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Abstract  

As everyday consumers become more engaged with their products and services, it is apparent 
that they are more willing to associate with certain brands. While most existing literature 
focuses on creating strong consumer-brand relationships and fostering brand loyalty, there has 
only been an interest in brand avoidance in the last several years. As this particular area of 
study is largely unexplored, fundamental concepts expressed in Michael Lee’s work (Lee, 
2007; Lee, Conroy & Motion, 2009a, b, 2012) are used as a base for this study and 
subsequently expanded. This work simplifies the existing model of brand avoidance and 
questions the division within types of brand avoidance by understanding the connections 
between them. To examine this issue, we conduct a large-scale quantitative survey. The 
results showed that either: 1. Brand avoidance is a result of converging factors and different 
types of mutually reinforcing types of the phenomenon; or 2. Brand avoidance is initially 
expressed a specific type, and subsequently, additional types are adopted to justify one’s 
decision. Future research could focus on quantifying the relationships among the individual 
types.   
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Chapter 1: Introduction  
This section explains to the reader how and why this topic was formulated. It also explains the current relevance 
of brand avoidance in correlation with academic research and development. 

Consumers are now increasingly aware of the brand they purchase. Their association with a 
product or service has an active influence on the way they perceive themselves and their 
reputation in society. There is growing awareness that each purchasing decision represents a 
conscious choice, which has implications beyond the consumption of a given product or 
service (Martin, 2011). 
 
Existing research indicates that individuals show a desire to be unique and stand out from 
certain reference groups; particularly in areas they are passionate about (Snyder & Fromkin, 
1980; Campbell, 1986; Kernis, 1984). In their need to express themselves, people fit a 
constellation of brands to their lifestyle as an extension of their character (Fournier, 1998). In 
this manner, they also exhibit their loyalty to certain social groups or their divergence from 
others. 
 
Furthermore, the focus in both marketing theory (Webster, 1992) and practice (Peppers & 
Rogers, 1993) has shift from short-term exchange principles to a relationship based approach. 
Understanding the intricate functions of consumer brand relationships is fundamental for 
businesses in order to provide adequate value propositions to their customers. In 1998, Susan 
Fournier proposed a model emphasizing the constant interaction between brand and consumer 
actions as a foundation for the brand relationship quality. This in turn determines consumers’ 
attitudes and influences their behavior towards brands. 
 
The concept of branding is a well-established phenomenon, and it is widely considered to be a 
valuable asset for a company (Chandler & Munday, 2011). Additionally, in an ever expanding 
global market and the power of modern communication, brands have an instant impact on 
their consumers. Therefore, branding has become a key channel of communication to relay an 
organization’s brand messages and values (Fill, 2013). Most of the current literature focuses 
on purchasers’ willingness to identify with a certain brand and brand loyalty (Lee et al, 
2009a).  
 
However, a small portion of research looks at the opposite – when individuals make decisions 
to avoid a brand’s goods or services, otherwise known as brand avoidance (Lee, Conroy & 
Motion, 2009b). While brand loyalty is more simple to identify and provides insight into the 
relationship between the consumer and the brand, brand avoidance is a field which has been 
largely unexplored. Therefore, further investigation into brand avoidance could provide a 
comprehensive understanding of why individuals disassociate with certain brands and the  
conditions under which their attitudes and purchasing decisions change. 
 

1.1 Problem Discussion 

Lee et al. (2009b) recognize three main causes of brand avoidance: experiential avoidance, 
moral avoidance, and identity avoidance. Experiential avoidance is the result of a negative 
experience with the brand, or unmet expectations. Moral avoidance is driven by ideological 
incompatibility or incongruence between the consumer’s beliefs and that of the organization. 
Identity avoidance is defined as ‘the inability of the brand to fulfill the individual’s symbolic 
identity requirement’ (Lee et al., 2009b, p.173). In this case, the individual avoids a brand 
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because they do not wish to be associated what it stands for, as it could lead to a loss of 
individuality. 
 
While moral avoidance and experiential avoidance have been explored in existing literature 
(Rindell, Strandvik, & Wilén, 2013; Lee, Conroy, Motion, 2012; Iyer & Muncy, 2009), 
identity avoidance has not seen the same academic interest. Thus, there is a research gap from 
the perspective of identity avoidance as a cause of brand avoidance. Moreover, the concept 
that individuals choose not to consume a specific brand’s products or services based on 
symbolical incongruence is one of importance to businesses and non-government 
organizations alike, since it is strongly related to how they communicate their message and 
values (Fill, 2013). 
 
Michael Lee’s studies into brand avoidance inspire many interesting conversations and 
provide a platform for future research. As individuals are exposed to more brands, they 
become more conscientious about their purchasing decisions. Analyzing the factors affecting 
identity brand avoidance brings valuable contributions to the branding field, as it provides a 
focal point for marketers and consumers (Kucuk, 2010). Brands can acquire a tremendous 
amount of knowledge from their most ardent critics in order to improve the quality of their 
service and increase their brand value. In brand management, to better understand the causes 
of brand avoidance, a balance should be achieved between the product or service offered and 
its underlying costs. Also, companies that successfully differentiate and define their 
brandmessages, may experience greater success while dealing with consumer-generated brand 
avoidance (Kucuk, 2010).   
 
Based on the findings of Aaker (2010) there is a reason to believe that intentions and abilities 
are crucial factors when it comes to consumers brand perception. Since research reveals that 
individuals tend to develop emotional relationships towards brands, this proves that 
consumers tend to perceive brands as individuals, applying human characteristics and 
expectations on them (Fournier, 1998; Fournier & Alvarez, 2012). This phenomenon is 
referred to as “anthropomorphism” (Epley et al, 2007), and adds further credence to the 
notion that consumer-brand relationships are constantly co-created. This interactive 
relationship is similar to the manner in which consumers communicate with other individuals, 
mimicking patterns of attachment and avoidance (Paulssen & Fournier, 2011; Swaminathan et 
al, 2009). Consumers often make inferences regarding the behavior and ambition of the brand, 
which are based on familiarity, predictions on past experience, and the nature of the 
consumer-brand relationship (Fournier & Alvarez, 2012).  
 

1.2 Purpose 

The purpose of this paper is to identify the causes of brand avoidance through a quantitative 
perspective. To illustrate the overlapping interconnections between the different types of 
brand avoidance, the three aspects of identity brand avoidance (undesired self, 
deindividuation, and negative reference groups), are included among individual factors 
influencing the phenomenon. Specifically, primary data will be collected and analyzed in 
order to determine recognizable patterns of behavior within brand avoidance. 
  



7 
 

Chapter 2: Theoretical background 
This chapter discusses the background of brands, and brand avoidance. It also explains to the reader the types 
of brand avoidance as well as brand loyalty, and identity. 

2.1 Brand 

While there seems to be some common understanding of what the term ‘brand’ constitutes, 
there is a lack of academic consensus on an exact definition (de Charnotony & Dall’Olmo 
Riley, 1998; Stern, 2006). A brand is defined as a ‘multi-dimensional constellation’ (de 
Charnotony & Dall’Olmo Riley, 1998, p.436-437) when referring to brand’s different roles 
and functions in society. The term itself represents the manner in which brands are able to 
diffuse and garner the attention of potential consumers through a variety of channels and 
platforms. The brand is a powerful entity which is difficult to encapsulate within a single 
definition and it has a vast variety of functions. 
 
According to the American Marketing Association (2006) a brand is a tool employed to 
differentiate an organization’s own products and services from that of its competitors. Being 
familiar with a brand increases the probability the consumer takes the brand intoconsideration 
(Aaker, 1996). Lee (2007, p.3) argues that there needs to be a commercial intent associated 
with a brand, and takes into account the aforementioned definitions and concludes that a 
brand must ‘communicate extra meaning that helps to differentiate between one brand of 
products/services from any other product/service’. The manner in which consumers interpret 
that ‘extra meaning’ determines their behavior to a large extent, and is a more important 
factor in shaping purchasing patterns than previously believed (Fournier, 1998).  
 
Consumer perception of a specific brand, and brands in general, is a key facet of brand 
avoidance. The values a brand represents are perceived by the consumer as a network of 
associations (Keller, 1993). There is a clear connection among the associations an 
organization invokes in an individual and the individual’s identity brand avoidance, where the 
individual finds it detrimental to be related to the brand. In this manner, consumers directly 
associate themselves with the values and messages the organization represents.  
 
Keller (1993) states that brand equity is determined by its customers’ level of engagement – 
the more engaged they are, the larger the brand equity. Additionally, Berry (2000) concludes 
that brand equity can be both a positive and a negative, and while positive brand equity is a 
perceived strength for an organization, negative brand equity is a liability. Building brand 
equity relies heavily on strong brand identities and strong brand personalities (van Rekom, 
Jacobs & Verlegh, 2006). From the perspective of the consumer, individuals look for brands 
who exhibit similar values and fit within their lifestyle (Fournier, 1998). Hence, the more 
consumers associate themselves with the brand, the more willing they are to engage in 
positive word of mouth activity (Fill, 2013). As a consequence, individuals are more likely to 
join reference groups, which reinforce the actuality of the brand and attract further adopters; 
particularly if the group is seen as attractive in an identity-signaling aspect (Berger, 2008b).  
 
However, the brand itself can become a liability for an organization. While brands can be 
loved and cause consumers to react favorably to them, they can also be hated (Keller, 1993). 
Berger’s research (2008a) shows that when specific products which signal identity to 
individuals are adopted by a majority, the core supporters of the subculture start feeling 
dissociated from the group. Lee et al. (2009b) confirm that when brands grow in scale, they 
are increasingly seen as dominant and oppressive, and start to lose their appeal to individuals 
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who suspect hegemonic aspirations (Gramsci, 1971). As the brand aims at larger target 
markets, other consumers avoid the brand due to the lack of clear and concise messaging, 
since the consumer market expands and the original message is diluted. 

2.2 Brand Avoidance 

Brand avoidance was first mentioned by Oliva, Oliver, and MacMillen in 1992 as the opposite 
of brand loyalty. According to their study in the service sector, loyalty is driven by customer 
satisfaction, or positive interaction with the brand, whereas dissatisfaction leads to a desire to 
switch the provider. For the purposes of this study, we use Lee et al.’s (2009) definition of 
brand avoidance as ‘the incidents in which consumers deliberately choose to reject a brand’.  
 
Khan & Lee (2014) revealed that brand avoidance tends to be more common as income 
increases. One of the reasons for this tendency could be that as income rises, consumers are 
able to afford products and service which require a higher level of purchaser involvement. 
Thus, buyers are more “invested” in their purchasing decisions and their consumer behavior is 
a representation of themselves.  
 
It is important to note that for the purposes of this study we make a distinction between brand 
avoidance and anti-consumption. Despite many available definitions, many of which are 
“fuzzy” (Dolan, 2002), anti-consumption is defined as an ethical stance - the personal 
decision to avoid consuming a brand based on virtues rather than a global concern (Iyer & 
Muncy, 2009). Foucault (1997, 2010) claims that this is the individual’s move in the direction 
of regaining the “government of the self”, and their own independence of choice (Odou & de 
Pechpeyrou, 2010).  
 
Additionally, Khan & Lee (2014) discovered that consumers avoid a brand even without 
having any prior experience. One of the reasons for this phenomenon is negative word of 
mouth (Fill, 2013). Word of mouth can be definedas “informal communication between 
private parties concerning evaluations of goods and services” (Anderson, 1998, p. 6). 
Dichter’s work (1966) shows that consumers tend to discuss products and share impressions 
regardless of the nature of their experience. Furthermore, the study found that the self-
involvement in word of mouth cases have a large impact on purchasing behavior as 
consumers reaffirm each other’s actions. Finally, he found that the message of the product 
itself  on its promotion by consumers (Dichter, 1966).  

2.3 Experiential Avoidance 

Experiential avoidance is based on the brand promises network adopted by Lee (2007) and 
Lee et al. (2009a, 2012) where this form of avoidance is a result of organizations 
communicating their message to consumers, making promises, or creating expectations 
(Dall’Olmo Riley & de Chernatony, 2000; Gronroos, 2006). If those promises are met, this 
encourages repurchase. However, if they do not, it leads to dissatisfaction (Oliver, 1980), 
which in turn may lead to brand avoidance (Lee & Conroy, 2005; Oliva et al, 1992). 
  
Simply put, experiential brand avoidance is a result of unmet expectations, due to a negative 
experience with the product or service (Lee et al, 2009a,b). It is predominantly caused by poor 
performance, hassle and inconvenience, or store environment. Consumers are most sensitive 
to their own interactions with the provider, and on the base of those they form opinions and 
attitudes, which determine their purchasing behavior (Oliver, 1980). There are two main 
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concerns for organizations in regards to how they are perceived: the level of involvement 
necessary to successfully interact, and the sensory and emotional experience for the individual 
while interacting with the product or service (Fill, 2013).     
 

2.4 Moral Avoidance  

Lee (2007) defines moral brand avoidance as being mainly motivated by “incidents where the 
individual avoids a brand because of the negative impact the brand or its company is 
construed to have on the wider community/world” (p.135). Based on the findings of Fournier 
(1998), de Chernatony & Dall’Olmo Riley (1998) and Jacoby & Kyner (1973) it has been 
concluded the brands consumers wish to include within their own “constellation” of 
providers, and the ones they want to exclude from it, are driven by their personal beliefs and 
moderated by the opinion of their peers. What drives moral avoidance is the notion that 
through the company’s operations, specific individuals or groups of people are harmed; 
hence, the consumer avoids the brand as a statement of their ethical virtue (Lee, 2007). In 
general, when consumers decide that a brand is incongruent with their moral values, they do 
not want to be identified with that brand. Despite its resemblance to identity brand avoidance, 
moral avoidance differentiates from identity avoidance because the rationale for avoiding the 
brand is based on its effect on society rather than on the individual consumer (Lee, 2007). 
 
Lee (2007) points to three main criteria of moral avoidance – social detriment, morality, and 
hegemony. The last concept, hegemony, further distinguishes moral avoidance from other 
types of brand avoidance. Gramsci (1971) defines hegemony as a case in which a group 
assumes a dominant position on the marketplace and continues to defend that position, while 
aiming to exert greater political and social influence. Moral avoidance opposes this notion, 
explaining, whenever consumers are confronted with a company which is either attempting to 
acquire this state, or has already acquired it, they reject the brand due to the concern that 
having this power places more people at risk of harm and exploitation. This position is 
perfectly rational considering that moral avoidance is largely based on the philosophy of 
consumer cynicism, which claims that consumers are skeptical of marketing communications 
(Obermiller & Spangeberg, 1998; Spangeberg, 2000). Also, the concern of brands 
overreaching and harming others is fueled by the idea that multinational corporations are 
increasingly more influential on a societal level, as described by Klein (2000).  
 
Rindell, Strandvik & Wilen (2013) added to the understanding of moral avoidance through 
their research into ethical consumers’ brand avoidance. The authors state that ethical 
consumers are more concerned with their purchasing decisions’ effect on the external world 
rather than their own self, (Cherrier, 2009). Therefore, their behavior resembles anti-
consumption more strongly than it does brand avoidance. Rindell et al.’s (2013) work gives 
the following three main reasons for ethical consumers’ brand avoidance: a consistent 
rejection of brands based on a holistic evaluation of the brand’s behavior, avoiding brands 
which fail to maintain a consistent behavior, and choosing the least harmful brand as their 
supplier in a majority of cases. 
 
As this study purposefully excludes anti-consumption as a subject of analysis for the goal of 
understanding the interrelationships of brand avoidance as a concept, this study excludes 
boycotting as a form of anti-consumption (Hirschman, 1970). Boycotting is a form of 
“protecting” a group which is perceived to be hurt by the organization, largely described in 
Lee’s work (2007). Additionally, Rindell et al. conclude that “the dilemma is between 
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consumer values and company values” (2013, p.489). These values may differ among 
individuals, groups, and brand communities (Muniz & O’Guinn, 2001). 

2.5 Identity Brand Avoidance 

Lee et al. (2009b) define identity brand avoidance as the “inability of the brand to fulfill the 
individual’s symbolic identity requirements” (p.173). This inability manifests itself in three 
ways: it leads to either “an undesired self”, or a projection of the consumer which they are 
dissatisfied with; it could associate the consumer with a negative reference group - a group of 
people the individual does not wish to be a part of; or it could lead to a loss of identity, termed 
deindividuation (Lee, 2007).  
 
2.5.1 Undesired self 
The term ‘undesired self’ was first defined by Ogilvie (1987) as a least-desired identity, 
comprising of negative traits, “dreaded” experiences, and all unwanted emotions that people 
constantly try to avoid (Ogilvie, 1987, p.380). Overall, consumers have a good general 
understanding of their own values and principles, making it easier to identify organizations 
they want to avoid association with. As Fournier (1998) concluded, “consumers do not 
choose brands, they choose lives” (p.367). Brands provide additional meaning to the 
individual’s lives rather than merely serve the purpose of a product or service. The goal for 
consumers is to establish a portfolio of brands which corresponds to their personality It is also 
more important for the individual to establish a quality relationship with those brands rather 
than judge on the basis of symbolism, involvement classes, or functionality (Fournier, 1998).  
 
Bosnjak & Rudolph (2008) study looks into consumers’ attitudes and intentions towards 
products with a low degree of purchaser involvement. The research reveals that self-image 
congruency feeds into attitude formation and proved that a causal path exists as follows: 
“undesired congruity affects attitudes, attitudes affect intentions, intentions affect behaviour” 
(Bosnjak & Rudolph, 2008, p.710). Moreover, these findings prove to be consistent with 
previous experience. The authors concluded that it is vital for a brand to promote the 
consumer’s desired symbolic meanings and create a distance from undesired symbolic 
associations (Bosnjak & Rudolph, 2008).  
 
Social identity theory explains that individuals tend to classify themselves into social 
categories, thereby facilitating self-identification within their own socio-cultural environment 
(Ashforth & Mael, 1989). The acceptance from peer groups can be used to demonstrate a 
commitment to lifestyle, political or ecological affiliation (Miles, 1998). Attitudes towards 
brands may be fluid but remain consistent within the values of the sub-culture and frequently 
culminate in the collective acceptance or avoidance of particular brands (Charmley, Garry & 
Ballantine, 2002). However, some individuals may be devoted to a certain form of 
consumption activity without necessarily being loyal to a particular set of brands that go along 
with this behavior. Hence, they identify themselves to the sub-culture behavior, but not 
necessarily with the brands that the sub-culture consume (Munis & O’Guinn, 2001). As 
Charmley et al. (2002) explain, individuals within a brand community are aware of the 
perceptions of other members, and those members may exert influence on them, should they 
be seen as prominent members of that community. Described as a ‘central social 
paradox’(Lee et al, 2009), “individual identity relies upon social affirmation, social approval 
and ultimately social conformity to pertinent sub-cultural values” (Charmley et al, 2002, 
p.468). 
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2.5.2 Negative reference groups  
Brands are social representations in terms of sociology (Moscovici & Markova, 1998). Using 
the symbols provided by brands, individuals communicate their own values to other 
individuals (Schmitt, 2012). Thus, they form brand communities that are based on social 
relationships among separate consumers in which they share emotional connections and 
similar goals (Bagozzi & Dholakia, 2006; Muniz & O’Guinn, 2011). The interaction within 
that community adds values for the individual and strengthens the consumer-brand 
relationship. The activities and experiences shared within the brand community determines its 
meaningfulness (McAlexander, Schouten & Koenig, 2002). 
 
Such social groups can be divided into two major types: in-groups, or aspiration groups, 
which represents a relative majority that shares similar interests, attitudes and values; and out-
groups, which are perceived outside of one’s own group (Giles & Giles, 2013). In other 
words, an in-group represents a group with which the individual associates strongly with, 
while an out-group is perceived as the opposite. This plays an important role in consumer 
behavior research because the desire to belong to one certain type of group instead of the 
other drives individuals’ actions and patterns. Depending on a person’s willingness to exhibit 
their individuality, they take specific course of action to be seen as a part of one social group, 
and clarify that they are not involved with another (Fournier, 1998). 
 
As mentioned previously in the study, consumers choose their lifestyle and then follow 
certain purchasing behavior patterns to reinforce that lifestyle (Fournier, 1998), this is where 
brands come in. Showing oneself as a supporter of one brand over another or denouncing a 
brand which is associated with a group an individual wishes not to be perceived a member as, 
can lead a consumer to be included in a positive reference group, one they would like to be a 
part of. Products and service which are seen as identity-signaling have a profound influence 
on consumer behavior (Berger, 2008a) and purchasers make decisions that reflect their 
perception of themselves and how they would like to be received by society (Berger, 2008b).  
 
Reference groups are defined as positive or negative depending on the individual’s view of 
the group. While most of the existing research in consumer behavior has focused on positive 
reference groups, those groups individuals are willing to be associated with, White & Dahl 
(2007) focus on dissociative reference groups. In such cases, consumers perceive a loss of 
identity and do not wish to be considered a member of such social circles (Englis & Solomon, 
1995).  
 
In the case of negative reference groups individual consumers avoid being associated with 
groups of a brand’s regular consumer due to their unwillingness to be a part of that group (Lee 
et al, 2009). In general, people conceive reference groups from a more stereotypical point of 
view while they tend to be very specific regarding their undesired self (Elsbach & 
Bhattacharya, 2001; Englis and Soloman, 1995). This phenomenon usually derives from a 
desire to express one’s own perception of identity (Berger, 2008a). Charmley et al. (2012) 
formulate brand avoidance behavior as a “manifestation of complex multi-faceted processes of 
social comparisons between groups” (Lee et al, 2009). This further indicates the relationship 
among brand avoidance and the way a consumer is perceived by both positive and negative 
reference groups, and the significant role they play in causing brand avoidance.  
 
White & Dahl (2007) concluded that consumers tend to avoid certain brand when they 
consider dissociative reference groups, or groups that they do not wish to be associated with. 
Their study shows that the way they evaluate products and their own connection to the brand 
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changes. These findings are consistent not only when a brand is more symbolic in nature but 
also with less symbolic ones. This shows a clear connection between the negative reference 
group aspect of identity brand avoidance, and the undesired self and deindividuation sides of 
it. Therefore, these three factors should not be seen as separate, but contributing to each other, 
and it is reasonable to assume that identity brand avoidance is built up by their convergence 
rather than an individual factor causing the phenomenon, as Lee et al (2009b) allude to.  
 
Kim, Ratneshwar & Roesler (2014) approached the issue from the point of view of correlation 
between attention to social comparison information and brand avoidance behaviors. The 
abbreviation ATSCI, or attention to social comparison information, refers to an individual’s 
degree of sensitivity to social comparison cues, or how an individual perceives him or herself 
regarding other individuals (Kim et al, 2014). Research has proven that not only do 
consumers modify their decisions due to peer pressure (Bearden & Rose, 1990), but they also 
avoid brands which are perceived as “distinctive or conspicuous” in the absence of any 
explicit social influences or pressures (Kim et al, 2014, p.261). 
 
Previous studies have shown that consumers tend to rely on their emotional reactions during 
decision making, meaning that products which cause a more powerful emotional response, are 
more likely to be consistently preferred (Lee, Amir & Ariely, 2009). Moreover, the authors 
found under a high cognitive load, as many consumers face in their busy day to day lives, they 
tend to rely consistently on their emotional judgements rather than make rational decisions. 
Therefore, it is up to brands to create meaningful relationships with their customers which 
transpire typical product/service functionality, and create a positive emotional response as a 
manner of building a more loyal clientele. 
 
Individuals desire assimilation into positive reference groups and avoid negative reference 
groups (Giles & Giles, 2013). Thus, this works as a determinant of their purchasing decisions, 
indicating that consumers are always aware of how their decisions are going to be perceived 
by people around them (Kim et al, 2014). Furthermore, there is a direct correlation between 
individuals with more concern for how they are evaluated by society and brand avoidance; 
because they have more awareness of what to avoid in order to be approved in their social 
surrounding (Kim et al, 2014).  
 
However, consumers are very specific regarding the types of reference groups they would like 
to be considered a part of. In regards to identity-relevant domains, people tend to assimilate 
into a group which is large enough not to be considered an out-group but not a majority 
(Berger & Heath, 2007). Furthermore, consumers change their behavior and denounce 
particular products if their preferences become shared by a group which they consider to be 
too large, and determine their own unique relationship has suffered. This can be directly 
connected to the ‘deindividuation’ aspect of identity brand avoidance as described by Lee et 
al. (2009b).  
 
2.3.3 Deindividuation 
Existing research suggests that people have a desire to differentiate themselves from others 
(Snyder & Fromkin, 1980) and that consumers with a higher degree of individuality prefer 
unique products (Tien et al, 2001). Berger & Heath (2007) demonstrate that consumers are 
more likely to diverge from majorities, or members of certain social groups, in product 
domains which are interpreted as exhibiting one’s identity. Particularly, when purchasing 
choices are based less on function, buyers are more willing to see certain domains as identity 
relevant, and thus, would like to stand out from the crowd and express their own personality.  
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Mick (1986) states that brands can be perceived as carriers of meaning. Consumers use brands 
as a way to express themselves, and to re-affirm their own identity (Swaminathan, Page & 
Gurhan-Canli, 2007; Kirmani, 2009). In some cases, individuals merge their own identity 
with the identity of the brand (Goldstein & Cialdini, 2007), due to that connection, the manner 
in which brands project their own identity directly influences consumers’ own identity. In that 
situation, the individual either maintains the relationship with the brand in accordance to the 
modification of projected meaning, or becomes disenchanted with it, ultimately resulting in 
brand avoidance (Lee, 2007). 
 
Moreover, identity avoidance can also correlate with a consumer’s financial incongruence 
with the price level of the brand’s products or services. Due to lower pricing relative to the 
consumer purchasing power, a preconceived notion is created which inhibits identity 
avoidance as a manner of maintaining one’s projection of character (Lee et al, 2009a, b). The 
study reveals that consumers avoid brands which they see as ‘budget’, so as not to project to 
others the perception of themselves as being cheap. 
 
Lam, Ahearne and Schillewaert (2012) reveal that a brand’s identity is likely to remain with 
the organization despite innovative product features and aggressive second movers. 
According to their study (p.321), “consumers’ decisions not to buy a brand may not be 
diagnostic of the product quality but rather of the brand’s symbolic values, or vice versa”. 
This underlines the importance of a strong brand image and consistent brand messaging to 
prevent brand avoidance and foster positive experience within consumers’ perception. 
Furthermore, they added that it is wise for brand managers to adapt their marketing approach 
to different national markets accordingly, as targeted cultural and social groups vary (Lam et 
al, 2012). 
 
However, becoming too popular may also hurt a brand. It could lead to original consumers 
believing that the brand has become less authentic, from the understanding of authenticity as 
“a socially constructed interpretation of the essence of what is observed rather than inherent 
in an object” (Beverland & Farelly, 2010, p.839). In such cases, alternative strategies are 
required (Charmley et al, 2002). Such strategies involve ‘stealth marketing’ and taking 
advantage of marketing leakage (Roy and Chattopadhyah, 2010; Charmley et al, 2002). 
Bosnjak & Rudolph (2008, p.710) concluded that the organization needs to manage itself in a 
manner which “simultaneously maximizes the closeness to desired symbolic meanings and the 
distance to undesired symbolic associations”. 

2.6 Brand loyalty 

Brand loyalty is a topic which has been largely explored in existing literature (Baldinger & 
Rubinson, 1996; Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001; Jacoby & Kyner, 1973; Jacoby & Chestnut, 
1978; Oliver, 1999). It is defined as “biased behavior response expressed overtime by some 
decision-making unit with respect to one or more alternative brands out of a set of such 
brands” (Jacoby & Chestnut, 1978, p.80). Oliver (1999) adds that repeat purchasing of a 
particular brand occurs in spite of situational factors and externalities which may cause the 
consumer to switch to another provider. Individuals engage in this behavior in order to receive 
what they perceive as a strong level of service consistently through the offerings of a brand 
(Berry, 2000; Dall’Olmo Riley & de Chernatony, 2000). 
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One of the earliest analyses of brand loyalty explains that the phenomenon “not only does it 
‘select in’ certain brands; it also ‘selects out’ certain others” (Jacoby and Kyner 1973 p. 2). 
Lee (2007, p.216) notes that in some of the examined responses “narratives of brand 
avoidance were mentioned alongside notions of brand loyalty”. This lends credence to the 
concept that stronger brand loyalty not only leads to a more consistent following of specific 
brands, but also to a more feverous rejection of other brands. As Lee (2007, p.237) states it: 
“some cases of brand loyalty may actually be manifestations of brand avoidance”. He, Li, & 
Harris (2011) confirm the presence of significant direct and indirect effects of brand identity 
and brand identification on brand loyalty, mainly on perceived value, satisfaction and trust, 
adding to previous research (Madhavaram et al, 2005; Schmitt and Pan, 1994). Hence, brand 
identity is an important area of study for this paper and is further described in the following 
section. 

2.7 Brand identity  

Early research in brand identity shows that consumers tend to ascribe human characteristics to 
nonhuman objects (Fournier, 1998; Fournier & Alvarez, 2012). The personification of brands 
is referred to as anthropomorphism, and then be comprehended by the consumer (Delbaere, 
McQuarrie, & Philips, 2011). These human characteristics include “any perspective 
intelligent fictional beings, desires, intentions, goals, plans, psychological states, powers, and 
will.” (Turner, 1987, p.175). Simply put, these characteristics are represented by brands, and 
therefore also by consumer wearing that brand.  
 
Brand identity evolves into a relationship between consumer and brand which may result in a 
deeper understanding of consumer perceptions and their behavior. (Fournier, 2009). In the 
modern market, constructing strong relationships between brand and consumer is a focal point 
for organizations (Aaker, Fournier, & Brasel, 2004). Certain actions undertaken by the brand 
may endanger the success of the relationship. For example, violation of social codes may be 
the defining moment for consumers and lead to significantly negative effects - both 
financially and psychologically; this phenomenon is referred to as brand transgression (Aaker 
et al, 2004). However, a strong brand-consumer relationship can mitigate the effects of these 
actions (Ahluwalia, Burnkrant, & Unnava, 2000). 
 
Recent studies show that the social identity approach could ignore the interrelations between 
personal and social identities (Swann, Jetten, Gómez, Whitehouse, & Bastian, 2012). In other 
words, when one perceives oneself identified with a social group, they progressively lose their 
self-emphasis for the benefit of group values. Hence, people may follow the group norm, yet 
fail to fully engage their salient selves to the group (Gómez et al, 2011). Given that brands 
respond to personified consumers' need to feel connection and belonging, and that consumer 
ownership of certain, brands can be a vehicle to promote consumers' self-identity (Escalas & 
Bettman, 2003).   
 
Brands tend to be have a stronger identity when they are seen as more distinctive and more 
prestigious (Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; Dutton, Drukerich & Harquail, 1994). The notion that 
consumers can have a relationship with different brands as an extension of the brand-as-
person metaphor is proved by the concept of brand personality. Sung and Kim’s 2010 study 
showed that a brand can be associated with a set of personality traits, and it is this set of traits 
that makes brands different, and diversifies them from their competitors. Furthermore, 
consumers form opinions and build impressions through contact with the organization. These 
trait inferences then build the basis for the evaluation of the brand (Sung & Kim, 2010). Thus, 
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it is possible for consumers to interact with several brands at the same time in ways of parallel 
relationships, similarly to social relationships (Aggarwal, 2004). Marketers often create an 
anthropomorphized representation of a brand and assign images and distinct personalities, or 
present the product itself in human terms (Fournier & Alvarez, 2012). Due to the symbolic 
meanings which can be transferred between brand and consumer (Escalas & Bettman, 2003, 
2005), and the representation of social categories which are self-relevant to the purchaser, 
individuals may feel identified by the brand (Fournier, 1998); hence, consumers develop 
feelings and attachments to certain organizations (Lam, Adhearne, Hu, & Shillweaert, 2010). 
 
While brand identity refers to a social construction of the integration of brand and self-
identity (Hughes & Adhearne, 2010), some researchers claim that the degree to which 
individuals relate to a brand is influenced by physical proximity and significant others. 
Subsequently, brand identification heightens self-esteem and an increased tendency to 
identified by the brand’s offerings (Donavan, Janda, & Sun, 2006). Finally, brand 
relationships are a path to consumers’ ‘desired self’ - the image that individual wishes to 
obtain or maintain (Ashworth, Dacin, & Thomson, 2009).  
 

Chapter 3: Methodology 
In this section the research approach, research formulization, and survey design process are described. In the 
second part of the methodology the ethical, and reliability of these result are explained in depth. 

3.1 Approach 

The results will be analyzed and categorized as to determine the interdependencies among the 
various types of brand avoidance. The relationships will be clearly established and will 
provide the background for a novel approach to researching brand avoidance; one which 
considers the phenomenon as a changing process, rather than a cause-and-effect one. Finally, 
practical suggestion will be provided for practicing brand managers in order to prevent 
incongruence and brand avoidance.  
 
Furthermore, since we are aware of the narrow choice of methods, due to the fact we focus on 
an online survey questionnaire and quantitative data analysis, for this research paper we will 
continuously evaluate the research methods to ensure they are adequate and relevant to the 
research questions we examine. To ensure statistical significance, a large sample size is used 
for the survey. Together with a comprehensive structure, they form a solid basis for validity 
and reliability of the study. Also, using thoroughly planned survey questions enhances the 
quality of the research method and eases the interpretation of data in the data collection 
process. It is also fundamental to compare with similar research methods conducted in 
previous works to evaluate how they differ in terms of results and reliance, and what possible 
advantages and shortcomings the current methods hold. 

However, the key challenge of this research paper is to exhibit a clear connection between the 
quantitative data’s validity and the theoretical background of the causes of identity brand 
avoidance. This link should be proved by answering the following research questions:  
 

• What are the causes of identity brand avoidance? 
• Is identity brand avoidance a significant source of brand avoidance on a large scale? 
• What are the individual factors which exert an influence on the various types of brand 

avoidance? 
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• Which of the individual categories of brand avoidance are the most significant, and 
what are the most relevant interdependencies between them? 

3.2 Inductive, deductive, and abductive reasoning 

“Reasoning is a process of thought that yields a conclusion from percepts, thoughts, or 
assertions” (Johnson-Laird,1999, p.110). There are three methods of reasoning that are 
typically used in research papers; namely, inductive, deductive and abductive. 
 
According to Hayes et al. (2010) inductive reasoning involves making predictions about novel 
situations based on prior knowledge. These predictions are most often based on, or adapted to 
probabilistic theories (Hayes et al., 2010). Different forms of inductive reasoning are found in 
people’s everyday decision making. For example, predicting whether it is going to rain the 
following day. However, on a more general level, induction is apparent in a variety of 
cognitive activities which includes categorization, probability judgement, analogical 
reasoning, scientific research and, as mentioned above, decision making (Hayes et al, 2010). 
Furthermore, most processes of inductive reasoning have emerged from category-based 
induction. Hayes et al. (2010) elaborated on this phenomenon which involves making an 
inference about the properties of the members of a general category based on prior knowledge 
of some specific premise category or set of categories, i.e inductive reasoning is a  “bottom-
up” approach, which starts on a specific level and works its way up to a more abstract level of 
theory (Hayes et.al, 2010).  
 
Alternatively, Johnson-Laird (1999) defines the deduction process in deductive reasoning as 
that which yields valid conclusions and which has to be true given their premises. The 
provided example regards an engine turbine and is as follows: “If the test is to continue, then 
the turbine has to be rotating fast enough. The turbine is not rotating fast enough. Therefore 
the test is not to continue” (p.110). In other words, logical conclusions can solely be reached 
through deductive reasoning if the premises upon which knowledge is based are true. Hence, 
deductive reasoning links premises and conclusions together so as to test for validity 
(Johnson-Laird, 1999). In contrast to the inductive “bottom-up”approach, deductive reasoning 
starts at a more abstract level of theory and works its way down to a more specific and 
concrete level. Therefore, it is referred to a “top-down” approach (Johnson-Laird, 1999). 
The third methodological approach, abductive reasoning, is a process in which explanatory 
hypotheses are proposed and evaluated and it is universally accepted to solve intellectual 
tasks, such as, medical diagnosis, scientific discovery and legal reasoning (Shelly and 
Thagard, 1997). Furthermore, Shelly and Thagard (1997) explained abductive reasoning as an 
operation that starts with an incomplete set of observations and proceeds to the most likely 
possible observations of the sets. In this logical inference procedure, the observation or 
observations are moved towards the most appropriate theory which supports the data (Shelly 
and Thagard, 1997), i.e. selecting an abductive approach allows researchers to combine the 
findings of scholars and academically acclaimed sources on the subject topic with the 
phenomenon they analyze. 
 
Of the three methods described above, the abductive approach is most applicable to this 
paper. Due to the abductive nature of the study, our observations are formulated into theories 
that best explains and supports the findings of our study (Shelly and Thagard, 
1997). Moreover, due to the novelty of brand avoidance as a concept in literature on branding, 
it is assumed that the field of study is largely unexplored (Lee, 2007; Lee et al, 2009b). 
Considering the exploratory nature of this study, and the theoretical interest in examining the 
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interconnections of brand avoidance, as well as its practical implications, a strong theoretical 
base is necessary. Thus, we conclude that a purely inductive approach would be inappropriate, 
while a strictly deductive one would limit the flexibility and impact of the research due to its 
general rules of deductive logic (Johnson-Laird, 1999). 
 

3.3 Research Design 

The research design of this academic work is based on an exploratory approach with an 
emphasis on the general nature of brand avoidance. According to Colman (2008), exploratory 
research is not explicitly intended to test hypotheses, as in the manner of standard scientific 
research. Furthermore, the author highlights the importance of exploratory research when 
examining a new or unfamiliar phenomenon. An alternative type of research is hypothesis-
based research which could be explained as an idea or concept that is tested by 
experimentation).  As opposed to exploratory research, using a hypothesis-based approach 
would require a significant amount of time and effort, to link the stated hypotheses with 
possible scientific findings and conclusions which would not contribute additional value to 
this study. 
 
Moreover, there is a focus on the three sources of brand avoidance namely experiential, 
moral, and identity brand avoidance presented in the work by Lee et al.(2009b). Hence, we 
have excluded deficit-value avoidance, which was further explained in the expanded version 
by Lee et al (2009a), due to the lack of overlapping interconnections and incompatibility with 
other sources of brand avoidance; and in particular, identity brand avoidance. Although a 
relationship was found between deficit-value avoidance and moral avoidance, it did not 
contribute to the overall understanding of the causes of identity brand avoidance (Lee, 2007). 
Therefore, we argue that using the extended work by Lee et al. (2009a) is not contributing to 
our goal of better understanding the primary model of brand avoidance.    
 
Both primary and secondary data is used for this study. The paper is based on a literature 
review, revealing the theoretical background of brand avoidance, and other aspects of 
branding, as the consumer-brand relationship and reference groups which directly affect 
identity brand avoidance. Using both primary and secondary data allows researchers to 
contribute novel knowledge while building on existing research. Likewise, previous studies 
are paramount to building a cohesive academic paper and designing a survey which tests 
factors of brand avoidance, as the existing literature guides our approach, theoretical base and 
research design. The primary data is gathered through a quantitative survey. The questions are 
designed to be closed-ended as they are easier to analyze statistically and also more reliable 
and consistent over time (Fink, 2003). Since the purpose of this research is to look into the 
validity and relevance of identity brand avoidance, clear data is needed to reach 
comprehensive conclusions. Additionally, closed-ended questions are often accompanied with 
rated or ranked answers (Fink, 2003). 
 
The Likert scale is a tool used to measure individual attitudes to a specific topic, and is among 
the most commonly used methods in this type of research (Chandler & Munday, 2011). A 6-
point version of the scale is used to measure the results of this survey. While most researchers 
tend to prefer the 5-point Likert scale which presents a neutral option, the reasoning on behalf 
of the proponents of using 6 points is that most of the people who take the survey have had 
some previous experience with the subject in the past (Gwinner, 2011). We argue that any and 
all of our participants have interacted with brands to a significant degree to develop either a 
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positive or negative relationship, as brands constantly communicate with their clientele (Lee, 
2009). Therefore, we argue that no participant can be completely neutral in their responses. 
Additionally, ignoring a neutral option provides us with more comprehensive results so as to 
conclude how valid an issue identity brand avoidance is. In contrast, having a neutral option 
may obstruct progress in making conclusive statements about the interrelationships between 
the various types of brand avoidance(Gwinner, 2011). The addition of another opportunity 
allows us to make clear conclusions based on the data available.  
 
The sample is a convenience sample, which is defined as “a sample in which elements have 
been selected from the target population on the basis of their accessibility or convenience to 
the researcher“ (Ross, 2005, p.13). While the convenience sample is a useful and easily 
accessible tool for this study, it introduces a degree of bias into sample estimates; thus, the 
results cannot be extrapolated to the population due to lack of accurate representation (Ross, 
2005; Chandler & Munday, 2011).   
 
The intended sample size of the survey is set at 200 individual participants. Due to the large 
sample size, several questions are included to differentiate between demographic categories. 
Aiming to design a data collection method which is replicable and largely representative of a 
wide population with varying determinants rather than a narrow homogenous group. The 
demographic categories are as follows: age, gender, education level, and annual household 
income (Borg & Gall, 1979). 
 
The survey will be conducted via the Qualtrics platform and made available through 
Jönköping University. While there are alternative options, Qualtrics provides an efficient and 
versatile solution while simultaneously giving researchers the chance to design the survey 
experience. Additionally, this software offers analytical tools which enable the the extraction 
of data and lead to formulation of coherent conclusions. 
 
One of the most important components of this study is the question design of the survey. In 
order to accurately represent all viable factors in triggering identity brand avoidance, the 
design is based on Lee et al.’s works on brand avoidance, and particularly focusing on identity 
brand avoidance (2009b; 2012; Lee, 2007). Additionally, Fournier’s studies on the consumer-
brand relationship (1998) and Berger’s research (2008 a,b) on the interconnectedness of 
consumers and various references groups provide further theoretical substance to model the 
survey. The questions are based on the most relevant findings elaborated in the literature 
review. 
 

3.4 Survey Design & Analysis 

Questions 1-25 are to be measured on a 6-scale Likert scale (Strongly disagree to strongly 
agree). They are meant to measure the individual factors and reach a better understanding of 
the interdependencies within identity brand avoidance, and the connection between identity 
brand avoidance, moral brand avoidance, and experiential avoidance. Furthermore, the 6-scale 
Likert scale was chosen to successfully eliminate the neutral answer possibility.  
 
The first eight questions are designed to test the base of individual factors which influence 
brand avoidance. Using Schmitt’s 2012 article ‘The Consumer Psychology of Brands’ several 
key factors were taken into consideration and questions were subsequently formulated, 
including concepts such as brand identity and brand community. This data contributes to the 
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distinction between the various types of brand avoidance and proposing a model which 
accurately represents their interrelationships. 
 
The second part of the survey consists of questions on three various types of brand avoidance 
described by Lee et al. (2009b) and the types of identity brand avoidance, or namely 
undesired self, negative reference groups, and deindividuation. Each section contains three 
questions designed to reveal the relevance of the specific cause of brand avoidance. In order 
to gain insight on the interrelationships within identity brand avoidance, the majority of the 
questions focus on the concept. Also, questions on moral and experiential brand avoidance 
have been added in order to understand whether or not there is sufficient reason to believe that 
any one type of brand avoidance can occur on its own, in this case taking identity brand 
avoidance as the main tested unit. The final three questions in the second section represent 
target the participant’s response to brand loyalty. By including brand loyalty in the survey we 
underline the contrast it and brand avoidance. This also aims to provide additional insights 
into that relationship, so the latter could be understood in a more elaborate manner rather than 
just be considered the opposite of brand loyalty (Oliva, Oliver & MacMillen, 1992).   
 
The third part of the study entails the demographic data of the participants. The decision to 
place this section at the back end of the survey was motivated by the notion that these 
questions are of less substance, less interesting to the participant and potentially sensitive 
(Hopper, 2012). 
 
Five questions are included in the demographics section of the survey. The categories are 
gender, age, educational and income level. These questions added information about the 
participants relevant to the study. Currier (1984) argues that a sample size above 30 
participants is required in a correlation study. The intended sample size for this survey was 
decided to be 200 participants, due to the heterogeneity of our intended sample. According to 
Borg & Gall (1979), a large sample size necessary to be able to make accurate conclusions. 
Due to the intended large sample size and the delimitations of the study, few demographic 
categories were included. Moreover, having less categories and a large sample size 
contributes to the validity and reliability of this study (Hobart, Cano, Warner, Thompson, 
2012). 
 
Regarding gender, the two biological options are used – male and female. Participants are 
able to choose a year of birth from a drop menu with years ranging from 1930 to 2006. 
There are three broad options to express the education level of participants – primary, high 
school, and university degree. Finally, annual income is manually inserted into a textbox, and 
a currency is selected from a drop menu of the fifteen most used worldwide currencies. The 
responses on annual income are a deterrent for those who are not providing honest feedback, 
as they would likely abandon the survey at that point. Either way, that data will not be taken 
into consideration for statistical analysis. 
 
Initially, it was conceived that the annual income question would have several multiple choice 
questions, denominated in United States dollars (USD). However, due to many of the 
participants’ familiarity with other currencies, it was decided that the question should be left 
open, so as to individual participants could enter their own annual income in nominal terms, 
and an additional question would give them the option of selecting between fifteen commonly 
traded currencies. In this manner, some of the data would have to be deemed invalid while 
some of it would carry weight instead of having all responses be taken as valid, but having the 
data skewed due to people’s inability to express their income in dollars, and selecting a 
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bracket simply to answer the question.The survey is going to be distributed through Facebook 
and email, mainly to acquaintances of the authors. Further distribution by the latter group will 
be carried through the aforementioned and other channels, such as Skype, Jönköping 
University’s PingPong student page and direct face-to-face sharing.  
 
After responses were collected, we proceeded to run statistical analyses to determine the 
validity of the results and the implications they have. In doing so, IBM SPSS was selected, 
which is one of the major statistical software packages on the market, and the most commonly 
used one for quantitative scientific studies (Cook & Upton, 2008). Initially, a bivariate 
Pearson correlation was run for all the variables, except for the final questions regarding 
income level, which was deemed insignificant and purposefully excluded from the analysis. 
Secondly, Cronbach’s alpha scores were calculated correspondingly to the group of questions. 
Namely, those groups were: brand attachment, brand personality, brand community 
(Individual Factors, questions 1-8); moral avoidance, experiential avoidance, identity 
avoidance (Brand avoidance, questions 9-23); and Brand loyalty (questions 24-26).  
 
Subsequently, means were calculated for those meta-variables, and a bivariate Pearson 
correlation was run for all meta-variables and the questions on demographics, namely age, 
gender, and education level. Additional bivariate Pearson correlation tables were created for 
the three types of identity brand avoidance, identity brand avoidance as a meta-variable, and 
the three demographic categories included; and all the meta-variables along with the three 
meta-variables within identity brand avoidance (undesired self, reference groups, and 
deindividuation) and the demographics. 
  

3.5 Ethics, Validity, Reliability, Generalizability, and Limitations 

3.5.1 Ethics  
The survey is designed on egalitarian principles, and no favoritism is used during the selection 
of participants in our sample. The questions regarding demographics are deliberately placed in 
the end of the survey, as a way of ensuring each individual participant of the importance of 
our topic of interest, rather than their personal information. Having placed inquiries regarding 
individuals’ age, income, and gender in the beginning of the survey would perhaps cause 
some to alter their responses throughout the survey. 
 
3.5.2 Validity 
Validity denotes the design and appropriate to the population of interest. Validity is typically 
categorized into three different types of categories: internal, construct, and external validity 
(Trochim, 2006). 
 
Internal Validity 

This type of study seeks to establish a causal relationship between two or more variables, and 
it explains to what degree the presented research in the study can make inferences about the 
causal relationship that the researches are trying to establish (Trochim, 2006). The essence of 
internal validity is to determine whether the researchers can conclude with certainty that 
results from the study were due to manipulation of the independent variable, and not due to a 
"third variable". If a researcher can demonstrate that the manipulated variable caused the 
observed effect, the study is considered to be internally valid (Trochim, 2006). 
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Construct Validity 

This type of validity refers to the extent to with the researchers can state that accurate 
inferences are drawn from the operationalized measures in the study for the theoretical 
constructs from which they are based on (Trochim, 2006). Construct validity is when 
generalizations are made from the specificities of a study so that the work can connect to the 
broader concept it attempts to measure or draw conclusions from (Trochim, 2006). A study is 
then valid on the condition that the researcher can exhibit that the variables of interest have 
been properly operationalized (Trochim, 2006). 
 
External Validity 

When research is being conducted it is unrealistic to conduct a study on the entire population 
of interest, but instead the research must be conducted from a smaller sample in order to draw 
conclusions on the larger group (Pelham & Blanton, 2006). External validity refers to the 
extent to which the conclusion can be generalized to the broader population. If the conclusion 
is accurate as a generalization of the population, it is considered to have external validity 
(Pelham & Blanton, 2006) 
          
This paper aims to achieve internal validity through examining the interdependencies of 
different types of brand avoidance; hence, SPSS is used in order to test statistical significance. 
Thus, variables of interest are carefully operationalized so that comprehensive conclusions 
can be reached. In this manner the study also achieves external and construct validity. 
 
3.5.3 Reliability 
Reliability denotes the ability of a chosen instrument of measurement to produce results 
consistently (Rogers, 2010). Research is considered reliable if the same application on the 
same object of measurement results in the same results more than once (Rogers, 2010). 
Research reliability can be divided into four categories: test-retest reliability, parallel forms 
reliability, inter-rater reliability, and internal consistency reliability (Rogers, 2010). 
Test-retest reliability is a manner of assessing the consistency of a measure. This refers to 
reaching a result due to systemic rather than random factors (Rogers, 2010). Reliability 
measures the proportion of the variance of the results that is the true difference, and not the 
difference that occurs as a result of random factors (Rogers, 2010). 
 
Parallel form reliability is based on creating a large item, or participant pool representing a 
single domain, or universe; the size of the pool should be more than twice the size of the 
desired single test form (Rogers, 2010). It is also important that the item, participant, pool is 
large enough so that the content is well-represented (Rogers, 2010). A parallel test is then 
conducted by selection two items sets from the single content domain or universe. The 
selection of this can be done either by random selection, or by items being drawn from the 
homogeneous item pool (Rogers, 2010), which is subsequently assessed by sequentially 
administering both test forms to the same sample of respondents. The result is shown through 
a Pearson correlation score. (Rogers, 2010) 
 
Inter-rater reliability refers to the measurement to which different participants agree in a 
study (Upton & Cook, 2008). This category measures the consistency of the result when 
having different people evaluating the results. In other words, it evaluates the sets of results 
gathered from different assessors using the same methods (Upton & Cook, 2008). 
Internal consistency reliability estimates how much the results of the study would vary should 
slightly different items be used on the same participants (Rogers, 2010). Since researches aim 
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to measure constructs rather than one specific item, they have to know how big of an impact 
the item has on the test scores and the research inference (Rogers, 2010). 
  
This paper emphasizes the internal consistency reliability since the goal is to measure 
individual reaction to brand avoidance as a concept rather than a specific set of identity 
avoidance. It is important for us to understand how much of a difference there is between the 
different set of identity features of different brands to enable us to make an accurate 
conclusion of our research. Additionally, reliability is added to the study through the use of 
SPSS as a statistical analytical tool, and the inclusion of the test results in the appendix. Thus, 
those results may be tested and reinterpreted by future researchers, to either support or 
findings, or provide some basis for the further development of the theory.  
 
3.5.4 Generalizability 
“Generalizability theory is a statistical theory for evaluating the dependent variable or a 
behavioral measurement” (Webb & Shavelson, 2005, p.718). The theory focuses on the 
sources of measurement errors and disentangles them so it is possible to estimate each one of 
them individually. Behavioral measurement is considered a sample of all possible 
observations that decision makers perceive to be an eligible substitute for the original 
observation (Webb & Shavelson, 2005). For every other characteristic of the measurement the 
decision maker would be indifferent to, is a potential source for errors, that situation is 
referred to as a facet of a measurement (Webb & Shavelson, 2005). The generalizability study 
allows us to evaluate the dependability of the behavioral measurements since it facilitates the 
isolation of variables and estimation of the facets of measurement errors (Webb & Shavelson, 
2005). 
 
3.5.5 Limitations 
The choice of the aforementioned methods do, however, come with their limitations. While 
the survey is crafted to fully represent the intricacies of identity brand avoidance, the authors 
admit that there may have been important aspects of the subject topic which have been under- 
or misrepresented. Additionally, while the methods used are considered to be replicable in 
future research and presumed to provide comprehensive results, it is possible that the 
methodological foundations would require further adjustment and alteration in order to 
generate truly contributory academic findings. 

The goal of the survey will be to amass 200 individual respondents in order to have a large 
sample size which would result in potentially clearer results, and would add credibility to the 
study. The survey will be active for a period of 9 days for two main reasons: 1) so that a 
sufficient number of people may take the survey and improve the quality of the study; and 2) 
so that a time limitation is imposed, allowing the authors enough space to analyze and 
summarize the findings.  
 
However, there is a significant possibility that the target number of 200 participants will not 
be reached. This can be justified by the limited resources of the researchers, the narrow choice 
of online platforms used, and the limited amount of time available for the purposes of this 
thesis. Either way, a minimum of 80 responses will be collected in the process, so that 
statistical analysis can be run on the data, and clear conclusion to be drawn. Thus, the validity 
of this paper will not be compromised (Hobart, Cano, Warner, Thompson, 2012). 
 
Individual geographical data will not be collected due to generalizing approach of the study 
and the overall character of the phenomenon of brand avoidance. Determining any significant 
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relationship between geographic location and various types of brand avoidance would require 
either an extremely large sample size, or focusing on one or several geographical areas. 
Nevertheless, further research into this relationship may provide insight for brand managers 
on a local or regional level.   

Chapter 4: Results 
In this chapter the survey results are presented and interpreted. The process of analysis is described, and the 
findings are tied to the theoretical background in order to lay the foundation for the Discussion. 

A total of 120 responses were obtained. Out of those, seven responses were excluded due to 
incoherence. The sample contained a well-balanced sample of 64 males (57%) and 49 
females. Out of the 113 valid respondents, there were 3 (2.7%) individuals under the age of 
20, 75 (66.4%) were from 20 to 25 years old, 19 (16.8%) were from 26 to 30 years old, 7 
(6.2%) were from 31 to 40 years old, and 9 (8%) were above the age of 40. Regarding the 
level of education of the respondents, 24 (21%) had a high school education or equivalent, 
and 89 (79%) were either in the process of completing or already had completed a university 
degree.  
 
Descriptive statistics, including the means, standard deviations, and correlation between the 
individual variables are provided in Figure 1. The data show significant correlation among 
several variables, as predicted. 
 
Figure 1. Descriptive Statistics 
 

Descriptive Statistics 
 

N Minimum Maximum Mean Std. Deviation Variance 

Brand Attachment 113 1,50 6,00 3,8761 1,05967 1,123 
Brand_Personality 113 1,00 6,00 3,8260 1,00898 1,018 
Brand Community 113 1,00 6,00 3,9646 1,19884 1,437 
Moral_Avoidance 113 2,67 6,00 4,6785 ,87506 ,766 
Experiential Avoidance 113 2,67 6,00 4,8289 ,86386 ,746 
Identity_Avoidance 113 1,44 5,22 3,4444 ,69643 ,485 
Brand Loyalty 113 1,00 6,00 2,7434 1,19108 1,419 
Undesired_Self 113 1,33 6,00 3,9233 ,93754 ,879 
Reference_Groups 113 1,00 5,00 2,7050 ,88164 ,777 
Deindividuation 113 1,67 6,00 3,7050 ,94780 ,898 
Brand_Avoidance 113 2,70 5,74 4,3173 ,60699 ,368 
Valid N (listwise) 113      

 

After running scale tests for Cronbach’s alpha for all groups of variables, all groups were 
proven significant for an exploratory work (α > 0.6), with the except of Deindividuation 
(α=0.466). All meta-variables were also significant at α>0.7, except for the three categories of 
Identity Brand avoidance, namely Undesired Self (α=0.66), Reference Groups (α=0.595), and 
Deindividuation. However, when testing for Identity Brand Avoidance as a combination of 
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the three subcategories, we found statistical significance at α=0.718. This also gave us an 
analytical base to form the category of Identity brand avoidance as a meta-variable, similar to 
Moral (α = 0.673) and Experiential brand avoidance (α = 0.711). 
 
The data show that both Moral and Experiential brand avoidance are more significant to the 
consumer in comparison to identity brand avoidance. However, different categories of brand 
avoidance reinforce each other, which implies that brand avoidance is fluid, and its main 
cause may shift between any of the three categories. 

4.1 Moral avoidance 

Moral avoidance (μ = 4.7; σ=0.88) shows that consumers are most concerned with whether or 
not the brand is behaving in an oppressive manner or hurting anybody in the process of 
producing and selling the goods or services. This leads to the notion that consumers are 
increasingly conscious of what they buy and which brands they choose to support. 
 
One’s moral or rather immoral behavior is a signal of one’s own identity, and thus, an 
important variable when socializing with others (Berger, 2008a). Therefore, being more aware 
of individual ethical behavior through virtue signaling (Berger, 2008b) has become 
increasingly important for consumers. This is confirmed by the data, which shows the 
significance of all three tested variables and the strong position expressed by respondents. 

4.2 Experiential avoidance 

Experiential avoidance (μ=4.8; σ=.86) remains one of the main causes of brand avoidance, 
proving to be the most significant among the three types. As consumers become more aware 
of the brand’s attitude and actions, they grow more demanding of the provided experience. As 
demonstrated by the data, negative experiences can effective cause a person to actively avoid 
a brand. 

4.3 Identity avoidance 

When analyzing the data for identity brand avoidance (μ=3.4; σ=0.7), it is clear that both 
moral and experiential avoidance play a bigger role in consumers’ perception. Means of all 
variables for identity avoidance (μUS=3.9; μRG=2.7; μDI=3.7) are considerably lower than 
either of the other two types of brand avoidance.   
 
Of the three main issues in identity avoidance, reference groups were considered to be of least 
significance to participants (μ=2.7; σ=0.88). This is in line with existing literature which 
emphasizes the individuality of the consumer and their growing independence (Snyder & 
Fromkin, 1980; Campbell, 1986; Kernis, 1984). The data confirms that less influence can be 
exerted on individuals within the brand community and even outside of it. Consumers are 
significantly less affected by the brand targeting perceived “outsiders” who do not share the 
values of the community, contrary to Charmley et al. (2012). The most influence on the 
individual is exerted from within one’s own social circle as explained by Kim et al. (2014). 
This conclusion is reaffirmed by the data; however, this influence is considerably less 
important when compared to other tested factors, such as brand identity (μ=3.82; σ=0.88). 
 
According to the survey results, the two main drivers of identity brand avoidance are 
undesired self and deindividuation. As predicted, authenticity and the projected message of a 
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brand is very important for consumers, as it re-affirms their own identity and signals specific 
values to others (Fournier, 1998). Also, the data confirms the assumption that a change in 
price, regardless of whether a good or service becomes more or less expensive, alters the 
symbolic value of the brand (Berger, 2008a). 

4.4 Brand Loyalty 

Brand loyalty yielded low results (μ=2.7; σ=1.19), which indicates that individuals are 
decreasingly likely to be repeat customers for a single brand. Even when consumers would 
like to establish a long-term relationship with a brand, their demands are relatively high, and 
they are not afraid the abandon the brand in search of a new provider (Oliver, 1999; Khan & 
Lee, 2014). 
 
This is one of the reasons that brand loyalty is decreasing in importance in the minds of 
consumers, as brand avoidance increases in frequency. With lower brand switching costs 
individuals can express their unique preferences and values without being tied to a single 
brand but rather to a network of brands, as Lee et al. (2009b) explains. Thus, a brand in that 
network can be replaced with relative ease in a highly competitive industry, or when the level 
of involvement is perceived to be low (Bosnjak & Rudolph, 2008; Oliver, 1999). 
 

Chapter 5: Discussion 
Chapter five expands upon the results of the survey and proposes a novel understanding of the brand avoidance 
model. It is divided into three sections with the first two presenting two models that were developed during the 
analysis of results, and the third focusing on the theoretical and practical implications of this work. 

After receiving the results, several meta-variables were created with the goal of analyzing the 
data in a comprehensive manner to make solid conclusions. Thus, nine initial meta-variables 
are formed: brand attachment, brand personality, brand community, moral avoidance, 
experiential avoidance, undesired self, reference groups, deindividuation, and brand loyalty. 
For further study, two additional meta-variables were created: identity brand avoidance, 
consisting of undesired self, deindividuation, and reference groups; and brand avoidance, 
consisting of moral avoidance, experiential avoidance, and identity avoidance.  
 
Subsequently, two models were developed using linear regression analysis. The first model is 
based upon moral avoidance as the dependent variable, and experiential avoidance, reference 
groups, deindividuation, undesired self, and gender as independents (R2=0.34; σ =0.73, See 
Figure 2) . The latter model analyzes undesired self as the dependent variable, and brand 
community, moral, experiential avoidance, reference groups, and deindividuation as 
independents (R2=0.494; σ=0.68, See Figure 3). The results are significant and further 
validate our findings, as well as provide a comprehensive basis for evaluation.  

5.1 Model 1: Moral Avoidance 

As described earlier in this work, moral avoidance is the process of excluding particular 
brands due to incongruence between individual and brand values, or the perception that the 
organization is harming parties in their operations (Lee, 2007; Lee et al, 2009b). Thus, 
consumers shape their own “constellation” of brands, whose messages they are aligned with 
(Fournier, 1998; de Chernatony & Dall’Olmo Riley, 1998). Furthermore, moral avoidance is 
built upon one’s own personal beliefs and subsequently reinforced by the collective opinion of 
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the community, whether it is social or brand community (McAlexander, Schouten & Koenig, 
2002; Muniz & O’Guinn, 2011). However, arguably the most significant influence on this 
category of brand avoidance is the perceived differences between personal and company 
values (Rindell et al, 2013). 
 
This research indicates that the strongest predictor of moral avoidance is gender (B=.44; 
β=0.25), meaning that stronger moral brand avoidance was exhibited by female respondents. 
Considering the fairly equal distribution of males and females in our survey responses, this 
finding can be extrapolated to a larger sample size. Furthermore, it also leads to the notion 
that not only are women “more moral” and empathetic in their exclusion of specific brands; 
they are also more likely to give a stronger ethical position when asked about moral issues, as 
suggested by various researchers in ethics (Hunt, 1997; Bateman & Valentine, 2010). 
 
Figure 2. Linear Regression Analysis - Model 1: Moral Avoidance 
 

Model Summary 
Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 

1 ,579a ,335 ,304 ,73008 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Gender, Reference_Groups, Experiential_avoidance, Deindividuation, Undesired_Self 

 
ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 28,729 5 5,746 10,780 ,000b 

Residual 57,033 107 ,533   

Total 85,762 112    

a. Dependent Variable: Moral_avoidance 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Gender, Reference_Groups, Experiential_avoidance, Deindividuation, Undesired_Self 

 
Coefficientsa 

Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig. 
B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 2,044 ,483  

4,230 ,000 
Experiential Avoidance ,178 ,092 ,175 1,937 ,055 
Undesired_Self ,272 ,096 ,291 2,835 ,005 
Reference Groups -,215 ,085 -,217 -2,525 ,013 
Deindividuation ,179 ,082 ,194 2,198 ,030 
Gender ,437 ,142 ,249 3,077 ,003 

a. Dependent Variable: Moral_avoidance 
 
When determining the effect of types of identity avoidance on moral avoidance, both 
undesired self (B=0.27; β=0.29) and deindividuation (B=0.18; β=0.19) have a positive impact 
on moral avoidance, while reference groups (B=-0.22; β=-0.22) have a negative one. On the 
one hand, these findings lead to the conception that excluding certain brands from one’s 
purchasing pool, on the basis of moral virtues and ethical standards, is a tool to reaffirm one’s 
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own identity. On the other hand, complying with reference groups and modifying one’s 
purchasing decisions to fit those of their peers and close ones leads to “less moral” consumer 
behavior. Thus, diverging from social groups reaffirms individuality, and adherence to 
personal principles, which is similar to the findings of Rindell et al. (2013). 
 
Finally, experiential avoidance also reinforces moral avoidance (B=0.18; β=0.18). The results 
are in agreement with Lee et al’s (2009a, b, 2012) description of various motives converging 
to select an organization out and cause brand avoidance. Additionally, power imbalances 
between multinational brands and their consumers are another driver for moral avoidance 
(Foucault, 1980). 
 
Moral brand avoidance is mainly driven by personal impressions and interactions with brand, 
and it varies largely on a personal basis. The message the brand projects and how it 
communicates to the individual and other consumers, is less important for the brand avoider 
than their own experience with the provider. Thus, expanding on Lee et al.’s (2009a) 
explanation of resisting the dominant factors that exists within the fundamental elements of 
moral brand avoidance, a key approach is taken into the social/group aspects of moral brand 
avoidance rather than that of the individual consumer. This is also in line with the findings by 
Lee (2007) which explains that moral brand avoidance has greater impact on the overall 
societal aspect rather than the individual consumer due to its difference in rationale compared 
to other types of avoidance.  
 

5.2 Model 2: Undesired Self 

Undesired self, the most notable category of identity brand avoidance (μ=3.92,σ=0.94), is 
heavily dependent on several factors. First, experiential avoidance exerts the most influence 
on undesired self (B=0.43, β=0.4). Once consumers perceives that brand cannot meet their 
expectation, i.e. the promises made by the brand cannot be kept, consumers will wish to 
dissociate themselves from that organization (Lee, 2007). Secondly, the brand becomes a 
symbol of underperformance, and individuals wish to avoid any connection with it as a tool to 
preserve their reputation and image (Lee et al, 2009a; Berger, 2008a), confirmed by the 
dependence on deindividuation (B=0.2; β=0.21). Such patterns of action are further confirmed 
by moral avoidance (B=0.21; β=0.19), and separating the individual purchaser from the 
morally inconsistent brand. 
 
However, consumers do not engage in this behavior simply due to pride or egotismbut also to 
maintain their character in the eyes of their peers and close ones. Finally, survey data 
confirms that both brand community (B=0.18; β=0.24), and reference groups (B=0.21; β=0.2) 
are influential factors for undesired self. This finding confirms that individuals avoid certain 
providers in order to prevent a negative change in their perceived personality, which would be 
unattractive to themselves (Lee et al, 2009a; 2012; Berger, 2008b; Chernev, Hamilton, Gal, 
2011). Moreover, should consumers find themselves at odds with the values and messages 
spread by the brand and iterated by fellow consumers, they are inclined to terminate the 
relationship (Fournier, 1998). 
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Figure 3. Linear Regression Analysis - Model 2:Undesired Self 
Model Summary 

Model R R Square Adjusted R Square Std. Error of the Estimate 
1 ,703a ,494 ,471 ,68209 
a. Predictors: (Constant), Moral_avoidance, Reference_Groups, Brand_community, Deindividuation, Experiential_avoidance 

 
ANOVAa 

Model Sum of Squares df Mean Square F Sig. 
1 Regression 48,665 5 9,733 20,920 ,000b 

Residual 49,782 107 ,465   

Total 98,446 112    

a. Dependent Variable: Undesired_Self 
b. Predictors: (Constant), Moral_avoidance, Reference_Groups, Brand_community, Deindividuation, Experiential_avoidance 

 
 
 

Coefficientsa 
Model Unstandardized Coefficients Standardized Coefficients t Sig. 

B Std. Error Beta 
1 (Constant) -1,188 ,509  

-2,334 ,021 
Brand Community ,184 ,058 ,235 3,184 ,002 
Experiential_Avoidance ,432 ,083 ,398 5,182 ,000 
Reference Groups ,211 ,080 ,199 2,654 ,009 
Deindividuation ,204 ,075 ,206 2,707 ,008 
Moral_avoidance ,207 ,086 ,193 2,396 ,018 

a. Dependent Variable: Undesired_Self 
 
Given that this study is based on the results of a questionnaire, it is acknowledge that an 
analysis of a controlled study group and their behavioral patterns in regards to brands and 
brand avoidance may reveal a different reality. However, considering the data received, there 
is reason to believe that negative reference groups play a less significant role in causing brand 
avoidance. Compared to any other category of identity brand avoidance:  moral and 
experiential avoidance, one’s willingness to avoid brands is barely affected based on one’s 
immediate friends, family and significant others’ opinion of it. This supports the findings by 
Kim et al. (2014) that consumers are not likely to avoid certain brands due to social pressure. 
 

5.3 Theoretical and practical implications 

Having analyzed a large sample of responses, our analysis lead to the conclusion that either: 
 

1. The phenomenon of brand avoidance occurs as a result of converging factors and 
different categories of the issue, and they mutually reinforce each other in the process 
of behavioral adjustment, as argued by Lee et al (2009b, 2012); or 
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2. Brand avoidance initially manifests itself as a specific category of the phenomenon; 
however, in order to achieve a sense of congruence and justify their decisions, both 
within themselves and their community, consumers tend to adopt other types of 
avoidance to solidify their case against the certain brand. 

 
In essence, if one avoids a particular product or service provider due to a negative experience, 
then it can be argued that they also see further association with that provider as having a 
negative impact on their own personality, as they do not wish to associate with any entity of 
low perceived value (Lee, 2007). The same can be inferred regarding moral avoidance: 
consumers adjust their purchasing behavior and brand attitudes on the basis of their 
perception of the brand and themselves, as well as the interaction between them. Once the 
relationship is compromised, and the provider has deviated from the boundaries of what is 
morally acceptable to the purchaser, further association makes the consumer complicit with 
the other’s actions.  
 
For practitioners, this has several implication. First, brands should aim to create a congruence 
of brand image, brand messaging, and consumer experience. Our findings show that 
individuals perceive organizations holistically, and their avoidance may be driven by various 
factors. Second, values that are shared by the consumer, must be reiterated by the brand, and 
continuously emphasized to further develop the consumer-brand relationship, as well as 
provide a solid foundation for its development. Third, we can conclude that brands need to 
view brand avoidance as a phenomenon consisting of several interdependent variables; not 
focusing on them independently, but rather as a group of factors that enforce each other. 
These conditions present a dynamic environment for managers who should acknowledge its 
challenges and react accordingly. Finally, as Lam et al (2012) suggest, it would be wise for 
brand managers to further adapt their approach to marketing depending on national markets, 
thus meeting a variation in brand recognition demand.  
 

Chapter 6: Conclusion 
This section summarizes the data in a comprehensive fashion and outlines the two main findings of this study. 

This study set out to examine the connections and interdependencies among the three types of 
brand avoidance - moral, experiential, and identity avoidance, outlined by Lee et al (2009b). 
To better understand the model, we analyzed the categories, with a specific focus on identity 
avoidance, and its three subcategories (undesired self, reference groups, and deindividuation). 
 
Following the analysis of our survey results, we confirm Lee et al’s (2009b; 2012) claim that 
different types of brand avoidance can occur simultaneously. This occurs in one of two ways: 
1) various causes converge to cause brand avoidance; or 2) specific factors cause a specific 
type of brand avoidance, after which the consumer justifies their behavior to adopting other 
types of avoidance. 
 
These findings have both theoretical and practical application. Future consumer behavior and 
brand management researchers could attempt to further develop the understanding of brand 
avoidance as an active process of mutually dependent factors, and attempt to quantify these 
relationships. Brand managers should evaluate their company’s performance and resistance to 
brand avoidance, and aim to achieve congruence of consumer experience and message. 
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Based on the data received, it is evident that the causes of identity brand avoidance are 
dependent on the consumer’s personal beliefs and self-perception. If a brand adopts patterns 
of behavior in contrast to the individual consumer’s values, the consumer loses their incentive 
to associate with that brand. Despite the fact that the data shows that identity brand avoidance 
is not a significant source of brand avoidance on its own, it does enforce the other sources of 
the phenomenon in a significant way. Furthermore, the research points to two significant 
factors which exert influence on brand avoidance: gender, which influences moral avoidance; 
and brand community, which affects undesired self, and hence, identity brand avoidance. The 
research also provides answers to which individual categories of brand avoidance are most 
important. Experiential avoidance and moral avoidance are the main drivers of the 
phenomenon, while identity avoidance is a moderating factor for the former two.  

 

Chapter 7: Future Research 
This chapter proposes potential channels for further research. 

One suggestion for future research is to analyze the connections among the various underlying 
factors in brand avoidance. Throughout the study, connections are drawn to the various 
aspects of identity brand avoidance, and their convergence to cause the phenomenon, rather 
than an individual factor (such as undesired self) being its sole driver. There is reason to 
believe that identity brand avoidance is driven by all of the factors’ mutual interaction and 
that ultimately, the sum of their effects amounts to identity brand avoidance. 
 
The same can be inferred about brand avoidance in general. The link between identity brand 
avoidance and moral brand avoidance should be studied further. The results of the study have 
shown that moral avoidance often causes identity brand avoidance which could also explain 
the scarcity of research on identity brand avoidance, and the prevalence of focus on 
experiential and moral brand avoidance. Meanwhile, experiential brand avoidance has shown 
to converge with identity brand avoidance to some degree, however, in most cases it plays an 
insignificant role and is outweighed by the importance of other factors. Thus, further research 
is needed to understand the fundamental concepts and the interplay between them. 
 
The models presented in this academic paper should be further developed and the processes 
repeated to establish the validity of our research method.Future researchers should examine 
the possibility of identity avoidance being a moderating factor to moral and experiential 
avoidance, rather than a separate category of the phenomenon. Determining the exact role of 
identity avoidance would allow both theorists and practitioners to create more successful 
consumer-brand relationships, and a more developed analytical framework. 
 
Finally, a longitudinal study may provide significant insight by tracking consumers’ 
tendencies toward brand avoidance over an extended period of time. Such research could 
show how consumer attitudes and behaviors change in terms of brand avoidance. The findings 
could further clarify the relationships among brand avoidance and fundamental concepts like 
brand loyalty, brand attachment, brand symbolism and others. In accordance with Schmitt’s 
(2012) suggestion, an innovative approach like consumer neuroscience may provide the 
empirical base for the development of the subject. 
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Chapter 8: Limitations 
The final section acknowledges the weaknesses that were revealed during the course of the study, and points out 
several factors that prevent the study from being as complete as possible. 

This study is limited by several factors. Firstly, the focus of this paper was brand avoidance, 
with an emphasis on identity avoidance, and the interdependencies between the three initial 
categories (moral, experiential, identity avoidance). While there were significant findings 
provided by this study, it ignored the expanded models of brand avoidance, for example 
deficit-value avoidance. Analyzing all proposed categories of brand avoidance and examining 
the relationships among them would allow future researchers to refine the theoretical model. 
Thus, the subject would solidify its position in marketing literature, and brand managers 
would be able to apply specific strategies to mitigate the effects of brand avoidance. 
 
Secondly, by conducting a survey, there may be some degree of obscurity in the structure and 
design of the questions. The online survey could be supplemented with examples of products 
or services which consumers would relate to. Respondents’ feedback after taking the survey 
revealed: 1) that the questions were perceived as inquiries in regards to products, rather than 
products and services, as was originally intended; and 2) that the survey takers felt inclined to 
provide a certain type of response. For example, questions on moral avoidance were said to 
prompt respondents to express agreement with the statement. Future research should aim to 
eliminate any perceived bias through running internal tests and evaluating the respondent 
experience. 
 
Despite ambitions to be able to extrapolate the findings to a large scale and ultimately, to the 
general consumer, this paper is limited by the size of the sample for the survey. The initial 
goal of 200 respondents was not met due to the limitations in time and public accessibility. 
However, considering the large amount of participants engaged in the survey, the probability 
of being a significant difference is rather low. 
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Appendix 

Figure I. Questionnaire 

Introduction 

The following questions are designed to reveal specific factors concerning the relationship between 
brands and consumers. Please answer as accurately and honestly as possible.  

Q1 Individual factors 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree Somewhat 

disagree 
Somewhat 

agree Agree Strongly 
Agree 

1. I prefer to find a brand 
which I feel comfortable 
with and sticking with it 

rather than switching 
between multiple brands. 

            

2. I feel that the brands I 
associate with understand 

me. 
            

3. The brands I associate 
with share similar values.             

4. The brands I associate 
with share similar 

attitudes. 
            

5. I express my identity 
through the brands I 

associate with. 
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Q2 Consider your favorite brand. Refer to that brand as Brand X. 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree Somewhat 

disagree 
Somewhat 

agree Agree Strongly 
agree 

6. I like being 
perceived as a 
consumer of 

Brand X. 

            

7. I support the 
Brand X's 
message. 

            

8. I enjoy being 
part of Brand 

X's community. 
            

 

 

Q3 Moral issues 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree Somewhat 

disagree 
Somewhat 

agree Agree Strongly 
agree 

9. I would not associate 
myself with Brand X if 

it behaves in an 
unethical of immoral 

manner. 

            

10. I would not 
associate myself with 
Brand X if it becomes 
oppressive and overly 

dominant. 

            

11. I would not associate 
myself with Brand X if 
it is hurting somebody. 
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Q4 Consumer experience 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree Somewhat 

disagree 
Somewhat 

agree Agree Strongly 
agree 

12. I would not 
associate myself with 

Brand X if the 
quality of the 

product / service 
decreases. 

            

13. I would not 
associate myself with 

Brand X if I have a 
negative experience 

with the brand. 

            

14. I would not 
associate myself with 

Brand X if it 
becomes 

inconvenient for me 
to do so. 

            

 

 

Q5 Identity 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree Somewhat 

disagree 
Somewhat 

agree Agree Strongly 
agree 

15. I would not 
associate myself 

with Brand X if its 
message becomes 
irrelevant to me. 

            

16. I would not 
associate myself 
with Brand X if I 

perceive its 
message to be 
inauthentic. 

            

17. I would not 
associate myself 
with Brand X if 

their prices change 
dramatically either 

up or down. 
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Q6 Reference groups 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree Somewhat 

disagree 
Somewhat 

agree Agree Strongly 
agree 

18. I would not associate 
myself with Brand X if 

people in the brand 
community switch to 

another brand or leave 
the community. 

            

19. I would not associate 
myself with Brand X if 
my significant other / 
member of my family 

suggest I do. 

            

20. I would not associate 
myself with Brand X if 

the brand message 
targets people outside the 

brand community who 
don’t share the same 

values as me (the brand 
community). 

            

 

 

Q7 Individual value 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree Somewhat 

disagree 
Somewhat 

agree Agree Strongly 
agree 

21. I would not 
associate myself 
with Brand X if 

people 
immediately 

associate me with 
the brand. 

            

22. I would not 
associate myself 
with Brand X if I 

can no longer 
express my 

identity through 
it. 

            

23. I would not 
associate myself 
with Brand X if 

the message 
comes in sharp 
conflict with my 
cultural and/or 

religious beliefs / 
values. 

            

 

 



44 
 

Q8 Brand loyalty 

 Strongly 
disagree Disagree Somewhat 

disagree 
Somewhat 

agree Agree Strongly 
agree 

24. Brand X is a 
valuable part of 

my life. 
            

25. Most of my 
friends recognize 

me as a user of 
Brand X. 

            

26. I would never 
leave Brand X.             

 

Q9 Gender 

 Male 
 Female 
 

Q10 Year of birth 

 2010 
 2009 
 2008 
 2007 
 2006 
 2005 
 2004 
 2003 
 2002 
 2001 
 2000 
 1999 
 1998 
 1997 
 1996 
 1995 
 1994 
 1993 
 1992 
 1991 
 1990 
 1989 
 1988 
 1987 
 1986 
 1985 
 1984 
 1983 
 1982 
 1981 
 1980 
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 1979 
 1978 
 1977 
 1976 
 1975 
 1974 
 1973 
 1972 
 1971 
 1970 
 1969 
 1968 
 1967 
 1966 
 1965 
 1964 
 1963 
 1962 
 1961 
 1960 
 1959 
 1958 
 1957 
 1956 
 1955 
 1954 
 1953 
 1952 
 1951 
 1950 
 1949 
 1948 
 1947 
 1946 
 1945 
 1944 
 1943 
 1942 
 1941 
 1940 
 1939 
 1938 
 1937 
 1936 
 1935 
 1934 
 1933 
 1932 
 1931 
 1930 
  



46 
 

Q11 Education 

 Primary 
 High School 
 University degree 
 

Q12 Annual household income (Feel free to round the sum) 

Nominal … 
 
Q13 Denominated in the following currency: 

 USD 
 EUR 
 GBP 
 SEK 
 NOK 
 JPY 
 CAD 
 AUD 
 CNY 
 CHF 
 SGD 
 HKD 
 MXN 
 NZD 
 RUB 
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Figure II. Pearson Correlation Table 
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