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Abstract: Brand hate can be defined as the consumer’s dissatisfaction with the product or service
performance. The consumer’s hatred of the brand is related to the desire for revenge and avoidance.
This kind of emotion does not remain only a desire; it is often transformed into real actions that lead
to consumer behavior. Although the analysis of the literature provides useful insights and interesting
suggestions about the phenomenon of brand hate, to date, very few studies and scales that are capable
of measuring this phenomenon have been developed, especially in the Italian context. The present
work investigated the psychometric properties of an Italian adaptation of the BHSs (N = 422) with the
aim of verifying the same factor structure found in the original German version. Results confirmed
a one-factor structure (first order, 6 items). Moreover, the scale was found to be invariant across
gender. This suggests that companies must first have adequate systems and mechanisms in place to
understand the reasons that drive consumers to hate the brand and implement recovery strategies to
address this hatred. The achievement of sustainability or failure to do so can add to or detract from
a brand’s value in the marketplace.
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1. Introduction

Our current society, dominated by the spread of the internet and the hyper connectivity of human
relationships, has made online debate and communication a usual and uninterrupted “exchange” that
permeates every area of human society and enriches it for better or for worse. In particular, with the
development of social media and sites in general, the web became a fertile terrain for the so-called
“hate speech” phenomenon, which is a phenomenon that transcends virtual reality and affects real life
on several levels, included brands and its companies [1–3].

In Italy, the brand hate online theme, even though debated, is a rather tangible reality that scares
most of the companies, which have gradually lost control of their brand image and of their brand
value. To date, the increasing spread of anti-branding sites [4] is one of the clearest manifestations
of the increased power of consumers [5]. Brand hate is a negative intense emotional state capable
of influencing the consumers’ relationship and attitude toward certain brands and their related
companies [6]. Although today the analysis of the literature provides useful insights and interesting
suggestions about the phenomenon of brand hate, especially in the Italian context, there are very
few studies and scales that are capable of measuring this phenomenon. Indeed, the Italian SWG’s
(Standard Wire Gauge) study indicates the necessity to delve into this phenomenon [7], which shows
that 81% of managers consider companies as the target of hatred and fake news, which blemish the
brand image online.
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From the managerial point of view, the analysis and comprehension of this phenomenon bring
important implications; therefore, both our research and data in the literature confirm that it is
important for all companies to wisely exploit this knowledge and to study this phenomenon in order
to early identify those potential antecedents sources of risk, strengthen and defend itself, and at the
same time favor consumers’ satisfaction [8,9].

In the field of consumer behavior studies, there is a lack of studies into negative brand relationships.
People remember negative events more than positive ones. Furthermore, the negative word pass
has more effect than the positive one. The little attention paid to negative consumer emotions has
produced studies of a qualitative nature. The present study aims to verify the psychometric properties
of the brand hate short scale in the Italian context; it underlines the importance of outlining a tool that
is able to detect the perceptions and negative emotions of consumer respect toward the brand. It is also
believed that it is more convenient to use a short scale because, in accordance with the literature on
very large samples, the short scale is particularly efficient and effective. When scales are intended to be
used for individual assessments, it is indeed important to have a reliable score interpretation [10] (p. 4).
Using structural equation models, it is possible to guarantee short measuring scales that have the same
construct and criterion validity as long scales, which have the advantage of guaranteeing effective
individual measurements. In the case of the brand hate construct, it is evident how emotion drives
consumer behavior. However, is fundamental to understand its determinants because its attitude is
not necessarily stable and long lasting. The postmodern consumer is flexible; the reference values
are no longer constant: even sustainable choices could not be dictated so much by “believing” in the
validity type of choice. For companies, it is important to understand the determinants that push the
consumer to make different consumption choices that are based on new behavioral patterns, but it
must be done with effective and efficient measuring scales that guarantee the correct measurement
validity of the construct in question.

1.1. Conceptualizations of Brand Hate Psychology and Consumer Research

It should be emphasized that the construct of brand hate is not born as a simple opposite of the
construct of brand love but has its own specific multidimensional and complex nature. As claimed by
Eagly and Chaiken [11], both positive and negative judgments contribute equally but in the opposite
sense to determine preferences for the choice of product. Usually, the base cognitive constructs of both
types of evaluation are different and tendentially not equivalent. At the same time, many individuals
in reference to a specific product can have positive and negative judgments and merge them in
order to have a remarkable attitude at the beginning and then a specific purchasing behavior [12]
(p. 2). The most interesting contributions on brand hate are those of Sternberg [13] and of Opotow
and McClelland [14]. Sternberg [13], with his Triangular Theory of Hate, identifies three primary
components that comprise hate: the negation of intimacy, passion, and commitment. This “triangle
of hate” seems to be composed by the particular emotions and actions associated with each of the
three components.

Although Sternberg [13] in his studies of hate does not refer directly to the consumer psychology
or to the construct of brand hate, his model seems to fit perfectly and is also able to explain the typical
consumer behavior of a hater.

Opotow and McClelland [14] instead focused on the dynamic nature of the concept of hate,
identifying it as a process that develops from specific antecedents mediated by different variables
such as emotions, rationalizations, beliefs, and moral values to transform them into specific behaviors.
Key elements of this model are antecedents, affect, cognitions, morals, and behaviors. The antecedents
show those particular life experiences of the subject as an individual or as a member of a group,
which contributed to the creation of his own vision of the world; such experiences are able to develop
just a predisposition to hate. Antecedents on the individual level are simply negative experiences
or unconscious painful memories; on the group level, they are stories and experiences with a very
intense negative meaning [14] (p. 81). In the context of consumer psychology and in the theory
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of brand hate, this is perfectly linked with the concepts of symbolic incongruity and ideological
incompatibility [1,9]. Behavior can have a totally different aspect: it can be quiescent or it can lead to
violent actions, both verbal and physical. Referring to the theorization of brand hate, these behaviors
can be translated into exit and rejection, negative WOM (Word Of Mouth), online public complaining,
and marketplace aggression.

One of the first conceptualizations of brand hate was provided by Grégoire et al. [15], which in
detail focused on the description of some possible outcomes generated by hate toward a brand:
consumer desire for revenge and consumer desire for avoidance.

Rotman et al.’s [16] contribution goes in line with this concept; indeed, it is focused on the
consumer who perceives a brand as harmful and performing unethical behaviors, such as lying,
cheating, or stealing. Other research has established that when companies and brands do specific
transgressions (such as corporate social irresponsibility and negative brand reputation), it typically
results in punishment by consumers in the form of brand hate [1,9], fewer repurchases [17], negative
word of mouth (N-WOM), and boycotts [18].

Johnson et al. [19], which elaborate their study starting from the reflection on the dissolution of
consumer–brand relationships, also theorize brand hate. The hate is considered one of the outcomes
triggered by this break, and it is also presented as strong opposition from the consumer toward
the brand. The two constructs of revenge and guilt, which contribute to the process that brings
consumers to behave hatefully, assume importance in this conceptualization. Furthermore, Dalli et
al. [20] proposed their conceptualization on brand hate, defining it in detail as brand dislike. This study
is very interesting because it focuses on the analysis and description of the possible antecedents of
brand hate; precisely, they identify a product brand level (dislike depends on unsatisfaction with some
product or service characteristics), a user brand level (dislike depends on negative stereotypes and poor
self-expression properties), and finally a corporate brand level (dislike depends on companies’ unethical
practice). Another Italian contribution is also provided by Romani et al. [21] based on the study of
negative emotions toward the brand. They describe hate as an emotion descriptor (along with contempt
and revulsion) that “implies consumers’ rejection of the brand based on unappealing evaluations” [21]
(p.12). In their study on luxury brands, Bryson et al. [6] define brand hate as “an intense negative
emotional affect toward the brand” (p. 395); they also identified four potential antecedents: a brand’s
country-of-origin, customer dissatisfaction with the product, consumers’ negative stereotypes about
the brand, and corporate social performance.

According to the approach of Zarantonello et al. [8], brand hate is described as the different emotions
that consumers feel when they hate a brand. They considered different emotions (anger, contempt,
disgust, fear, disappointment, shame, and dehumanization), and they also identified antecedents
(corporate wrongdoings, violation of expectation . . . ) and outcomes (complaining, negative WOM,
protest, and patronage reduction/cessation). Finally, the contribution of Hegner et al. [1], which our
theorization is based on, defines brand hate as “a more intense emotional response that consumers
have toward a brand than brand dislike” (p. 14). They also analyzed and described three potential
antecedents (negative past experience, symbolic incongruity, and ideological incompatibility) and four
behavioral outcomes (exit and rejection, negative WOM, online public complaining, and marketplace
aggression).

1.2. Emotions’ Role in Consumer Behavior

Considering a deeper and more complete understanding of the brand hate phenomenon, it is
indispensable to focus on the important role fulfilled by emotions. Buying behavior moves within
a complex dynamic that singles out a considerable variety of modulating factors [22]. Emotional states
motivate and are associated with consumption choices: individuals may feel guilty for having bought
something very expensive or regret and be ashamed for possessing an embarrassing product, or they
might even feel joy and are proud of the fashionable product’s ostentation [23].
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The consumer emotional sphere stimulates the interest of companies and marketing and encourage
scholars in the study of this phenomenon.

Other researchers over the years [24,25] have dealt with studying the relationship between
consumers and brand, identifying a specific emotional linked between consumers and consumer
objects, brand included. Regarding this “emotional attachment”, relevant and interesting analogies are
emerged with the attachment that develops between human beings, which has been widely described
and studied by Bowlby: exactly as an individual closely related to another is willing to make sacrifices
for this person and remain faithful, in the same way a consumer emotionally tied to a brand will show
brand loyalty and will also be willing to pay more to have it [26–29].

In the study of emotions, we have to consider both negative and positive emotions because they
affect the consumer behavior [30].

Consumers may indeed be satisfied with a product or service, but this does not automatically
guarantee consumer loyalty and devotion to the brand. They trust the brand and its performance and
are satisfied with the benefit they earn, but they do not reach the level that triggers a stronger bond,
which is typical of brand love [27,31]. Brand love is one of the strongest consumer-brand relationships
since it includes all the variables mentioned above, and it also contributes to the adoption of the specific
behavior: passionate desire to use, willingness to invest resources, self-brand integration, and positive
emotional connection [32,33].

From a negative emotions point of view, brand avoidance emerges as a weak form of a bad
relationship between consumers and a brand. This reaction shows up after dissatisfaction, undesired
self, self-concept incongruity, and organizational misidentification [34]. It appears to be similar to
the concept of boycotting, and they may occur simultaneously. However, under certain conditions,
in boycott behavior, there exists the possibility of re-entering the relationship [34,35]; meanwhile in brand
avoidance, there is no guarantee of re-establishing this relationship. In conclusion, the strongest negative
relationship is represented by brand hate [1,8,36–38], brand divorce [39], and brand dislike [20,40].
This relationship demonstrates its strength not only in its definition of “a more intense emotional
response that consumers have toward a brand than dislike” [1] (p. 14) but above all in the specific
behaviors’ generation. The following are related to brand hate: a desire for vengeance [41]; negative
WOM; vindictive complaining [42]; retaliation [43]; perceived discrepancy; a lack of fit with personal
values; switching intention [44,45]; and all the above-mentioned negative variables.

1.3. Antecedents and Outcomes of Brand Hate: A Brief Description

One of the main reasons behind brand hate and of vindictive and/or avoidance behaviors is the
perceived gap between consumers’ expectations of brands and products and their actual performance.
As a result, today’s digitally empowered consumers’ expectations lead to greater dissatisfaction and
wrongdoing [46].

Altogether, consumer brand hate antecedents can be analyzed through two major components: [1]
company-related antecedents and [2] consumer-related antecedents. The anti-branding factors are
dissatisfaction as a consequence of product or service failures [6,34,38,47]; disappointment with a brand
or discontentment with irresponsible company practices [48–50]; and ideological contrast, or a failure
to perfectly fit personal and company values [34,51,52]. Regarding consumer-related antecedents,
it emerges that brand hate is probably affected by consumers’ own personality. An important
example of psychological research indicates that narcissistic disorders and entitlement are the major
consumer-related antecedents of brand hate. These researches underline the fact that people showing
these personality features “are prone to get easily into conflict with others and hence potentially feel
more hate than others” [46] (p. 49), also for consumption situations [51,53–56].

Among the most important antecedents are past negative experience, symbolic inconsistency,
and ideological incompatibility.

Negative past experience posits that the negative consumption experiences that consumers have
with certain product or brands have powerful negative effects, which first entails a sense of general
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dissatisfaction and then evolves into brand avoidance. Whenever the expectations of consumers are
belied by the reality of the brand, the usual behavior is avoidance [6,34,57]. This is particularly connected
to product failure, the level of provided service, poor performance, and unpleasant store environment.

Symbolic incongruity is one of the main goals that all brands present and aim for; it allows their
consumers, through the direct purchase of their products, to better express their personal style or a part
of themselves [58]. Individuals buy and consume the products that most fit the image of the ‘Real Self’,
but above all their ‘Ideal Self’; while they reject all those products and services that can be associated
with an image of self that does not coincide with the desired one [34]. This perceived inconsistency
between the personal self and the brand image generates negative emotions and attitudes toward the
brand, such as brand hate.

As for ideological incompatibility, Portwood-Stacer [59] (p.96) supports the existence of a real
anti-consumption morality; this concept is based on the idea that to act morally in the context of
consumption, the individual needs to be able to always keep faith with one’s own personal values,
but at the same time be aware that their own actions can have a concrete and meaningful impact
on others. Whenever a discrepancy is perceived between his own values and those of the company
or brand designated, intense negative emotions emerge that then affect the development of brand
hate [6,34,57].

The current literature, although rather poor, specifies that hate as an emotion and attitude toward
the brand can assume behavioral aspects that are very different from one another. Some scholars have
indicated exit and rejection as the most pertinent and useful answers for consumers in the current
market [36]. In addition, Gregoire et al. [15] thanks to their theorization, allow us to identify important
behavioral outcomes, distinguishing them in direct and indirect vindictive behavior. The first group
includes all those vindictive behaviors with a more aggressive form such as the so-called “marketplace
aggression” [60], which is a particular behavior whose main goal is to cause damage to the company;
in detail, these behaviors include damage to a company’s properties, denigration of the policies used,
and excessive frustration or anger toward the employees [47]. Among the indirect vindictive behaviors,
negative word of mouth and online complaints have emerged. Negative WOM in detail is one of
the most used and effective tools, which consumers use to share their negative experiences with
relatives and friends in order to denigrate the specific company or to persuade others to reconsider
the relationship with the company itself [42,61]. Another similar behavior is represented by online
complaints, which is a phenomenon that is so popular in the current era and represents a strong risk
for companies [42,62]; this behavior is very similar to the N-WOM but it is more mass-oriented.

2. Materials and Methods

2.1. The Present Study: Brand Hate Short Scale (BHS)

Brand hate is not simply developed as a reaction to a lack of brand love; brand hate influences
people and society in general and it constructs brand attachment and/or brand avoidance. Hegner et
al. [1] define brand hate as “a more intense emotional response consumers have toward a brand than brand
dislike” (p. 3), but it is hard to measure the negative emotions of the consumer toward the brand.
As a result, it is not possible for researchers and marketing professionals to understand the nature
of these negative emotions and to predict possible negative consumer behavior toward a brand [21].
This suggests that companies must first have adequate systems and mechanisms in place to understand
the reasons that drive consumers to hate the brand and implement recovery strategies to address
this hatred. In order to provide answers to these questions in our study, we hypothesized that the
BHS would show the same factor structure found in the Hegner, Fetscherin, and Delzen [1] study
(Hypothesis 1). Furthermore, we hypothesized that the BHS would show significant correlations with
some criterion-related variables (Hypothesis 2). Finally, we hypothesized (Hypothesis 3) that the Italian
version of the BHS will show measurement equivalence [63] across gender (men versus women).
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2.2. Participants and Procedure

Data collection was conducted from March 2018 to October 2019. We used convenience sampling.
Participants were recruited through a link published in several social media groups; the survey was
carried out in the Italian language. In order to align the same validation procedure as Hegner et al. [1],
a short introductory text and a link to our survey were provided on the website targeting people who
were interested in brands. The study involved a total of 422 participants (179 men, 42.4%; 243 women,
57.6%). The age of participants ranged between 18 and 58 (Mage = 29.1, SD = 6.7). The participants
replied that the most hated brands are Nestlé (17.5%), Apple (15.4%), McDonald’s (9.8%), Desigual
(8.2%), O’Bag (7.6%), and Trenitalia (4.2%). It is interesting to note that the responses given by Italian
consumers to the brand follow the same trend as German consumers [1] (p.16) and that our results also
confirm studies on the dispersion of the brand, according to which there is a polarization for brand
lovers and haters [4,64].

2.3. Measures

2.3.1. Avoidance Scale

Also, for the Motivations scale, we refer to two different studies: the first one is from Lee et al. [34]
and the second one is from Salvatori [57]. We decided to consider and use both scales because they add
value to each other but especially because they focused on two different aspects: Lee et al. [34] in fact
are focusing specifically on avoidance, while Salvatori [57] analyzed brand hate in general. Therefore,
the final scale consisted of 17 items divided into:

• Experiential Avoidance (6 items) [57], which measures negative experiences with a certain product
can be a basis for brand hate.

• Identity Avoidance (7 items) [34], which measures when people avoid brands that do not match
their identity, or that when a brand is closely linked to certain groups, identity avoidance can occur.

• Moral Avoidance (4 items) [34], which measures avoiding a brand due to ideological reasons.

All the items were represented on a 5-point Likert scale with 1 as Absolutely disagree and 5 as
Absolutely agree.

2.3.2. Direct and Indirect Revenge Behaviors Scale

The items related to behavioral outcomes adopted by consumers have been developed from
different studies and methods and depend on different type of actions. Regarding exit and rejection,
items are designed from the definition of the construct, while regarding indirect revenge and direct
revenge, we refer to the study carried out by Grégoire et al. [42]. Consequently, the final Behavioral Scale
consists of 18 items, where we find: 4 items for Rejection, 7 items for Negative Word-of-Mouth, 3 items
for Online Complaining, and 4 items for Marketplace Aggression. All the items were represented on
a 5-point Likert scale with 1 as Absolutely disagree and 5 as Absolutely agree.

2.4. Data Analysis

Linear structural equations models were used to verify the hypothesized model. Tests were
executed in AMOS 25.0 [65] through the maximum likelihood method. Firstly, a series of confirmatory
factor analyses (CFA) were carried out on the dataset to establish if the short version (six items)
one-factor model was that which best fit the data. Next, a sequence of multiple-group CFA was
run on the whole sample grouped by gender, through which different forms of equivalence were
tested [63,66]. In addition to configural invariance, the following forms of equivalence were tested:
Metric invariance [67], Measurement error invariance [68,69], Scalar invariance [70,71], and Structural
invariance [72,73]. The models’ goodness of fit was evaluated through the Tucker Lewis Index (TLI),
the Comparative Fit Index (CFI), the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA), and the
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Standardized Root Mean Square Residual (SRMR). Furthermore, χ2 values and ∆χ2 values between
the competing models are shown, but they are sensitive to sample size [74], so Akaike Information
Criterion (AIC) and Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) were also presented (lower values indicate
better fit). ∆CFI was also used with values not exceeding 0.01, indicating that the models are equivalent
in terms of fit [75]. To test reliability for the multiple-indicator construct, the use of the Cronbach’s
Alpha coefficient is restricted [76], so convergent validity was tested by calculating the average variance
extracted (AVE) and the construct reliability (CR). The AVE needs to be > 0.50 [77] and the CR needs to
be > 0.60 [78]. Finally, to test the correlations, we used SPSS 25.0.

3. Results

3.1. Confirmatory Factor Analysis

At first, a four-factor second-order model (Model 1, 22 items) with covariances among the
latent variables was tested on the calibration sample, showing that the fit indices were not good
was demonstrated, and the following fit indexes were obtained: [χ2(203) = 1386.24, SRMR = 0.09,
RMSEA = 0.10, CFI = 0.83, TLI = 0.82, AIC = 1486.242, BIC = 1688.492]. So, we test a new model
(Model 2, 22 items), a one-factor first order. These decisions were based on an examination of the
modification indices and standardized factor loading (not significant and adequate). The results
showed a poor model fit for the original form of the BHS χ2(203) = 1459.78, SRMR = 0.08, RMSEA =

0.10, CFI = 0.83, TLI = 0.82, AIC = 1486.242, BIC = 1688.492]. According to Hegner et al. [1], the short
form of BHS (Model 3, 6 items) achieved better model fits and smaller AIC and BIC values, which was
an improvement on the original full scale (see Table 1). Based on modification indices, the short
form with a correlated error achieved the best model fit [χ2(9) =21.894, SRMR = 0.03, RMSEA = 0.05,
CFI = 0.98, TLI= 0.97, AIC=45.894, BIC=94.434]; these results supported our Hypothesis 1.

Moreover, all factor loadings were significant at p <0.001 and varied between 0.68 and 0.97,
with a mean of 0.87. Fit indexes for the tested models are presented in Table 1.

Table 1. Fit indexes for models tested in CFA.

Model χ2 df SRMR RMSEA RMSEA
90%-C.I. CFI TLI AIC BIC

Model 1 a 1386.24 * 203 0.09 0.097 0.089–0.10 0.83 0.82 1486.242 1688.492
Model 2 b 1459.78 * 209 0.08 0.079 0.065–0.087 0.88 0.86 1147.541 1321.236
Model 3 c 21.894 * 9 0.03 0.048 0.027–0.070 0.98 0.97 45.894 94.434

Note: a Model 1= four-factor second order 22 items; b Model 2= one-factor first order 22 items; c Model 3= one-factor
first-order 6 items. CFI=Comparative Fit Index; TLI= Tucker Lewis Index; AIC=Akaike Information Criterion;
RMSEA= Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; SRMR= Standardized Root Mean Square Residual; BIC=
Bayesian Information Criterion.

3.2. Convergent and Discriminant Validity

We next examined correlations between each Avoidance and Revenge behavior (antecedents and
outcomes) and the Brand Hate short scale. Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix for the study
variables shown in Table 2.

Cronbach’s Alpha was computed for each factor to test reliability, and it showed good
internal consistency of the scale: BHSs 0.85, Experiential Avoidance 0.71, Identity Avoidance
0.85, Moral Avoidance 0.87, Rejection 0.88, Online Complaining 0.91, Marketplace aggression 0.72,
and Negative Word-of-Mouth 0.86.

Composite reliability and average variance extracted were CR 0.93, AVE 0.68 for BHSs; CR 0.90,
AVE 0.61 for Experiential Avoidance; CR 0.92, AVE 0.62 for Identity Avoidance; for Moral Avoidance,
CR 0.93, AVE 0.75; for Rejection, CR 0.94, AVE 0.75; for Online Complaining, CR 0.96, AVE 0.78;
for Marketplace aggression, CR 0.90, AVE 0.61; and for Negative Word-of-Mouth, CR 0.91, AVE 0.64.
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The high positive relationship (r = 0.75, p < 0.001) between BHSs and Moral Avoidance confirms
that these two constructs are similar but not identical; Moral avoidance indicates that consumers
perceive an ideological incompatibility with the brand because of legal, moral, or social concerns when
a brand is suspected of corporate irresponsibility [1,8].

Another important positive correlation is between BHSs and Negative Word-of-Mouth (r = 0.72,
p < 0.001); recent studies have shown that emotional response to product or service performance
evokes Negative Word-of-Mouth directly [79]. Those results are in line with Hegner and colleagues’
findings as they prove both the discriminant and convergent validity of the scale [1].

Overall, these results did support our first hypothesis, i.e., that the Italian version of the BHS scale
would show the same factor structure found in Hegner and colleagues’ study [1] (Hypothesis 2).

Table 2. Descriptive statistics, reliability, composite reliability, average variance extracted,
and intercorrelations for study 1 (N = 422).

Variables M SD α AVE CR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. BHSs 3.46 0.99 0.85 0.68 0.93
2. EA 3.56 0.83 0.71 0.61 0.90 0.55 **

3. IA 3.75 0.86 0.85 0.62 0.92 0.58 ** 0.43 **

4. MA 3.46 1.22 0.87 0.75 0.93 0.75 ** 0.31 ** 0.53 **

5. Rejection 4.25 0.91 0.88 0.75 0.94 0.52 ** 0.43 ** 0.52 ** 0.33 **

6. OC 2.11 1.23 0.91 0.78 0.96 0.50 ** 0.30 ** 0.26 ** 0.50 ** 0.09
7. MPA 1.86 0.86 0.72 0.61 0.90 0.48 ** 0.30 ** 0.26 ** 0.48 ** 0.04 0.66 **

8. NWM 2.93 0.96 0.86 0.64 0.91 0.72 ** 0.48 ** 0.35 ** 0.58 ** 0.39 ** 0.60** 0.55 **

Note. BHSs = Brand Hate Short Scale; EA = Experiential Avoidance; IA = Identity Avoidance; MA = Moral
Avoidance; OC = Online Complaining; MPA = Marketplace Aggression; NWM = Negative Word-of-Mouth. ** the
correlations are significant at p < 0.001.

3.3. Multiple-Group Confirmatory Factor Analysis (MCFA)

The first multiple-group analysis tested a model of configural invariance (Model 1) by
simultaneously assessing the fit of male and female samples. The fit indices (χ2(18) = 53.050,
p < 0.001; TLI = 0.95; CFI = 0.97; SRMR = 0.038; RMSEA = 0.068) showed a good fit for this model,
supporting an equivalent solution made of one factor for BHSs in the datasets for both men and women
(Table 3). “The fit of this configural model provides the baseline value against which all subsequently
specified equivalence models are compared” [72] (p. 873).

Model 2 was tested for metric invariance (Table 3). More importantly, ∆χ2M1-M2(5) = 9.64 and
∆CFI = 0.002 suggested that Model 2 is equivalent to Model 1. Hence, metric invariance was supported.

Moreover, scalar invariance (as tested by Model 3) and measurement error invariance (Model 4)
were found (∆χ2M2-M3(4) = 5.90, ∆CFI = 0.001; ∆χ2M3-M4(4) = 5.51, ∆CFI = 0.001.

Subsequently, the equivalence in factor variances was tested (Model 5) (∆χ2M4-M5(7) = 15.68,
∆CFI = 0.000). Finally, the equivalence in factor covariances was tested (Model 6), and the result was
that it was supported (∆χ2M5-M6(6) = 7.59, ∆CFI = 0.000). Results were totally satisfactory, as the
model fit proved to be invariant across both populations and they supported Hypothesis 3 (Table 3).

Table 3. Fit statistics for measurement invariance by gender.

Model χ2(df) CFI SRMR RMSEA ∆CFI

Model 1. Configural Invariance 53.050(18) 0.96 0.04 0.07 (0.047–0.088)
Model 2. Metric Invariance 62.686(23) 0.96 0.04 0.06 (0.045–0.083) 0.002
Model 3. Scalar Invariance 68.589 (27) 0.96 0.03 0.06 (0.045–0.083) 0.001
Model 4. Measurement Error Invariance 74.096 (31) 0.96 0.03 0.06 (0.045–0.083) 0.001
Model 5. Structural Variance Invariance 89.781 (38) 0.96 0.03 0.06 (0.045–0.083) 0.000
Model 6. Structural Covariance Invariance 97.369 (44) 0.96 0.03 0.06 (0.045–0.083) 0.000
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4. Discussion

The aim of the present research was to provide psychometric evidence for the use of the BHSs in
Italy. Results were consistent with the original findings [1]. Different statistics procedures were used:
Confirmative Factor Analyses and Multigroup Confirmative Factor Analyses using Structural Equation
Modeling (AMOS 25.0) were performed to verify the factorial structure of the scale (Hypothesis 1).
Results showed a one-factor structure composed of six items. Therefore, the study revealed that the
Italian version of the BHSs confirmed some structure found in the study of Hegner and colleagues
(Hypothesis 2) [1].

Moreover, we performed a multigroup confirmatory factor analysis to test whether the scale
is invariant across gender. In the original study, the measurement invariance was not assessed as
only when such equivalence is established can researchers proceed with examining the mean group
differences. So far, no study conducted on the validity of BhSs has investigated its psychometric
properties to such an extent. This happens because the phenomenon of brand hate is a construct
studied both from the field of psychology and from the economic field; therefore, a psychometric study
of the scale was missing. Results from the multigroup confirmatory factor analysis showed that the
same factor solution was invariant for both men and women (Hypothesis 3). This indicates that Italians
conceptualize the Brand Hate Short Scale in the same way [72]; also, the present research found evidence
for metric invariance, uniqueness invariance, scalar invariance, and structural invariance, which means
that the relationship between the constructs was the same across the groups. The reliability of the scale,
as evaluated through Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability, and average variance extracted showed
very good values. The discriminant validity between latent factors [80] was tested using a technique of
Fornell and Larcker [77], and we found that it was fully supported. In correspondence with the study
conducted by Hegner and colleagues in 2017 [1] and in accordance with the literature, we have tested
the correlation of the scale with its antecedents and its outcomes. The results revealed that there is
a high positive correlation between BHSs and Moral Avoidance, confirming that these two constructs
are similar but not identical. In the literature, the Moral Avoidance construct indicates that consumers
perceive an ideological incompatibility with the brand because of legal, moral, or social concerns
when a brand is suspected of corporate irresponsibility [1,8]. Furthermore, another important result
regards the correlation of BHSs with Negative Word-of-Mouth; most studies agree that the negative
relationship with the brand is perceived as a relevant factor for Negative Word-of-Mouth [8,81].

The results corroborate the possibility of using the Brand Hate Short Scale in further studies.
In addition, these results suggest two important reflections. The first of a psychometric type

confirms that the use of a short scale is valid and effective for studies regarding correlational patterns
within large and population representative samples. In studies relating the analysis of consumer
behavior, they are revealed as support and orientation tools that allow companies to develop successful
strategies toward the consumer.

The second aspect regards the brand hate construct itself and how it can affect the role of brands in
the creation of sustainable markets. According to Lehner and Halliday [82], the relationship between
brands and sustainability can lead to promising alliances between business and consumers and make
consumption more sustainable [82] (p.14). Therefore, in order for the brand itself to create an effective
relationship with the consumers, the company must be a "bearer" of sustainability. Studies on brand
hate are still few, but they can make an important contribution to understanding the choices made by
the consumer, the emotions that drive him or take him away from the brand, but above all to the new
consumption patterns they implement toward a specific brand.

5. Conclusions, Limitations, and Future Studies

The present study is part of a recent line of research concerning the negative emotions that
consumers develop toward brands. The innovation of our study concerns the enhancement and
adaptation of BHSs in the Italian context. The importance of adding this research contribution is due
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to the need to give answers and indications to companies that want to find their way around consumer
behavior and who want to do it through validated and reliable tools.

A limitation of our study is to have used a sample only online; in the future, it would be useful to
test the scale on a sample detected in order to allow verification of the predictive validity and test–retest
reliability of the instrument, particularly in relation to similar constructs.

Future research aimed at further establishing the psychometric properties of BHSs should
particularly focus on test–retest reliability and within-subject variability implementing true longitudinal
designs [83].

Another potential limitation of our research is the use of convenience samples, which restricts the
generalizability of the results.

Despite these limitations, the results point to important suggestions for future studies and
interventions; the present findings show BHSs to display an excellent fit plus good discriminant and
convergent validities, as well as good reliability. The high measure’s correlations between moral
avoidance and negative word of mouth support the Brand Hate Short Scale to become a focus of
research in consumer behavior. Moreover, this study proves fundamental for the future understanding
between brands and sustainability. A brand is perceived as sustainable by the consumer only if it has
credibility; its central tenet concerns the relationship of trust among consumers and brands. If our
results mainly suggest that the predictive and outcomes factors with brand hate are Moral Avoidance
and Negative Word-of-Mouth, it can be assumed that the construct is certainly linked to the moral
engagement that the consumer must perceive toward the brand [84,85].
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