on consumers´ behaviour than information received through commercial sources, which confirms 

the previously mentioned findings. Further, more than 90 per cent of consumers rely on 

recommendations from other consumers rather than from and advertisement or a company rating 
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(Kotler et al., 2008). This was in accordance with D7 opinions, who stated that he did not think 

that a rating from a brand was as effective as reviews from consumers, and therefore preferred to 

read customer reviews.  

 

According to Kotler et al. (2008), personal influence (WOM) affects other consumers considerably 

when it comes to products that are risky or expensive, such as cars. In the empirical findings, the 

authors found that most participants were more affected by reviews or comments online when 

they were planning to purchase a more expensive product such as clothing, electronic products or 

a car. Gu, Park and Konana´s (2012) study is in accordance with the findings and argues that 

consumers often evaluate and makes pre-purchase searches before purchasing high-involvement 

products and further looks at external review sites during the searching process.  

 

Influencers  

The authors found that there was a confusion among the participants when discussing influencers 

and celebrity endorsers, since they tended to mix them up. This can be since both influence 

marketing and celebrity endorsement use well-known persons to influence consumers within the 

target market. Though, influencers are trusted people within certain communities, creating word-

of-mouth advertising to build up a specific brand image among their followers. Celebrity endorsers 

are used for symbolic reasons where the celebrities fame is attached to the product or brand, 

making their fans want to buy the product since they want to be associated with them (Geppert, 

n.d). The participants were asked to mention a collaboration that made them feel negative towards 

a brand. A collaboration between Kendall Jenner and the brand Daniel Wellington were brought 

up by participant A3 as a collaboration that has made him negative towards Daniel Wellington. In 

this case, Kendall Jenner was seen as an influencer by A3. However, Kendall Jenner can also be 

argued to be a celebrity. This, since she has the characteristics needed for both being an influencer 

and a celebrity endorser. She is trusted within certain communities on social media, where she is 

actively spreading WOM advertising, which makes her an influencer. Further, she is a celebrity 

endorser since brands are attaching her fame with their products, making her fans wanting to be 

associated with her and the brand. The reason why A3 felt negative towards the collaboration 

Kendall jenner and Daniel Wellington was because he stated that he does not like the Kardashians, 

which made him negative towards the brand. This is in line with Silvera and Austad’s (2004) 

findings, that if a person has an attitude towards an influencer it is further associated with the 

attitude towards the brand. This relation was also mentioned by C3, who stated that the Instagram 
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influencers “Hanna and Amanda” had too many collaborations with various brands, which made 

her negative towards the products and the influencers.  

When asking if the participants could mention a person or potential influencer that would make 

them avoid purchasing a brand, Pernilla Wahlgren, Samir Badran and reality stars were reoccurring 

persons that were mentioned. What these people have in common is that they have currently been 

in different reality programs on Television. The reasons for why the participants would avoid 

buying the brands endorsed by people they do not like, might be because they do not want to get 

closer to their undesired self. The undesired self can be described as what an individual is afraid of 

becoming and can be used as a point of reference for consumers when valuing how far or close 

they are from facing their most negative self-image (Hogg & Banister, 2001). B2 argues that the 

reasons for why she does not want to buy a product that a person she dislikes promotes, is because 

she does not want to be associated with that person. It is believed that if B2 would buy a product 

that a person she dislikes promotes, she would get closer to her undesired self, which is why she 

would avoid buying the product. As for celebrity endorsers, a negative consumer perception of an 

influencer that generates in a dislike of a brand might lead to an avoidance behaviour (Knittel et al. 

2016). Therefore, choosing an influencer that fits with a company´s target group and values is 

important to avoid triggering brand avoidance. A brand can easily find a third-party endorser that 

is relevant for the company, but it is not the same or as easy to find one endorser that carries 

influence (Brown & Hayes, 2008). This implies that even though a consumer can relate to a third-

party endorser, it automatically does not mean that they get influenced by them.     

 

Social Media Marketing 

At the same time as companies’ usage of social media is increasing (Saravanakumar & 

SuganthaLakshmi, 2012), the marketing techniques are becoming more complex and creative. 

When asking the participants about how they perceive the new type of target marketing, which 

appears as personal advertisements on social media feeds, such as Facebook and Instagram, there 

were diverse opinions. Most participants found target marketing “creepy”, while other thought it 

was effective since the advertisements are based on what the participants previously have searched 

for or looked at online. A1 mentioned that one negative aspect was if he bought a pair of shoes 

and four months later received advertisements about the same shoes on his social feed, it could 

become irritating and annoying. When discussing frequency related to brands appearing too often 

on social media feeds, B2 said that she can stop follow a brand if they appear too often, though 

dependent on how they appear. If the appearances are related to repeatedly encouraging people to 

buy their products, B2 view them as desperate and would ignore them.   
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If a person does not like a brand´s advertising on e.g. Facebook or Instagram and choose to 

“unfollow” the account as a reaction, it might not indicate a future avoidance of the brand. Though, 

the aim for companies that are using social media is to build direct relationships with the consumers 

(Michaelidou et al., 2011), which an ignorance behaviour or an “unfollow” by the consumers would 

prevent. The authors do not consider the findings concerning social media marketing to be reasons 

enough for brand avoidance behaviour. For the brand avoidance theory to be applicable, 

consumers must actively avoid the brand even though the brand is available, affordable and 

accessible (Knittel et al., 2016). The findings indicated that the participants only avoided the brands 

social media accounts if it was perceived as annoying. An avoidance of brands social media 

accounts is not an indication of brand avoidance behaviour. Hence, social media marketing is not 

included in the suggested framework (figure 7). 

 

5.2.4 Sales Promotion 

The aim of sales promotions is to give consumers incentive to make a purchase, which results in 

short-term sales (Keller, Apéria & Georgson, 2012). The findings of this study revealed that sales 

promotional efforts, in form of contests and sales offers, can lead to brand avoidance. The sales 

promotion efforts the participants had experienced, made them question the credibility of the 

brand. Some of the participants felt misled by brands encouraging them to participate in 

competitions on social medias. In line with the argument by Erdem and Swait (2004), that 

consumers demand credibility in the messages regarding a product or service offered by a brand, 

the participants of the interviews found brands´ unreliable when being asked how they perceive 

brands that often has price reductions or constant sales. Some participants mentioned that they 

believe such brands are often changing prices, and therefore they are not trustworthy. When brands 

are not honest with their sales promotions efforts, the participants of this study were found to 

avoid brands due to lack of credibility, which in line with the findings by Chu and Kamal (2008), 

that consumers will not make a purchase of a product if the level of trustworthiness is low. 

 

5.2.5 Publicity/Public Relations  

The aim with public relations is to maintain and establish a positive image of a company (Belch & 

Belch, 2012). Brands are constantly working on maintaining a positive image via public relations 

activities. However, sometimes brand’s faces negative publicity, which the findings of this study 

showed might lead to brand avoidance. The findings showed a difference in the relation between 

brands receiving negative publicity and the type of business. Participant A1 argued that people gets 
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more affected by charitable organisations erring, rather than profit driven companies erring. This 

is believed to be dependent on the consumers’ expectations of charitable organisations being 

committed to their obligations. This was an issue raised in all focus group sessions, and the 

participants agreed that they are more sensitive towards negative publicity concerning charitable 

organisations, due to their obligations. Participant D3 stated that he does no longer donate money 

to Röda Korset, since he thinks they do not declare if the donated money goes to the right cause. 

This has made him to donate money to other charitable organisations instead, and avoid Röda 

Korset, since he does not perceive them as honest. The fact that he does not perceive Röda Korset 

as honest i.e. not trustworthy makes him avoid them, which is in line with the earlier discussions 

in section 5.1 about trustworthiness. 

 

According to Sargeant, Ford and West (2006), extrinsic and intrinsic factors affects money-giving 

behaviour. The extrinsic factors concern social norms, social class and gender, whereas the intrinsic 

factors are related to empathy and sympathy (Sargeant et al., 2006). It is believed by the authors 

that negative publicity will affect the extrinsic as well as the intrinsic factors. The social norm might 

affect a person to stop donating to an organisation if negative publicity about the brand is spread. 

This is due to the person wanting to please and follow the social norms in which the person lives. 

A person who is willing to donate money to a charitable organisation is showing sympathy for the 

cause of the charity, and empathy to the charitable organisation’s obligations. Sargeant et al. (2006) 

further states that trust and commitment are related to money-giving behaviour. The trust aspect 

refers to the donors’ expectations of the charitable organisation fulfilling its obligations, and the 

commitment refers to a desired willingness of maintaining a valued relationship (Sargeant et al., 

2006). If the donor does no longer have empathy with the brand, they will lose their trust towards 

it and consequently, they are no longer interested in donating money to the charitable organisation. 

The authors argue that the negative publicity has made the participants perceive Röda Korset as 

not credible. They are believed to have lost their empathy for the organisation, and therefore they 

are no longer committed to donate money to Röda Korset. 

 

When it comes to profit driven organisations and negative publicity, some participants in the focus 

groups stated their attitude was affected, but not considerably. Participant B1 attitude towards 

Volkswagen were more affected than other participants, since he owns a Volkswagen car. Though 

B1 stated that he was angry at first, he has now created some distance towards the scandal, and is 

still driving the same Volkswagen car. B1 further argued that he did not buy the car due to its 

environmental benefits, and therefore it is believed that he did not expect the car to have such 
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environmental benefits. His expectations are believed to be the reason why he was not as affected 

by the scandal, as he would had been if the environmental benefits would have been a decisive 

factor when buying the car. Lee et al. (2009a) states that when a consumer´s expectations regarding 

a brand is not met, dissatisfaction might occur, which may lead to brand avoidance behaviour. 

Though in this case, the negative publicity about the “Dieselgate” scandal did not affect B1´s 

expectations regarding the functionalities of his car. Participant C4, on the other hand, stated that 

she no longer trust Volkswagen, due to them having misled customers, which was argued to be an 

effect of the negative publicity. Since trust is one of the key factors for a successful consumer-

brand relationship (Percy & Rosenbaum-Elliott, 2016), the authors believe that C4 would not make 

a purchase of a Volkswagen car, since her level of trust, as a consequence of the negative publicity, 

is low.  

 

It is believed that the difference in avoidance behaviour and attitudes related to charitable 

organisations and profit driven organisations has to do with expectations. Participants in the study, 

had different expectations regarding the obligations and performance of the two types of 

businesses. Therefore, the publicity and public relations reason for brand avoidance could be 

related to the experiential avoidance identified by Lee et al. (2009a), in form of poor performance. 

Negative publicity is often caused by brands’ poor performance, and a negative experience with a 

brand can result in a brand avoidance behaviour (Lee et al., 2009a). Although negative publicity is 

caused by poor performance, it is believed the participants of the study would not have known 

about the brand’s actions if it would not have been for the negative publicity. Therefore, it is 

believed that publicity and public relations needs to be a component under the IMC category for 

avoidance behaviour in the authors suggested framework (figure 7). 

 

5.2.6 Personal Selling 

Personal selling enables the company to communicate directly with the consumers (Lee, et al., 

2016). Though, one challenge with personal selling is that if one employee gets in a conflict with a 

customer, it can harm the entire organisation. Many of the participants had a negative experience 

to share about a conflict with an employee, especially in stores. One company that more than one 

participant mentioned to have raised an avoidance behaviour was Jensens Bøfhus. All the 

participants concerned experienced that the waitresses were rude and that the service was poor and 

had therefore made an active choice in avoiding Jensens Bøfhus. Hogg (1998), argues that the 

behaviour of actively abandon, avoidance or aversion of a brand is an anti-choice. This anti-choice 

is a statement from the consumer, who finds the brand inconsistent with personal preferences, and 
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therefore actively do not purchase from the brand. For the participants of this study who avoids 

Jensens Bøfhus, it is believed that the brands rude employees and bad service is inconsistent with 

their personal preferences and expectations. The interaction with the employees of the brand is 

argued to be the reason for the avoidance behaviour. Although they are a part of the performance, 

it is believed that the participants might not have had a negative experience with the brand, if it 

had not been for the poor performance in form of rude waitresses and bad service.   

 

Some participants in both the focus groups and the interviews mentioned More Than Phones to 

be a company they would never buy from because of a negative experience, which has led to them 

not trusting them. Both B2 and D6 had personally had a negative experience with the company, 

where they got treated badly and lied to. These participants lack of trust towards the company is in 

line with previous discussions in section 5.1, specifically the argument by Chu and Kamal (2008), 

who argues that the role of trustworthiness highly influences the consumers’ attitudes. 

Furthermore, Chu and Kamal (2008) states that consumers’ will not make a purchase if the level 

of trustworthiness is low, which participants of this study confirms since they state that they would 

never buy from More Than Phones because they do not trust them.  

 

Participant A5 did not directly get ill-treated by an employee, instead she experienced an employee 

at Telenor to be too flirty and selling, which made her uncomfortable and so she avoided buying 

from the them. Personal selling enables the sales person to be more flexible and can easily adapt a 

message so that it fits the customers´ preferences based on the customers´ reactions (Lee et al. 

2016; Belch & Belch, 2012). The ability to adapt a behaviour that is appropriate and meets specific 

customer´s needs requires high self-monitoring sales people, since these people understand their 

customers to a higher extent. Though, low self-monitoring individuals depend more on their 

attitudes and their inner feelings (Deeter-Schmelz & Sojka, 2007), implying they are not adapting 

their behaviour accordingly to the situation and the customers’ needs. The authors believe that the 

sales person at Telenor had low self-monitoring traits, which resulted in him not being able to 

adapt to the situation. Further, it is believed the sales person did not sense A5´s reactions of being 

uncomfortable, and further did not adapt his behavior to the situation or her needs.  

 

The participants got the question if they thought it was any difference in how they got affected by 

being treated badly depending on if the planned purchase was concerning a high or low 

involvement product or service. A2 stated that he required more response and information if he 

were to buy a high involvement product, such as a car. Most participants in both the focus groups 
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and the interviews argued that the probability of them avoiding a brand was higher if they got ill-

treated when they were to buy a high involvement product. The participants argued that high 

involvement products usually involve spending more money than low involvement products, 

which implies that they come with a higher risk. Fill and Turnbull (2016) argues that when a 

purchase comes with a high level of risk, consumers requires more information in the purchase 

process. Sales people have an important role in providing information regarding the products they 

are selling (Percy, 2014) and therefore it is believed that when the participants are being ill-treated 

or ignored, they are not provided with enough information to purchase a high involvement 

product. 

 

Concerning low involvement products, D1 argued that if an employee in a coffee shop treated her 

badly, she would avoid the brand in the short-run. In the long-run, she argued that it would be a 

convenience issue, since she had to walk a longer distance to buy her coffee. Since buying coffee 

comes with a low level of risk, it is believed that D1 do not have the same expectations on the 

employee performance of those who are selling low-involvement products as she would have for 

those selling high-involvement products. It is believed that a negative employee experience is not 

as damaging for the participant´s perception of the brand when buying a low-involvement product, 

since it becomes less convenient for her to buy coffee somewhere else. The authors believe the 

benefit for D1 of buying coffee at a place where she has been treated badly is greater than the cost 

of walking a longer distance to buy coffee.  

 
When experiencing a poor employee performance, which leads to brand avoidance, one could 

argue that it belongs under the category experiential avoidance and not under the suggested IMC 

avoidance category. Though, personal selling is one of the promotional elements presented in the 

IMC promotional mix and needs to integrate with the other five promotional tools to be successful. 

The authors believe that the sales people (personal selling) are causing the negative experiences, 

therefore it needs to be a component under IMC avoidance category. 
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6 Conclusion  

In this chapter, the fulfilment of the purpose will be presented, as well as the answers to the research questions. 

Further, the authors concluding thoughts about the findings will be presented. 

 

The purpose of this qualitative study was to investigate and gain a broader understanding of why 

consumers deliberately chose to avoid certain brands because of their marketing communication 

efforts. To fulfil the purpose, the authors used existing literature combined with qualitative research 

methods in forms of focus groups and semi-structured interviews. The authors fulfilled the 

purpose and the result is a revised category in the Lee et al. (2009a) framework, called IMC 

avoidance, based on Knittel et al.’s (2016) advertising avoidance. IMC avoidance is consisting of 

both new and previously existing reasons for brand avoidance (figure 8). The revised category IMC 

avoidance consists of the six components in the IMC promotional mix (figure 5).  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Figure 8. Framework - IMC components influencing Brand Avoidance (Developed by the authors) 

The two research questions that was developed to facilitate fulfilling the purpose are being 

answered below. 

• What specific components of marketing communication motivates consumers to avoid certain brands? 

The discussions in the focus groups and semi-structured interviews were based on the six 

promotional elements (figure 5). The intentions with the primary data collection was to 

investigate if the participants found the promotional elements in the suggested framework 
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(figure 4) to be reasons for brand avoidance. The elements advertising, direct marketing, 

interactive/internet marketing, sales promotion, publicity/public relations and personal 

selling were discussed and found to be reasons for brand avoidance among the participants. 

Therefore, all the elements are components included in the revised framework developed by 

the authors (figure 8). The framework is both consisting of new components, as well as 

previously identified reasons. The empirical findings related to the components advertising 

(Knittel et al., 2016; Löfgren & Östlund, 2016) and direct marketing (Löfgren & Östlund, 

2016) was found to confirm previous research of being reasons for brand avoidance. The 

category advertising consists of three subcategories, namely, content, celebrity endorsement and 

music previously identified by Knittel et al. (2016). The findings confirmed that when content 

was found to be irritating or perceived as not trustworthy, it was a reason for the participants 

to avoid a brand. When using a celebrity to endorse a product, the participants thought it 

was important for them to like the celebrity to be able to like the brand. Further, music that 

was perceived as annoying was found to influence participants’ avoidance behaviour. Direct 

marketing, originally found by Löfgren and Östlund (2016), was found to be a reason for 

brand avoidance, due to the participants being annoyed by the frequency of the 

communication. All participants actively chose to not get exposed for direct marketing since 

they had a “no advertising” sign on their door and routinely deleted e-mails they received 

without opening them. 

• Are there any unidentified related communication aspects for brand avoidance? 

Four previously unidentified reasons for brand avoidance found in this study were 

interactive/internet marketing, sales promotion, publicity/public relations and personal 

selling. The category interactive/internet marketing consists of the subcategories word-of-

mouth and influencers. Offline Negative WOM has previously been identified as a reason for 

brand avoidance by Hellberg et al. (2016). Though, the authors have added word-of-mouth as a 

subcategory to interactive/internet marketing, were both online and offline WOM has been 

considered. Participants were found to be influenced by other consumers’ reviews and 

experiences with brands as well as participating in spreading negative WOM themselves. 

Furthermore, a negative perception of an influencer generated a dislike of the brand among 

the participants. Therefore, it is important for the brands to be aware of the negative effects 

of collaborating with an influencer. The perceived trustworthiness of brands sales promotion 

efforts was found to be an important factor, as the participants in this study was found to 

avoid brands that were dishonest with their sales promotion efforts. Further, participants 

were found to avoid brands receiving negative publicity, especially when it concerned 



 79 

charitable organisations. Participants in the study was found to have different expectations 

regarding a non-profit driven company´s vs. a profit driven company´s performance and 

associated obligations. Therefore, negative publicity regarding charitable organisations 

affected the participants more when it came to level of trustworthiness. Lastly, participants´ 

negative experiences with employees was found to be a reason for avoiding brands. A 

negative experience concerned employees being rude, ignorant or obstinate. The participants 

felt a higher need of being well-treated when they were to buy a high-involvement product 

as such purchase comes with a higher risk.     

 

Trustworthiness of a brand was repeatedly mentioned to be important aspect for the participants. 

This was a concern when discussing all six IMC promotional elements and it was found that the 

participants avoided brands that do not deliver a message perceived as credible. A successful 

consumer-brand relationship builds on trust, and if no trust exists, it has a negative effect on a 

brands equity. Participants in this study were not interested in making a purchase of a brand were 

the trustworthiness level was low.   

 

The authors recognized that a brand avoidance behaviour was a consequence of one or more 

communication channels failing to meet the participants’ expectations. Some participants argued 

that they got confused when being exposed to certain communication, since it did not reflect or 

suit with the perceived brand image. Implementing an Integrated Marketing Communication 

strategy, enables brands to deliver a consistent and coordinated message across all channels. When 

implemented successfully, the consumers will receive a clear and unified message, which might 

decrease the risk of potential avoidance behaviour.  
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7 Discussion  

The final chapter discusses the study´s contribution in forms of social, economic, managerial and academic 

implications, as well as the limitations. Lastly, suggestions for future research are presented.   

7.1 Contribution 

This study has investigated why consumers deliberately avoid certain brands, because of their 

marketing communication efforts. Through using the brand avoidance framework modified by 

Knittel et al. (2016), originally developed by Lee et al. (2009a), the authors have conducted a revised 

framework were the category reason of advertising avoidance has been replaced with IMC 

avoidance. The empirical findings contributed with a more in-depth understanding as well as new 

approaches within the field of brand avoidance, linked to Integrated Marketing Communication. 

Further, researchers within the subject area and marketing managers will benefit from this study in 

the future, as it contributed with findings within the fields of brand avoidance, consumer behaviour 

as well as marketing communication.  

 

Societal and Economic implications 

The authors used focus groups and semi-structured interviews for the data collection, and no one 

of the participants were familiar with the brand avoidance theory. Though, the participants could 

relate to the behaviour and contribute to discussions regarding avoidance behaviour. The authors 

raised awareness regarding brand avoidance among the participants of this study as they had to 

explain and clarify the concept in depth. It is believed that the participants have gained a broader 

understanding of the concept as well as regarding their own behaviour. They might tell others 

about what they have learned, now that they are aware of their behaviour being a newly introduced 

topic in the consumer behaviour area of study, which will further spread the knowledge and raise 

awareness regarding brand avoidance.  

 

Further, implementing a marketing communication strategy is costly, making it important for the 

messages to reach out to the targeted audience for it to be effective and cost-effective. The findings 

in this study showed that some communication efforts were deliberately ignored, due to the 

frequency of the communication and that it was annoying. Companies need to carefully consider 

whether a communication tool is effective or not as the costs of communication might be greater 

than the benefits.  
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Managerial implications 

Researchers has suggested that it is equally important for organisations to understand what 

consumers want to consume as understanding what they do not want to consume (Hogg & 

Banister, 2001; Knittel et al., 2016; Lee et al., 2009c). This study has contributed to a greater 

understanding in how organisations marketing communication efforts can influence avoidance 

behaviour. The importance of IMC has been raised throughout the study, and the authors 

recognized that a brand avoidance behaviour was a consequence of one (or more) communication 

channel failing to meet the participants’ expectations. For marketing managers to increase their 

knowledge in the field of brand avoidance and implementing an IMC strategy, enables them to 

avoid ending up in negative consumer-brand relationships. This since IMC allows them to deliver 

a consistent and coordinated message across all channels, which the consumers will receive a clear 

and unified message about the brand. Participants in this study repeatedly mentioned 

trustworthiness of brands when discussing their marketing communication, implying that it is an 

important aspect. Managers can learn from this, and consider the role of trust in their promotional 

messages.  

 

This study found that the participants felt a higher need of being well-treated when they were to 

purchase a high-involvement product, this since such purchases comes with a higher risk.  Making 

it more important for managers running businesses selling high-involvement products or services 

to understand brand avoidance concept, as they can benefit from understanding how their 

communication efforts can affect avoidance behaviour.  

 

Academic contribution 

The brand avoidance area of study is rather unexplored, as the existing literature and research is 

limited (Lee et al., 2009a; Lee et al., 2009c; Knittel et al., 2016). This study has confirmed previous 

research as well as identified new reasons for brand avoidance. The empirical findings resulted in 

a revised framework, in which IMC elements were found to be reasons for avoiding brands among 

the participants. This contributes with broader and new insights in the brand avoidance area of 

study as well as in the areas of marketing communication and consumer behaviour.  

 

7.2 Limitations of the research  

Aforementioned, brand avoidance is a newly introduced subject, meaning that previous research is 

limited. This is one of the limitations since the authors had to rely considerably on the few sources 

available within brand avoidance research. Further it is a limitation from the participants’ 
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perspective, since they were unfamiliar with the subject, which put pressure on the authors to 

clearly define brand avoidance for them to be able to relate to their own experiences. Even though 

a clear definition was provided, some participants referred to brand avoidance as boycotting and 

some included financial aspects when describing an avoidance behaviour. Furthermore, some 

participants mentioned brand avoidance behaviour that was connected to the other categories in 

the framework, such as moral, identity or deficit-value avoidance. That resulted in many valuable 

findings being dismissed, since those did not contribute to this study.    

 

Further, the research was limited geographically to Swedish, self-supporting citizens with an age 

over 20. The results and the analysis in this study are therefore particularly applicable for Swedish 

industries targeting consumers over the age of 20. Further, a limitation with using qualitative 

research methods in forms of focus groups and semi-structured interviews, is that the findings are 

not generalizable for consumers outside of this study.  

 

Another limitation was to find enough evidence that the participants negative perceptions of a 

brand sympathizes with their actual brand avoidance behaviour. Even though the participants 

expressed that they hold a negative perception of a brand, it does not indicate that they are always 

avoiding them or if the avoidance behaviour is under a limited time frame. Further, some 

components under IMC avoidance did influence to a brand avoidance behaviour more than others. 

Though, since this study used qualitative research methods, no numerical measurements regarding 

the strength or impact of each element were completed, and therefore a comparison between the 

elements was not possible to accomplish.  

 

7.3 Future Research 

This study explored why consumers deliberately avoid certain brands because of their marketing 

communication efforts. The authors introduced IMC avoidance to the brand avoidance area of 

study, based on the findings of this study. Firstly, future research could further test if the renaming 

of advertising avoidance to IMC avoidance is of relevance. Secondly, future research could use this 

framework to test if the components of IMC avoidance can be applicable in any specific product 

or service category, as well as industry. Thirdly, since this study was conducted using Swedish 

citizens as participants, the authors encourage future researchers to investigate if IMC avoidance is 

applicable in other countries.  
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To gain a broader understanding and new insights to brand avoidance behaviour, the authors 

conducted a qualitative study. Future researchers could make use of a quantitative study, to test the 

theory on a larger population, which will enable them to generalize the result. The authors also 

encourage future researchers to test the strength of each promotional element to see to what extent 

each of them influences an avoidance behaviour.    

 

Furthermore, during the focus group sessions, many of the participants had a hard time recalling 

real life experiences of brand avoidance. Although the focus group discussions were contributing 

with valuable findings, they were often based on the examples provided by the authors. As these 

examples were intended to be used as an inspiration, and not a topic of discussion, future 

researchers could make use of other techniques to inspire the participants’ recalling personal 

experiences, since it might result in other outcomes.  

  

The findings of this study indicated that if participants perceived a brands social media as annoying, 

they avoided or unfollowed the brands accounts. The authors did not find a connection between 

the participants’ avoidance of a brands social media accounts and an actual brand avoidance 

behaviour of the brand. Hence, social media marketing is not included in the revised framework 

(figure 8). Future researchers could test if a brands social media marketing can lead to brand 

avoidance.   
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9 Appendix 

Appendix 1 

Participants Focus Group 1 

 

 

Participants Focus Group 2 

 

 

Participants Focus Group 3 
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Appendix 2 

Guide for Focus Group – Examples 
 
Example 1 
 

• What was your first reactions to this advertisement? What feelings did it evoke? 

• Do you recognise the person endorsing the brand? Can you relate to him? Is he relevant 

for the product?  

• Would you buy the product after seeing this advertisement? Why/why not? 

• Can you provide an example of another advertisement that evokes the same feelings as this 

one did?  

 
 

 
 
 

 
 
 

https://youtu.be/5HLit752Y44 
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Example 2  
 

• Do you recognise this man? Have someone read his blog? 

• Do you think it is effective for brands to use influencers in their marketing strategy?  

• Can you mention a collaboration between a brand and an influencer that you have a 

negative attitude towards? 

• Are there any potential influencer that would not make you avoid buying the brand?  
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Example 3  
 
 

• Has someone heard this song before? Do you like it? 

• What was your first reactions to this advertisement? What feelings did it evoke? 

• Would you buy the product after seeing this advertisement? Why/why not? 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://youtu.be/HcfQnCRPIig 
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Example 4 
 

• Do any of you read comments or reviews about brands online? Why/why not? 

• Do a negative comment or review influence you to avoid the brand?  

• Have you ever experienced a situation in which a negative comment or review online has 

made you avoid a brand?  
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Example 5  
 

• Have you ever contacted a brand on social media? How did you perceive the response?  

• How do you perceive brands that often appears on social medias? E.g. brands that has 

collaborations with many influencers  

 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

• How do you perceive ads appearing in your Facebook feed? (target marketing – If you have 

visited a website, and later the products from that website appears in your Facebook feed) 

• Does target marketing make you more willing to make a purchase of the brand? Or does it 

make you negative towards the brand?  
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Example 6 
 

• What was your first reactions to this advertisement? What feelings did it evoke? 

• Would you buy the product after seeing this advertisement? Why/why not? 

• Can you provide an example of another advertisement that evokes the same feelings as this 

one did?  

 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

https://youtu.be/_Arj-qDhXlc 
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Example 7   
 

• Have you ever felt ill-treated or misled by employees of a brand? In a store or via customer 

service? If yes, are you avoiding that brand?   

• Is there a difference in the treatment by employees and avoidance behaviour when it comes 

to buying high or low involvement products?  
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Example 8 
 

• Have you ever given your email address to a brand, and then received unwanted emails?  

• How do you perceive direct mail, send to your mailbox?   

• Does unwanted direct marketing affect your attitude towards a brand?  
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Example 9 
 

• What was your first reactions to this advertisement? What feelings did it evoke? 

• How do you perceive brand that uses provocative advertisement? Do you believe 

provocative advertisement is a beneficial strategy to use? Why/why not?   

• Do you think provocative advertisements can have a negative effect on consumers’ attitude 

towards brands?   

• Can you provide an example of another provocative advertisement that evoke the same 

feelings as the ones in the example did?  
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Example 10 
 

• How did the negative publicity regarding Volkswagen and the Dieselgate scandal affect you 

attitude towards the brand?  

• Would you consider purchasing a Volkswagen car today? Why/why not? 

• How do you perceive charitable organisations that receives negative publicity after having 

erred?  

• Can you mention an example of a charitable organisation that has received negative 

publicity that evoke the same feelings as the ones in the example did? Are you donating 

money to that charitable organisation?  
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Appendix 3 

Participants Semi-Structured Interviews 

 

 

Appendix 4 

Guide for Semi-Structured Interviews  

Question 1 - Do you know what a brand is? 

 

Question 2 - Is there any brand that you always buy/prefer? Why? 

 

Question 3 - Have you heard about Brand Avoidance? 

 

Question 4 - For what reasons do you believe people avoid certain brands 

 

Question 5 - What reason would make YOU avoid a certain brand? 

 

Question 6 - Has an advertisement affected you not to buy a brand? 

 

Question 7  

If you walk in to a store and the sales person treat you badly, ignore you, or fool you, would that 

make you not to buy from that brand? (Also includes customer service over telephone etc.) 
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• Have you experienced such scenario? 

• If yes - what happened?  

• Do you now avoid that brand? 

 

Question 8 

• Are you active on social media or on internet in general? 

• Which channels do you associate the most with radio advertising? 

• Do you think that the radio is a good channel to use for advertising? Why/why not? 

 

Question 9 

It is usual nowadays that companies make use of influencers, celebrities or other profiles to 

promote their products or services… 

• Can you mention a collaboration between a brand and a person that made you feel 

negative towards that brand? 

• Is there any person, celebrity or potential influencer that would make you not buy a 

brand? 

 

Question 10 

It has become more common that consumers comment and review a brands products and 

services online. Both positively and negatively.  

• Do you read reviews or comments about brands that other consumers post online? 

• Have a negative comment or warning made you not to buy a product? Please provide an 

example 

 

Question 11 

Have you ever participated in a competition held by a brand on social medias? (like, share and 

post to win something etc.)  

• Do you know or follow any brand that often post competitions on their social media 

pages?  

• Do you think that is a successful way of promoting a brand? 

 

Question 12  

• How do you perceive brands that always or often has sales or price reduced products? 



 107 

• Can you mention a brand that usually have price reduced products or sales? 

• Have you ever felt duped by a brand that claims to have reduced a price on a product but 

then realized that it was not reduced? 

If yes - did that make you avoid that brand? 

 

Question 13 

• If a brand was receiving negative publicity, do you think that would affect your 

perception of the brand? 

• Have you ever avoided a brand because of an incident that resulted in bad publicity? 

Why? 

 

Question 14 

• Do you think there are other types of reasons to why people avoid certain brands, that 

does NOT affect you? 
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Appendix 5 

Brand guide used in the Semi-Structured Interviews  

 


