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 The consumer's antagonistic behavior towards brands is 

hotly discussed because of the political issues it carries. 

However, factors affecting Muslim consumers to reject a 

product still requires more paucity of empirical evidence. 

The current study casts the light on antecedent factors that 

influence Muslim consumers to reject a product, and on a 

pattern between the reasons for refusal and the intention to 

boycott a brand. The online survey was able to reach 450 

respondents from the Muslim community. This paper uses 

scenarios from confirmed cases of Muslim consumer 

boycotts against Unilever brands in Indonesia. Using the 

snowball-sampling technique, many of the respondents 

were from the educated young urban Muslim community. 

The model was tested using partial least squares-structural 

equation modelling (PLS-SEM). Moreover, the interaction 

moderation technique was applied to examine the effect of 

moderators on the structural model. The results showed that 

brand hate fully mediates all variables except symbolic 

incongruity. The results further revealed that brand hate is a 

construct with three first-order formative triggers (religious 

animosity, ideological incompatibility, and subjective 

norms). In addition, this study theoretically contributes to 

providing clear delineation that brand hate is a dichotomous 

concept consisting of the dimensions of intention to boycott 

(intention to incite, intention to avoid, and intention to 

punish). 

 
This is an open access article under CC-BY-NC 4.0 license. 
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Introduction  

Muslims often refrain from purchasing foreign products because of the contentious 

political problems that they raise. The Cases of desecration of religious symbols in 

Indonesia also triggered widespread hostility among Indonesian Muslims, which led to 

religious boycotts. Muslim customers have become more and more likely to boycott 

foreign goods. Their boycotts are directed towards goods with various origins (Sari et al., 

2017). This encourages people to have antagonistic behavior towards certain brands. 

Consumers' antagonistic behavior toward brands and the publications that describe 

them has multiplied since Putnam, writer-editor of the National Boycott News, called the 

"boycott boom of the 1990s" (Koenenn, 1992). The theme explains three points: why 

consumers resist, how consumers struggle, and what consumers fight. Boycotts have 

become a growing form of protest, such as spreading negative word-of-mouth (Baghi & 

Gabrielli, 2019) or social media (Sharma et al., 2021), unwillingness to buy (Abdelwahab et 

al., 2020), and extreme act activism (Cambefort & Roux, 2019).  

One type is a religiously-motivated boycott, in which consumers fight against 

institutions or individuals that conflict with their religious values or beliefs (Cruz & 

Botelho, 2015). The impact of the religious boycott has an adverse and detrimental effect 

on sales and disrupts marketing activities for the targeted companies (Dekhil et al., 2017). 

Because boycotted companies will suffer a damaged brand image and decreased consumer 

loyalty (Abosag & Farah, 2014). This assumption makes the writer question why brands 

generate hatred, whereas nowadays, the brand-consumer relationship is considered an 

emotional behavior and an expression of identity. Recent empirical studies have described 

despised brands due to religious animosity (Roswinanto & Suwanda, 2021) and 

ideological incompatibility (Brandão & Popoli, 2022). 

Farah and Newman (2010) describe boycott behavior as an attempt by a group to 

urge consumers to withhold or not buy a particular product. This boycott effort has the 

aim of pressuring a company or country against an action or policy that is considered 

unethical (Hong & Li, 2021; Klein et al., 2004; Song, 2020). Boycott's behavior is often 

juxtaposed with disputes over one's religion or beliefs. Religious animosity is an animosity 

response that is affected by identity as followers of a religion and also forms individual 

motives for boycotts (Sari et al., 2017). In addition to religious issues, the incompatibility of 

brand values with consumer concepts is also often a trigger for boycotts. Symbolic 

incongruity happens when a brand's meaning is perceived by a consumer to be 

inconsistent with their own self-concept (Lee et al., 2009).  

Different views regarding some aspects can also encourage people to reject a brand. 

Consumers' agreement or disagreement with the ideologies associated with companies, 

such as religion, politics, and morals, is referred to as ideological compatibility (Hegner et 

al., 2017). Additionally, someone may be influenced to act similarly by the viewpoint or 

actions of a close relative, it is called subjective norms (Ajzen, 1991). There are several 

factors that lead consumers to do boycott of certain brand. Consumers can then take 

additional action to express their animosity toward the brand. Some of them aim to 

provoke, deter, or punish the brand. Intention to incite is a notion that encompasses all 

informal communication actions and the intended recipient, frequently referring to word-

of-mouth evaluations of the company's products and services (Wetzer et al., 2007). Anti-

consumption conducts brand rejection by deliberate and active avoidance (Kim et al., 
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2013). Customers want to exact retribution and harm the corporation for their mistakes or 

irresponsibility (Grégoire & Fisher, 2008). 

The cases about the religious boycotts that often occur are comments considered 

demeaning or offensive to the Muslim community. A recent example is a study of the 

boycott movement against French brands such as Danone, Garnier, and L'Oréal (Salma & 

Aji, 2022). The hostility of the Muslim community in Indonesia sparked by French 

President Macron's statements that led to Islamophobia does not seem to have a significant 

impact because trade between France and Indonesia is relatively low compared to other 

developed countries. In addition, a study on the boycott of local brand Sari Roti 

(Roswinanto & Suwanda, 2021). The company released a statement that rejected the "212" 

(December 2) demonstration in 2016 to prosecute Jakarta Governor Basuki Tjahaja 

Purnama or called “Ahok” for insulting the Quran. This boycott occurred in the context of 

the ongoing Jakarta gubernatorial election, thus a massive religious boycott by one of the 

supporters of the gubernatorial candidate against Sari Roti through online media.  

In addition, there was also an Islamic-based religious boycott with various other 

motives. Boycotts of brands associated with the US and Israel because they are considered 

to support the occupation of Palestine occurred in Malaysia (Abdul-Talib & Mohd Adnan, 

2017; Muhamad et al., 2019) and the Middle East (Dekhil et al., 2017). In the Muslim 

community, cultural morality and religious norms have a strong influence on behavior. 

For example, Danish daily newspapers mocking the Prophet Muhammad influenced 

boycott intentions in Middle Eastern countries (Albayati et al., 2012). There is also a 

boycott of food franchises due to uncertainty about the halalness of the product (Omar et 

al., 2017; Sari et al., 2017). Religion is also essential where religious beliefs are rooted in 

consumption, such as in the context of strict prohibitions on non-halal food and drink. 

This study seeks to broaden a theoretical perspective on the extreme negative brand 

feelings of religious boycott in terms of collective values. Hence participation in the 

community encourages individuals' desire to find other like-minded individuals to 

articulate the brand, including strong negative feelings towards a brand by developing 

feelings of belonging, interaction, and socially approving (Dessart et al., 2020). This paper 

argues that Muslim consumers capture the desire to engage in boycotts resulting from 

negative associations due to religious infringement by a brand. 

There are three stages to be conducted in this research. First, investigate the 

relevance of the antecedents that triggered the religious boycott. This stage is to identify 

the factors that influence Muslim consumers to hate a brand. Second, for the first time, we 

also compiled three dimensions of boycott intention from various relevant literatures on 

boycott willingness: intention to incite, intention to avoid, and intention to punish. Finally, 

we bridged the gap in previous studies by identifying patterns and relationships between 

reasons for resistance and intention to boycott brands. 

This research provides new insights related to consumers' behavior toward a brand 

that focuses on the concept of religion, ideological, and brand-consumer value 

relationships. This study also integrates three dimension of boycott intention as the 

outcome of brand hate. In addition, this paper also provides recommendations on 

academic and managerial aspects. This current study explores the factors that can be 

expanded in future research about Muslim consumers’ behavior in boycotting a brand. 

Brand managers also must pay attention to what aspects can cause consumers to act to 

incite, avoid, and punish the brand. 
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Hypotheses Development 

According to the previous studies, this study established the research framework 

that illustrates the connection between the variables. The variables are religious animosity, 

symbolic incongruity, ideological incompatibility, subjective norms, brand hate, intention 

to incite, intention to avoid and intention to punish (see Figure 1). 

 
 

Figure 1. Conceptual Model 

 

Antecedents of Religious Boycott 

Religious animosity is often identified as an animosity response influenced by 

identity as a follower of religion and forms the behavioral motives of individual attitudes 

towards boycotts (Sari et al., 2017). The perceived behavioral impact will be more stable 

and lasting than other types of hatred. Hence, the boycott campaign for religious 

violations attacking the core beliefs and identities of consumers' religion is considered 

adequate and durable (Al-Hyari et al., 2012) and more persistent (Kalliny & Lemaster, 

2005), thereby damaging the brand image negatively and reducing customer loyalty 

(Abosag & Farah, 2014). Consumers offended by violating religious rules by an individual, 

company, or state will assert their position of animosity against that party (Kalliny & 

Lemaster, 2005). Thus, Muslim consumers tend to develop a positive attitude to hate the 

targeted company's brands and products. 

H1: Religious animosity positively affects brand hate. 

Symbolic incongruity occurs when the constellation of the meaning of a brand is 

considered incongruity with the consumer's self-concept (Lee et al., 2009). An image 

attached to color and shape will be the identity of how consumers interpret it. As a result, 

when consumers are committed to a particular set of values, such as religion, their identity 

as adherents of that teaching is at stake if the brand alignment is inconsistent with the 

values held (Farah & Newman, 2010). In addition, it was argued that an unreliable brand 

identity image causes consumers not to want to be closely identified with the brand (Lee et 

al., 2009) and deliberately keep their distance from the brand (Wolter et al., 2016). As a 

result, brands that are not relevant to consumers lead to brand hate. 
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H2: Symbolic incongruity positively affects brand hate. 

Ideological incompatibility is related to whether consumers agree or disagree with 

the ideologies attached to brands, such as religion, politics, and morals (Hegner et al., 

2017). Brands have been labeled as having the potential to reflect specific societal belief 

systems and values (Holt, 2004). Strong evidence shows that ideology influences consumer 

attitudes and beliefs (Essoo & Dibb, 2004). It can be argued that religion mobilizes 

consumers to pursue social change (Izberk-Bilgin, 2012), potentially leads to anti-

consumption (Kaynak & Eksi, 2011), and reduces purchase intention (Mukhtar & Butt, 

2012). For example, Muslim consumers reacted negatively to the Coca-Cola company for 

supporting the Israeli army annexing the Palestinian territories (Dekhil et al., 2017). Thus, 

religious-political ideology has an impact on how consumers relate to brands. 

H3: Ideological incompatibility positively affects brand hate. 

The reference group influences the decision to perform a specific behavior (Lahno & 

Serra-Garcia, 2015). The choices made by the reference friends or family, whether agreeing 

or not, are considered in carrying out specific behaviors (Gardner & Steinberg, 2005). That 

belief gives the enthusiasm to adjust to the circle of friends in the group (Gillmore et al., 

2002). This study, in the context of Muslim religious groups, shows that the concepts of 

"friend" and "boycott" are side by side on the brand boycott map (Sari et al., 2017). A 

Muslim is motivated to participate in a brand boycott for personal gain, be like fellow 

Muslims, and adhere to collective goals (Al-Hyari et al., 2012). Thus, reference groups 

motivate Muslims in the community to hate a brand. 

H4: Subjective norms positively affect brand hate. 
 

Outcome of Brand Hate 

The term intention to incite is a conceptualization of all informal communication 

activities and the targeted object, often referring to word of mouth evaluating the goods 

and services offered by the company (Wetzer et al., 2007). In practice, consumers will 

complain about ugliness, mistakes, or defects through conversation or social media. This 

dysfunctional behavior aims to warn other consumers to rethink using a particular service 

provider (Alvarez & Fournier, 2016). Touching on the power of community, Ward and 

Ostrom (2006) show that complaining to the masses can influence others to seek revenge. 

Arguably, this behavior reflects the consumer's connection with the brand and embeds 

negative brand information in consumers' minds resulting in negative brand associations 

(Demiray & Burnaz, 2019; Yuksel & Mryteza, 2009). Research has shown that the intention 

to incite can be intensified when the problem is severe, such as anger, disappointment, and 

frustration (Wetzer et al., 2007). Thus, overflowing negative emotions are associated with 

destructive purposes by venting feelings through word of mouth. 

H5: Brand hate positively affects the intention to incite. 

Anti-consumption behavior also carries out brand rejection by intentional and active 

avoidance (Kim et al., 2013). In short, the consumer's desire to refrain from interacting is 

justified (McCullough et al., 1998). It motivates consumers to "let go" by liking future 

damage to the target company (Grégoire et al., 2009). However, it should be noted that 

avoidance behavior is not mutually exclusive with revenge. Brand avoidance is a 
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multidimensional construct with identity and morals (Odoom et al., 2019). When 

consumer identity is not symbolically compatible, identity avoidance with brand image 

develops, and when consumers' ideological beliefs conflict, moral avoidance with specific 

brand associations occurs (Lee et al., 2009). In addition, another type of avoidance related 

to advertising comes from the ad's content (e.g., themes, music, endorsers, and images), 

which influences consumers unintentionally to avoid furthering the brand (Knittel et al., 

2016). Long-term effects can cause consumers to react consistently unfavorably and result 

in negative brand equity (Lee et al., 2009). Thus as a way of rejecting a brand, consumers 

who hate the brand show "avoidance-like" intentions. 

H6: Brand hate positively affects the intention to avoid. 

Consumers have a revenge desire to punish and hurt the company for their mistakes 

(Grégoire & Fisher, 2008). The context of vengeful anger is directly related to high intensity 

and distorted expressions (Antonetti, 2016), thus developing a desire to punish brands. In 

this domain, aggressive and intentional hostile behavior puts some consumers at a 

disadvantage to the company, such as brand sabotage (Kähr et al., 2016). It can also be 

argued that there is a difference between direct retaliation "face to face" and indirect 

retaliation "behind the back of the company" (Grégoire et al., 2010). The consumer's desire 

to punish the brand will most likely occur after the dissolution of the brand-consumer 

relationship that is considered irrelevant (Johnson et al., 2011), especially if consumers are 

dealing with corporate and socially irresponsible brands (Sweetin et al., 2013). Retaliatory 

behavior is not an impulsive act but the result of cognitive processing (Funches et al., 

2009); it also reflects how consumers established relationships with brands in the past. 

Thus, consumers who hate the brand have thought of being willing to take revenge 

through a set of punishments. 

H7: Brand hate positively affects the intention to punish 

Method 

Scenario 

The scenario used as a stimulus in this study is the Unilever brand which manages 

many of the leading household products in Indonesia. Unilever's brand logo in "rainbow 

colors" is a symbol of recognition for LGBTQI+. In addition, Unilever stated that it had 

signed the Amsterdam Declaration to strengthen LGBTQI+ inclusion. On the other hand, 

many Indonesian netizens reacted strongly after the statement came out by threatening to 

boycott Unilever. Unilever is a giant global company engaged in consumer goods services 

and has a branch office in Indonesia. Unilever Indonesia branch did not make the same 

statement because it could invite anger from local Muslim consumers. LGBTQI+ sexual 

activity and orientation are believed to be against local values and Islamic religious law. 

Procedure 

The written scenario used as a stimulus is a confirmed case of a religious 

community commotion that triggered a brand boycott in Indonesia. Case scenarios are 

used because they help reflect the actual situation, which maximizes variance through the 

resulting emotional responses. Respondents selected in general are individuals in the 

religious community. Since it measures the intention to participate, the relevance of the 

selected individual knows the boycott scenario. We hope to find acceptable differences in 
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the case of individual responses to this boycott. 

The online questionnaire was distributed through social media using the snowball 

sampling technique. At the beginning of the questionnaire, respondents were asked to 

read the terms and conditions. Respondents must complete demographic questions: 

gender, age, occupation, income, and education level. Statements regarding consent to 

become a respondent and participation in the boycott are also included. Then the 2020 

Unilever case was presented to wake them up or remind them of what happened. 

Respondents were directed to answer many questions to measure the eight variables 

provided using an adjusted number scale. 

 

Variable Measurement 

The questionnaire was applied and a six-point Likert scale for all perceptions 

measures: 1 indicating "strongly disagree," 2 indicating "disagree", 3 indicating 

"somewhat disagree", 4 indicating "somewhat agree", 5 indicating "agree", 6 indicating 

"strongly agree". Table 1 summarizes questions about each operational dimension's 

measurement items. This section discusses the research methodology.  

 

Table 1. Dimensions and Measurement Items of Variable 

Variables Code Items Source 

Religious 

Animosity 

RA1 I feel angry toward the statement of brand X (Roswinanto 

& Suwanda, 

2021) 

RA2 The brand X’s statement is inappropriate 

RA3 I feel that brand X’s statement is over line 

RA4 I feel offended by brand X’s statement 

RA5 A Muslim should not justify brand X’s statement 

Symbolic 

Incongruity 

SI1 The rainbow logo of brand X do not reflect who am I (Hegner et 

al., 2017) SI2 The rainbow logo of brand X does not fit my personality 

SI3 I do not want to be seen with brand X’s rainbow logo 

SI4 The rainbow logo of brand X does not represent what I am 

SI5 The rainbow logo of brand X symbolizes the kind of person 

I would never to be 

Ideological 

Incompatibility 

II1 In my opinion, the brand X acts irresponsibly (Hegner et 

al., 2017; 

Rodrigues et 

al., 2021) 

II2 In my opinion, the brand X acts unethically 

II3 The brand X’s corporation violates moral standards 

II4 The brand X does not my values and beliefs 

II5 Respecting ethical principles doesn’t have priority on brand 

X over achieving superior economic performance 

Subjective Norm SN1 If I buy a product related to brand X, the people around me 

will feel like I support the campaign against LGBTQI+ 

(Charseatd, 

2016; 

George, 

2004) 

SN2 People close to me feel that I shouldn't buy brand X’s 

products because it's related to LGBTQI+ 

SN3 People important to me won't be happy when I buy brand 

X’s products because it’s relate to LGBTQI+ 

SN4 People close to me don't support to buy brand X’s products 

because it's related to LGBTQI+ 

SN5 People around me don't encourage me to buy brand X’s 

products because it's related to LGBTQI+ 
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Variables Code Items Source 

Brand Hate BH1 I can’t tolerate brand X’s corporation (Rodrigues 

et al., 2021) BH2 I don’t tolerate brand X’s rainbow logo 

BH3 The world would be a better place without brand X 

BH4 The brand X is a disgusting brand 

Intention to 

Incite 

ITI1 I intend to spread negative word of mouth about 

brand X 

(Hegner et 

al., 2017) 

ITI2 I mean to denigrate brand X to others 

ITI3 When my friends were looking for a product/service, I will 

tell them not to buy from brand X 

ITI4 Whenever possible, I tell my friends about my negative 

feelings toward brand X  
ITI5 I try to influence a lot of people not to purchasing the brand 

X’s products 

Intention to 

Avoid 

ITA1 I consider and think about withholding purchase of the 

brand X’s products 

(Hollebeek et 

al., 2014; 

Klein et al., 

1998) 

 
ITA2 Whenever possible, I avoid buying the brand X’s products  
ITA3 I will feel guilty when I buy the brand X’s products  
ITA4 I try to refrain from buying the brand X’s products or using 

its services  
ITA5 If two products with equal quality but one is from the 

brand X while another is not, then I would pay 10% more 

for the product that is not from the brand X 

Intention to 

Punish 

ITP1 I intend to participate in the boycott of the brand X (Klein et al., 

1998; 

Rodrigues et 

al., 2021) 

ITP2 I do not like the idea of owning products that are related to 

brand X 

ITP3 I will not encourage my friends and relatives to buy the 

brand X to punish it  
ITP4 I will not recommend the brand X to others who seek my 

advice to punish it  
ITP5 I will complain to others if I experience a problem with the 

brand X to punish it 

 

Results 

Demographic Information 

Data was collected from the answers entered into an online questionnaire 

administered to 450 Muslim respondents. Respondents are dominant those age 18-24 

years old (65.1%), female (57.5%), and college/university students (53.8%). The majority of 

the respondent's domiciles are in metropolitan cities such as Semarang and its satellite 

cities (16.9%), Surabaya and the satellite cities (15.3%), and Jakarta and the satellite cities 

(14.2%). The rest are domiciled in other cities such as Surakarta, Yogyakarta, Bandung, 

Malang, Aceh, Pontianak, Bali, and Manado. The urban's educated young Muslim cohort 

is deliberately targeted to reflect the social media literate generation and is considered the 

main agent for religious boycotts. 

In addition, respondents were asked whether they had ever boycotted Unilever for 

supporting LGBTQI+ (e.g., not buying its products anymore, spreading negative news 
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about the brand, or protesting against Unilever). The majority of respondents answered 

that they had never done so, as many as 288 samples (64%). The demographic 

information that presents the frequency and percentage of the study sample is 

summarized in Table 2. 

 

Table 2. Demographic Information of the Respondents 

Variable Description Frequency Percentage 

Gender Female 

Male 

259 

191 

57.5% 

42.5% 

Age 18 – 24 

25 – 32 

33 – 40 

More than 40 

293 

118 

24 

15 

65.1% 

26.2% 

5.3% 

3.3% 

Education Basic 

Higher 

165 

285 

36.7% 

63.3% 

Occupation Student 

Civil Servant 

Private Employee 

Entrepreneur 

Teacher/Lecturer 

Others 

242 

13 

79 

16 

62 

38 

53.8% 

2.9% 

17.5% 

3.5% 

13.8% 

8.4% 

Income Less than Rp. 1.500.000 

Rp. 1.500.000 – 3.000.000 

Rp. 3.000.000 – Rp 6.000.000 

More than Rp. 6.000.000 

245 

105 

62 

38 

54.4% 

23.3% 

13.8% 

8.4% 

Region Semarang and surrounding cities 

Surabaya and surrounding cities 

Jakarta and surrounding cities 

Others 

76 

69 

64 

241 

16.9% 

15.3% 

14.2% 

53.5% 

 

Measurement Assessment 

The model was analyzed using the Partial Least Squares-Structural Equation Model 

(PLS-SEM) because it was most suitable for theory development (Hair Jr. et al., 2016). PLS 

model testing is generally divided into measurement and structural model testing. The 

measurement model was worked on afterward to ensure the items' validity and 

reliability, including the model's fit. In this phase, the process is also known as 

confirmatory factor analysis. Item validity can be categorized into convergent and 

discriminant validity. 

Construct validity and reliability were determined by Cronbach's alpha coefficient, 

item-to-construction loading, composite reliability (CR), and mean value of average 

extracted variance (AVE). If Cronbach is above 0.70, it can be accepted, and all scales in 

this test are proven reliable. Convergent validity is evaluated by considering the loading 

factor, which must be greater than 0.50 (see Table 3 for the test summary).  
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Table 3. Convergent Validity and Reliability 

Constructs Items 
Standardized 

Loading 
Cronbach’s 

Alpha 
CR AVE 

Religious 

Animosity 

RA1                                   

RA2  

RA3 

 RA4 

RA5 

0.887 

0.917 

0.920 

0.868 

0.743 

0.918 0.939 0.756 

Symbolic 

Incongruity 

SI1  

SI2  

SI3  

SI4 

SI5 

0.807 

0.896 

0.893 

0.880 

0.872 

0.921 0.940 0.757 

Ideological 

Incompability 

II1  

II2  

II3 

 II4 

II5 

0.873 

0.922 

0.920 

0.741 

0.761 

0.900 0.926 0.717 

Subjective 

Norm 

SN1 

 SN2 

 SN3  

SN4 

SN5 

0.876 

0.934 

0.938 

0.934 

0.852 

0.946 0.959 0.823 

Brand Hate BH1 

 BH2 

 BH3 

BH4 

0.897 

0.799 

0.900 

0.894 

0.896 0.928 0.763 

Intention to 

Incite 

ITI1 

 ITI2  

ITI3  

ITI4 

ITI5 

0.887 

0.920 

0.922 

0.909 

0.942 

0.952 0.963 0.839 

Intention to 

Avoid 

ITA1 

 ITA2 

 ITA3  

ITA4 

ITA5 

0.920 

0.947 

0.912 

0.958 

0.862 

0.954 0.965 0.847 

Intention to 

Punish 

ITP1 

 ITP2  

ITP3  

ITP4 

ITP5 

0.913 

0.913 

0.882 

0.925 

0.859 

0.941 0.955 0.808 

Notes: Cronbach’s Alpha: ***p < 0.001; CR: Composite Realibility; AVE: Average Variance 

Extracted 
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In addition, all items must also be included in certain factors by calculating the AVE 

and CR must be greater than 0.50 according to the recommended threshold (Fornell & 

Larcker, 1981). Regarding the extracted mean-variance, all values equal or, in most cases, 

exceed 0.60, so convergent validity is supported. Therefore, the model is free from the 

validity of the convergent problem. 

Furthermore, a step is operationalized while the previous section passes the test. 

Discriminant validity was assessed based on Fornell and Larcker (1981) suggestion by 

considering the correlation matrix between variables. The correlation matrix must be 

larger, between similar variables, than the correlation with other variables. We obtain 

evidence of a correlation between similar variables shown in the diagonal section, and 

scores are more significant than scores under the diagonal. Discriminant validity for 

almost all constructs should have the squared correlation between each pair of constructs 

lower than the corresponding extracted mean variance. The calculation results of each 

correlation for the pairs of variables are shown in Table 4. 

Table 4. Discriminant Validity 

Variables RA SI II SN BH ITI ITA ITP 

RA 0.870 
       

SI 0.621 0.870 
      

II 0.801 0.671 0.847 
     

SN 0.533 0.424 0.585 0.907 
    

BH 0.711 0.531 0.749 0.727 0.874 
   

ITI 0.588 0.426 0.603 0.711 0.762 0.916 
  

ITA 0.670 0.524 0.669 0.701 0.788 0.748 0.920 
 

ITP 0.647 0.481 0.664 0.696 0.794 0.846 0.845 0.899 

 

Another analysis is the value of R square, which is the determination coefficient in 

the endogenous construct, which is divided into three categories, namely strong (0.67), 

moderate (0.33), and weak (0.19). Based on the calculation results, it can be explained that 

BH has an R2 value of 0.708, meaning that BH as an endogenous variable can be 

explained by its exogenous latent variables, namely RA, SI, II, and SN of 70.7%, and other 

variables outside the study explain the remaining 29.3%. Then, to explain the exogenous 

elastic variable BH, the ITI variable has an R2 value of 0.581 or 58.1%, the ITA variable 

has an R2 value of 0.620 or 62%, and the ITP variable has an R2 value of 0.631 or 63.1%. 

 

Structural Model Evaluation 

Brand hate from the test results is a second-order construction. In addition, it also 

shows that brand hate is a construction with the first three formative triggers, namely 

religious animosity, ideological incompatibility, and subjective norms. While symbolic 

incongruity is rejected, it is an effort to develop the hypothesis of religious animosity 

based on the findings of Roswinanto and Suwanda (2021), as well as Salma and Aji (2022). 

Hence the results of empirical studies contradict Rodrigues et al. (2021), where symbolic 

incongruity (in the case of Unilever's rainbow logo) does not affect brand hate. The 

findings show that brand hate leads to "intention to boycott participation," which we 

developed into three constructs: intention to incite, intention to avoid, and intention to 
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punish. Our results are interesting because they show that brand hate has a more 

significant and direct impact on the intention to punish (b = 0.794, p < 0.000), an essential 

emotional outcome for engaging in boycotts. In addition, the effect of brand hate on 

intention to avoid (b = 0.788, p < 0.000) as a result of not using the brand and intention to 

incite (b = 0.762, p < 0.000) as a result of behavior to influence others. Structural model 

testing is summarized in Table 5. 

Table 5. Direct Effects of the Determinants and Outcomes of Brand Hate 

Hyphothesis Path Original Sample T Statistics P Values Result 

H1 RA→BH 0.237 3.519 0.000* Supported 

H2 SI→BH -0.007 0.149 0.881 Not Supported 

H3 II→BH 0.320 3.799 0.000* Supported 

H4 SN→BH 0.417 9.163 0.000* Supported 

H5 BH→ITI 0.762 32.637 0.000* Supported 

H6 BH→ITA 0.788 35.569 0.000* Supported 

H7 BH→ITP 0.794 32.696 0.000* Supported 

 

After direct estimation, following the directions suggested by Zhao et al. (2010), the 

bootstrap method was used to analyze the indirect effect for each mediation effects.  

 

Table 6. Assessing the Indirect Effetcs 

Mediation 

Effects 

Original 

Sample 
Mean SD T Statistics P Values 

RA→BH→ITI 0.180 0.178 0.053 3.417 0.001 

RA→BH→ ITA 0.186 0.184 0.055 3.394 0.001 

RA→BH→ITP 0.188 0.185 0.056 3.342 0.001 

SI→BH→ITI -0.006 -0.005 0.037 0.150 0.881 

SI→BH→ITA -0.006 -0.005 0.038 0.150 0.881 

SI→BH→ITP -0.006 -0.005 0.038 0.150 0.880 

II→BH→ITI 0.244 0.245 0.062 3.906 0.000 

II→BH→ITA 0.252 0.253 0.064 3.931 0.000 

II→BH→ITP 0.254 0.254 0.062 4.074 0.000 

SN→BH→ITI 0.318 0.321 0.039 8.178 0.000 

SN→BH→ITA 0.328 0.331 0.039 8.440 0.000 

SN→BH→ITP 0.331 0.333 0.040 8.321 0.000 

 

Table 6 shows the results of the bootstrap estimation procedure, which obtained 

an indirect effect, standard error, and 95% bias-corrected confidence interval. We argue 

that the direct effect of brand hate rejection on the outcome is not significant as following 

the interpretation of the mediation effect by Iglesias et al. (2019). Hence this can be seen 

as a mediator between the antecedent and the outcome. Therefore, the results of this 

study reveal that brand hate fully mediates all variables except symbolic incongruity. As 

a result, brand bate is a partial mediator of the impact of religious animosity, ideological 

incompatibility, and subjective norms on the intention to incite, avoid, and punish. 
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Discussion 

This paper confirms that the animosity of the Muslim community in Indonesia 

towards Unilever is strongly related to the influence of values that are important to them, 

especially religion. This finding extends the literature on brand hate tested in 

multidimensional constructs, thus strengthening the negative consumer-brand 

relationship hypothesis in previous studies (Fetscherin, 2019; Rodrigues et al., 2021; 

Sharma et al., 2021). The result showed that religious animosity, ideological 

incompatibility, and subjective norms are antecedents of brand hate. This investigation is 

relevant for consumer antagonism towards brands that are not sensitive to religious 

disapproval. It can contribute to the branding literature on the main drivers of brand hate 

caused by conflicting values between consumers and global brands, thereby advancing 

knowledge of negative consumer-brand relationships. 

The literature on the antecedent of brand hate will be explored further. First, these 

findings confirm that religious animosity is essential in explaining why Indonesian 

consumers hate a brand. In the context of the previous boycott in Indonesia against Sari 

Roti (Roswinanto & Suwanda, 2021) and French brands (Salma & Aji, 2022) triggered by 

the same phenomenon, each of them was due to Muslim animosity. In addition, in other 

parts of the world, Muslim animosity has also hit companies that mock the Prophet 

Muhammad (the noblest man in Islam) (Albayati et al., 2012; Knight et al., 2009), as well as 

animosity to brands associated with Israel (Abdul-Talib & Mohd Adnan, 2017; Shoham et 

al., 2006). There is a desire for revenge against the company (Grégoire et al., 2010). Anger 

against a leading brand with close ties to Israel is as relevant today as in the case of 

Unilever. 

Second, this study shows that ideological incompatibility affects Unilever's brand 

hate. In line with the findings of (Khan et al., 2013), strong evidence shows how the impact 

of religious-political ideology affects consumer-brand relationships. It is related to the 

context of repeated political dynamics, which led to the boycott movement (Roswinanto & 

Suwanda, 2021; Salma & Aji, 2022). This finding is exciting and valuable because it 

reinforces the assumption that consumers consciously reject brands that misrepresent 

themselves and their motives for use (Wolter et al., 2016). Thus consumer ideological self-

brand distance can lead to feelings of hatred (Hegner et al., 2017; Rodrigues et al., 2021). A 

potential reason for consumers cognitively distancing themselves from Unilever's image is 

the ideological incompatibility it might result from their parent company blatantly 

supporting the equality movement for the LGBTQI+ community (unilever.com). However, 

the Unilever branch in Indonesia later defended itself by issuing an official statement that 

respects local culture, norms, and values (Septianto, 2020). 

Third, the relationship between subjective norms and Unilever's brand shows 

significant positive results. Empirical studies show that hatred towards Unilever is 

strongly related to the influence of subjective norms on people who are essential and close 

to them. Al-Hyari et al. (2012) also revealed the same results. It shows that important 

people in a Muslim's life influence their perception of the success of the call to hate 

Unilever. These results follow related studies that effect of subjective norms for boycott 

movements will be more substantial in the context of collectivist countries. Anderson 

(2012) noted that the more people they have in common, the easier it is for them to spread 

hatred, including similarities in religious groups. Hence scholars describe the Muslim 
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community as a univocal entity (Abdi, 2009). In addition, Hofstede (1980) theory of 

cultural dimensions also reveals that countries such as Indonesia, which have a higher 

level of collectivism, tend to have more substantial subjective norms. Things that violate 

Islam will also be believed by Muslims collectively. 

Another relevant contribution from our research focuses on the subsequent impact 

of brand hate. This difference in how consumers hate brands requires a more profound 

understanding which, according to Rodrigues et al. (2021), are classified into passionate 

consumers ("remaining opponents"), non-excited users ("disappointed admirers"), 

discouraged users ("unimpressed testers") and passionate former users ("disappointed 

fanboys") by developing a feeling of potential negative Muslim brand-consumer 

relationship. This study also emphasizes the outcome of brand hate that leads to 

intentional attacks on brands, such as word of mouth and punishment, as well as avoiding 

the purchase of products/services from the targeted brand, which confirms the findings of 

previous research on brand hate (Rodrigues et al., 2021; Zarantonello et al., 2016). Another 

significant theoretical contribution from this research is that brand hate involves 

behavioral dimensions: negative word of mouth, avoidance of product purchases, and 

willingness to punish brands. This finding emphasizes how the feeling when consumers 

hate has implications for consumer actions; thus, a dichotomous concept is needed to see 

brand hate either voice the opposition or ignore it. 

More importantly, for the first time, this paper shows that boycott intentions are 

organized into three dimensions: intention to incite, intention to avoid, and intention to 

punish. The development of this theory notes how consumers cognitively express their 

hatred to reduce their level of conscious interaction with the brand, which then dissolves 

or at least weakens the affective bond between the two parties (Hollebeek et al., 2014; 

Perrin-Martinenq, 2004). In short, brand haters may exhibit brand disengagement traits 

such as brand avoidance or unwillingness to associate with the brand again. Meanwhile, 

brand haters who express and voice their feelings of hatred through word of mouth and 

punishment tend to have enduring opposition towards the brand. These two destructive 

retaliatory behaviors reflect how consumers behave concerning the brand. 

Finally, brand haters influence others by venting their feelings and judgments 

against a brand. This gives the power to warn other consumers not to take advantage of 

the products of the targeted brand and stop trading (Wetzer et al., 2007). Brand haters will 

be actively involved in spreading negative word of mouth, especially to convey arguments 

in informal spaces that affect the community where they are associated collectively to 

carry out specific anti-brand actions (Bailey, 2004; Krishnamurthy & Kucuk, 2009). In 

addition, the desire of brand haters to retaliate through punitive measures causes damage 

to the brand as a form of retaliation for the damage that the opposing brand inflicts 

(Bechwati & Morrin, 2003). In severe cases, brand haters may intentionally engage in 

unlawful and destructive actions (Romani et al., 2013) and show retaliation through 

aggressive behavior towards the brand. Meanwhile, consumers who reply with passive 

behavior will be more challenging to identify by companies as potential brand haters. 

 

Conclusion 

Overall, this study confirms that brand hate can harm the consumer-brand 

relationship, which further causes incite, avoidance, and punishment behavior. 
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Explanations of negative consumer-brand relationships confirm brand-consumer 

disidentification resulting in brand hate. The current findings provide essential 

knowledge for brand managers to take action. Brand managers allow a variety of 

alternatives to offer measures to prevent online and offline anti-brand activism before the 

boycott becomes more extensive and more damaging. Furthermore, brand managers 

must develop public relations strategies to appease brand haters rather than oppose them. 

Another important finding is that brand hate due to worsening brand-consumer 

relationships in several ways affects brands both directly and latently. Therefore, strategy 

making should prevent potential brand haters from avoiding or disengaging from the 

brand. Thus, there is still hope of restoring the negative brand-consumer relationship. It is 

crucial to reduce the impact of retaliatory behavior that can damage brand reputation. It 

is also helpful for companies to manage the size of the boycott so as not to cause potential 

instability and chaos in the sales of their products. By understanding the antecedents of 

brand hate, companies can have the insight to manage consumers' negative emotions and 

plan social engineering initiatives for corrective action. 

On the other hand, this study cannot explain why symbolic incongruity does not 

affect brand hate. More specifically, whether the rainbow logo is not worthy of being 

hated even though, in a modern context, it is the identity of the LGBTQI+ community. 

Future research is suggested to explore further how symbols can cause brand hate, to 

show that consumers have their perceptions. For example, a qualitative study conducting 

interviews with brand-hating Muslim consumers would provide valuable insights to 

address the current phenomenon of consumer-brand disidentification. Information taken 

directly from respondents will provide a perspective that can re-examine previous 

theories and their different implications.  

 

Authors’ Declaration 

The authors made substantial contribution to the conception and design of the study. 

The authors took responsibility for data analysis, interpretation, and discussion of results. 

The authors read and approved the final manuscript. The paper has awarded as the first 

best paper in the 3rd International Conference on Islamic Economics Studies (ICIES) held in 

July 26-27, 2022 at Faculty of Islamic Economics and Business, Stated Islamic University of 

Raden Mas Said Surakarta, Indonesia. Thus, we thank all the organizers for creating such 

an extraordinary event. 

 

ORCID 

Firdan Thoriq Faza        https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5089-4140 

Yan Putra Timur        https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3457-2712 

Lu’liyatul Mutmainah.      https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6009-9538 

Sulistya Rusgianto        https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1331-0641 

 

References 

Abdelwahab, D., Jiménez, N. H., San-Martín, S., & Prodanova, J. (2020). Between love and 

boycott: a story of dual origin brands. Spanish Journal of Marketing - ESIC, 24(3), 377–

402. https://doi.org/10.1108/SJME-12-2019-0105 

http://issn.pdii.lipi.go.id/issn.cgi?daftar&1461031029&1&&
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-5089-4140
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-3457-2712
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-6009-9538
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-1331-0641
https://doi.org/10.1108/SJME-12-2019-0105


Shirkah: Journal of Economics and Business 

Vol. 7, No. 3 (2022), page 219-238 

Firdan Thoriq Faza et. al. (You`ve Over the Line! Muslim Consumers are Resistant…) 

234 

 

e-ISSN: 2503-4243 

 

Abdi, S. (2009). Islam and (Political) liberalism: A note on an evolving debate in Indonesia. 

Journal of Indonesian Islam, 3(2), 370–389. https://doi.org/10.15642/JIIS.2009.3.2.370-389 

Abdul-Talib, A. N., & Mohd Adnan, M. M. (2017). Determinants of consumer’s willingness 

to boycott surrogate products. Journal of Islamic Marketing, 8(3), 345–360. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-08-2015-0065 

Abosag, I., & Farah, M. F. (2014). The influence of religiously motivated consumer boycotts 

on brand image, loyalty and product judgment. European Journal of Marketing, 48(11–

12), 2262–2283. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-12-2013-0737 

Ajzen, I. (1991). The Theory of Planned Behavior Organizational Behavior and Human 

Decision Processes. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 50(2), 179–

211. 

Al-Hyari, K., Alnsour, M., Al-Weshah, G., & Haffar, M. (2012). Religious beliefs and 

consumer behaviour: From loyalty to boycotts. Journal of Islamic Marketing, 3(2), 155–

174. https://doi.org/10.1108/17590831211232564 

Albayati, M. S., Nik Mat, N. K., Musaibah, A. S., Aldhaafri, H. S., & Almatari, E. M. (2012). 

Participate In Boycott Activities Toward Danish Products From The Perspective Of 

Muslim Consumer. American Journal of Economics, 2(4), 120–124. 

https://doi.org/10.5923/j.economics.20120001.27 

Alvarez, C., & Fournier, S. (2016). Consumers’ relationships with brands. Current Opinion 

in Psychology, 10, 129–135. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.12.017 

Anderson, C. (2012, April 13). Trial Starts in Plot Against Danish Paper Over Cartoons of 

Prophet. The New York Times. 

https://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/14/world/europe/trial-opens-in-revenge-plot-

against-danish-newspaper-for-cartoons-of-prophet-muhammad.html 

Antonetti, P. (2016). Consumer anger: a label in search of meaning. European Journal of 

Marketing, 50(9–10), 1602–1628. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-08-2015-0590 

Baghi, I., & Gabrielli, V. (2019). The role of crisis typology and cultural belongingness in 

shaping consumers’ negative responses towards a faulty brand. Journal of Product and 

Brand Management, 28(5), 653–670. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-03-2018-1806 

Bailey, A. A. (2004). Thiscompanysucks.com: The use of the Internet in negative consumer-

to-consumer articulations. Journal of Marketing Communications, 10(3), 169–182. 

https://doi.org/10.1080/1352726042000186634 

Bechwati, N. N., & Morrin, M. (2003). Outraged consumers: Getting even at the expense of 

getting a good deal. Journal of Consumer Psychology, 13(4), 440–453. 

https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327663JCP1304_11 

Brandão, A., & Popoli, P. (2022). “I’m hatin’ it”! Negative consumer–brand relationships in 

online anti-brand communities. European Journal of Marketing, 56(2), 622–650. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-03-2020-0214 

Cambefort, M., & Roux, E. (2019). A typology of the perceived risks in the context of 

consumer brand resistance. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 28(5), 575–585. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-03-2018-1792 

Charseatd, P. (2016). Role of religious beliefs in blood donation behavior among the 

youngster in Iran: a theory of planned behavior perspective. Journal of Islamic 

Marketing, 7(3). https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-05-2014-0037 

Cruz, B. de P. A., & Botelho, D. (2015). Proposition of the relational boycott. Management 

Research, 13(3), 315–333. https://doi.org/10.1108/MRJIAM-05-2015-0593 

http://issn.pdii.lipi.go.id/issn.cgi?daftar&1461036652&1&&
https://doi.org/10.15642/JIIS.2009.3.2.370-389
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-08-2015-0065
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-12-2013-0737
https://doi.org/10.1108/17590831211232564
https://doi.org/10.5923/j.economics.20120001.27
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.12.017
https://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/14/world/europe/trial-opens-in-revenge-plot-against-danish-newspaper-for-cartoons-of-prophet-muhammad.html
https://www.nytimes.com/2012/04/14/world/europe/trial-opens-in-revenge-plot-against-danish-newspaper-for-cartoons-of-prophet-muhammad.html
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-08-2015-0590
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-03-2018-1806
https://doi.org/10.1080/1352726042000186634
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327663JCP1304_11
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-03-2020-0214
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-03-2018-1792
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-05-2014-0037
https://doi.org/10.1108/MRJIAM-05-2015-0593


Shirkah: Journal of Economics and Business 

Vol. 7, No. 3 (2022), page 219-238 

 

Firdan Thoriq Faza et. al. (You`ve Over the Line! Muslim Consumers are Resistant…) 

235 

 

p-ISSN: 2503-4235  

Dekhil, F., Jridi, H., & Farhat, H. (2017). Effect of religiosity on the decision to participate in 

a boycott: The moderating effect of brand loyalty – the case of Coca-Cola. Journal of 

Islamic Marketing, 8(2), 309–328. https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-01-2013-0008 

Demiray, M., & Burnaz, S. (2019). Exploring the impact of brand community identification 

on Facebook: Firm-directed and self-directed drivers. Journal of Business Research, 

96(September 2017), 115–124. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.11.016 

Dessart, L., Veloutsou, C., & Morgan-Thomas, A. (2020). Brand negativity: a relational 

perspective on anti-brand community participation. European Journal of Marketing, 

54(7), 1761–1785. https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-06-2018-0423 

Essoo, N., & Dibb, S. (2004). Religious Influences on Shopping Behaviour: An Exploratory 

Study. Journal of Marketing Management, 20(7–8), 683–712. 

https://doi.org/10.1362/0267257041838728 

Farah, M. F., & Newman, A. J. (2010). Exploring consumer boycott intelligence using a 

socio-cognitive approach. Journal of Business Research, 63(4), 347–355. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2009.03.019 

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

Journal of Business Research, 101(April), 116–127. 

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

Fornell, C., & Larcker, D. F. (1981). Evaluating structural equation models with 

unobservable variables and measurement error. Journal of Marketing Research, 18(1), 

39–50. https://doi.org/10.2307/3151312 

Funches, V., Markley, M., & Davis, L. (2009). Reprisal, retribution and requital: 

Investigating customer retaliation. Journal of Business Research, 62(2), 231–238. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.030 

Gardner, M., & Steinberg, L. (2005). Peer influence on risk taking, risk preference, and 

risky decision making in adolescence and adulthood: An experimental study. 

Developmental Psychology, 41(4), 625–635. https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.41.4.625 

George, J. F. (2004). The theory of planned behavior and Internet purchasing. Internet 

Research, 14(3), 198–212. https://doi.org/10.1108/10662240410542634 

Gillmore, M. R., Archibald, M. E., Morrison, D. M., Wilsdon, A., Wells, E. A., Hoppe, M. J., 

Nahom, D., & Murowchick, E. (2002). Teen sexual behavior: Applicability of the 

Theory of Reasoned Action. Journal of Marriage and Family. Journal of Marriage and 

Family, 64(4), 885–897. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2002.00885.x 

Grégoire, Y., & Fisher, R. J. (2008). Customer betrayal and retaliation: When your best 

customers become your worst enemies. Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 

36(2), 247–261. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-007-0054-0 

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

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

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

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

Grégoire, Y., Tripp, T. M., & Legoux, R. (2009). 07. Grégoire 2009_JM-

when_customer_love_turns.pdf. Journal of Marketing, 73(November), 18–32. 

Hair Jr., J. F., Hult, G. T. M., Ringle, C. M., & Sarstedt, M. (2016). A Primer on Partial Least 

Squares Structural Equation Modeling (PLS-SEM) (2nd ed.). Sage. 

http://issn.pdii.lipi.go.id/issn.cgi?daftar&1461031029&1&&
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-01-2013-0008
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.11.016
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJM-06-2018-0423
https://doi.org/10.1362/0267257041838728
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2009.03.019
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.04.017
https://doi.org/10.2307/3151312
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.030
https://doi.org/10.1037/0012-1649.41.4.625
https://doi.org/10.1108/10662240410542634
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2002.00885.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-007-0054-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0186-5


Shirkah: Journal of Economics and Business 

Vol. 7, No. 3 (2022), page 219-238 

Firdan Thoriq Faza et. al. (You`ve Over the Line! Muslim Consumers are Resistant…) 

236 

 

e-ISSN: 2503-4243 

 

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

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

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

Hofstede, G. (1980). Culture’s Consequences: International Differences in Work-Related Values 

(Abridged). Sage. 

Hollebeek, L. D., Glynn, M. S., & Brodie, R. J. (2014). Consumer brand engagement in 

social media: Conceptualization, scale development and validation. Journal of 

Interactive Marketing, 28(2), 149–165. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intmar.2013.12.002 

Holt, D. B. (2004). How Brands Become Icons: The Principles of Cultural Branding. Harvard 

Business School. 

Hong, C., & Li, C. (2021). Will Consumers Silence Themselves When Brands Speak up 

about Sociopolitical Issues? Applying the Spiral of Silence Theory to Consumer 

Boycott and Buycott Behaviors. Journal of Nonprofit and Public Sector Marketing, 33(2), 

193–211. https://doi.org/10.1080/10495142.2020.1865234 

Iglesias, O., Markovic, S., & Rialp, J. (2019). How does sensory brand experience influence 

brand equity? Considering the roles of customer satisfaction, customer affective 

commitment, and employee empathy. Journal of Business Research, 96(August 2017), 

343–354. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.05.043 

Izberk-Bilgin, E. (2012). Infidel brands: Unveiling alternative meanings of global brands at 

the nexus of globalization, consumer culture, and Islamism. Journal of Consumer 

Research, 39(4), 663–687. https://doi.org/10.1086/665413 

Johnson, A. R., Matear, M., & Thomson, M. (2011). A coal in the heart: Self-relevance as a 

post-exit predictor of consumer anti-brand actions. Journal of Consumer Research, 

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

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

your brand – The phenomenon of consumer brand sabotage. Journal of Marketing, 

80(3). https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0006 

Kalliny, M., & Lemaster, J. (2005). Before you go, you should know: The impact of war, 

economic, cultural and religious animosity on entry modes. Marketing Management 

Journal, 15(2), 18–28. 

Kaynak, R., & Eksi, S. (2011). Ethnocentrism, religiosity, environmental and health 

consciousness: Motivators for anti-consumers. Eurasian Journal of Business and 

Economics, 4(8), 31–50. http://www.doaj.org/doaj?func=fulltext&aId=961927 

Khan, R., Misra, K., & Singh, V. (2013). Ideology and Brand Consumption. Psychological 

Science, 24(3), 326–333. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612457379 

Kim, H., Choo, H. J., & Yoon, N. (2013). The motivational drivers of fast fashion avoidance. 

Journal of Fashion Marketing and Management, 17(2), 243–260. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JFMM-10-2011-0070 

Klein, J. G., Ettenson, R., & Morris, M. D. (1998). The animosity model of foreign product 

purchase: An empirical test in the people’s Republic of China. Journal of Marketing, 

62(1), 89–100. https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299806200108 

Klein, J. G., Smith, N. C., & John, A. (2004). Why we boycott: Consumer motivations for 

boycott participation. Journal of Marketing, 68(3), 92–109. 

https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.68.3.92.34770 

http://issn.pdii.lipi.go.id/issn.cgi?daftar&1461036652&1&&
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-01-2016-1070
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.intmar.2013.12.002
https://doi.org/10.1080/10495142.2020.1865234
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.05.043
https://doi.org/10.1086/665413
https://doi.org/10.1086/657924
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.15.0006
http://www.doaj.org/doaj?func=fulltext&aId=961927
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797612457379
https://doi.org/10.1108/JFMM-10-2011-0070
https://doi.org/10.1177/002224299806200108
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.68.3.92.34770


Shirkah: Journal of Economics and Business 

Vol. 7, No. 3 (2022), page 219-238 

 

Firdan Thoriq Faza et. al. (You`ve Over the Line! Muslim Consumers are Resistant…) 

237 

 

p-ISSN: 2503-4235  

Knight, J. G., Mitchell, B. S., & Gao, H. (2009). Riding out the Muhammad cartoons crisis: 

Contrasting strategies and outcomes. Long Range Planning, 42(1), 6–22. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2008.11.002 

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

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

2015-0019 

Koenenn, C. (1992, December 1). Practical View/On Staging Boycotts: The Power of Pulling 

Purse Strings. Los Angeles Times. https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-1992-12-

01-vw-1509-story.html 

Krishnamurthy, S., & Kucuk, S. U. (2009). Anti-branding on the internet. Journal of Business 

Research, 62(11), 1119–1126. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.09.003 

Lahno, A. M., & Serra-Garcia, M. (2015). Peer effects in risk taking: Envy or conformity? 

Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 50(1), 73–95. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11166-015-9209-4 

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

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

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

McCullough, M. E., Rachal, K. C., Sandage, S. J., Worthington, E. L. . J., Brown, S. W., & 

Hight, T. L. (1998). Interpersonal forgiving in close relationships: II. Theoretical 

elaboration and measurement. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 75(6), 1586–

1603. https://doi.org/10.1037//0022-3514.75.6.1586 

Muhamad, N., Khamarudin, M., & Fauzi, W. I. M. (2019). The role of religious motivation 

in an international consumer boycott. British Food Journal, 121(1), 199–217. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-02-2018-0118 

Mukhtar, A., & Butt, M. M. (2012). Intention to choose Halal products: The role of 

religiosity. Journal of Islamic Marketing, 3(2), 108–120. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/17590831211232519 

Odoom, R., Kosiba, J. P., Djamgbah, C. T., & Narh, L. (2019). Brand avoidance: underlying 

protocols and a practical scale. Journal of Product and Brand Management, 28(5), 586–

597. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-03-2018-1777 

Omar, N. A., Zainol, Z., Thye, C. K., Ahmad Nordin, N., & Nazri, M. A. (2017). Halal 

violation episode: does severity and trust recovery impact negative consumption 

behavior? Journal of Islamic Marketing, 8(4), 686–710. https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-10-

2015-0081 

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

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

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

Rodrigues, C., Brandão, A., & Rodrigues, P. (2021). I can’t stop hating you: an anti-brand-

community perspective on apple brand hate. Journal of Product and Brand 

Management, 30(8), 1115–1133. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-10-2019-2621 

Romani, S., Grappi, S., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2013). My anger is your gain, my contempt your 

loss: Explaining consumer responses to corporate wrongdoing. Psychology & 

Marketing, 30(12), 1029–1042. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20664 

Roswinanto, W., & Suwanda, S. N. (2021). Religious boycott in Indonesia: investigation of 

antecedents and the effect of religiosity dimensions. Journal of Islamic Marketing. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-08-2020-0246 

http://issn.pdii.lipi.go.id/issn.cgi?daftar&1461031029&1&&
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.lrp.2008.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1108/QMR-03-2015-0019
https://doi.org/10.1108/QMR-03-2015-0019
https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-1992-12-01-vw-1509-story.html
https://www.latimes.com/archives/la-xpm-1992-12-01-vw-1509-story.html
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11166-015-9209-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.024
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.75.6.1586
https://doi.org/10.1108/BFJ-02-2018-0118
https://doi.org/10.1108/17590831211232519
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-03-2018-1777
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-10-2015-0081
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-10-2015-0081
https://doi.org/10.1362/0267257042405204
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-10-2019-2621
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20664
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-08-2020-0246


Shirkah: Journal of Economics and Business 

Vol. 7, No. 3 (2022), page 219-238 

Firdan Thoriq Faza et. al. (You`ve Over the Line! Muslim Consumers are Resistant…) 

238 

 

e-ISSN: 2503-4243 

 

Salma, S. Y., & Aji, H. M. (2022). What drives Muslims to boycott French brands? The 

moderating role of brand judgement and counterargument. Journal of Islamic 

Marketing. https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-04-2021-0128 

Sari, D. K., Mizerski, D., & Liu, F. (2017). Boycotting foreign products: a study of 

Indonesian Muslim consumers. Journal of Islamic Marketing, 8(1), 16–34. 

https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-12-2014-0078 

Septianto, B. (2020, June 25). Dukung LGBTQI, Unilever Banjir Boikot dari Warganet 

Indonesia. Tirto.Id. https://tirto.id/dukung-lgbtqi-unilever-banjir-boikot-dari-

warganet-indonesia-fLjZ 

Sharma, I., Jain, K., & Gupta, R. (2021). The power to voice my hate! Exploring the effect of 

brand hate and perceived social media power on negative eWOM. Journal of Asia 

Business Studies, 16(4), 652–675. https://doi.org/10.1108/JABS-10-2020-0423 

Shoham, A., Davidow, M., Klein, J. G., & Ruvio, A. (2006). Animosity on the home front: 

The Intifada in Israel and its impact on consumer behavior. Journal of International 

Marketing, 14(3), 92–114. https://doi.org/10.1509/jimk.14.3.92 

Song, E. (2020). South korean consumers’ attitudes toward small business owners 

participating in the 2019 anti-japan boycott. Social Sciences, 9(5). 

https://doi.org/10.3390/SOCSCI9050074 

Sweetin, V. H., Knowles, L. L., Summey, J. H., & McQueen, K. S. (2013). Willingness-to-

punish the corporate brand for corporate social irresponsibility. Journal of Business 

Research, 66(10), 1822–1830. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.02.003 

Ward, J. C., & Ostrom, A. L. (2006). Complaining to the masses: The role of protest framing 

in customer-created complaint web sites. Journal of Consumer Research, 33(2), 220–230. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/506303 

Wetzer, I. M., Zeelenberg, M., & Pieters, R. (2007). “Never eat in that restaurant, I did!”: 

Exploring why people engage in negative word-of-mouth communication. 

Psychology & Marketing, 24(8), 661–680. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20178 

Wolter, J. S., Brach, S., Cronin, J. J., & Bonn, M. (2016). Symbolic drivers of consumer-brand 

identification and disidentification. Journal of Business Research, 69(2), 785–793. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.07.011 

Yuksel, U., & Mryteza, V. (2009). An evaluation of strategic responses to consumer 

boycotts. Journal of Business Research, 62(2), 248–259. 

https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.032 

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

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

0799 

Zhao, X., Lynch, J. G., & Chen, Q. (2010). Reconsidering Baron and Kenny: Myths and 

truths about mediation analysis. Journal of Consumer Research, 37(2), 197–206. 

https://doi.org/10.1086/651257 

 

http://issn.pdii.lipi.go.id/issn.cgi?daftar&1461036652&1&&
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-04-2021-0128
https://doi.org/10.1108/JIMA-12-2014-0078
https://tirto.id/dukung-lgbtqi-unilever-banjir-boikot-dari-warganet-indonesia-fLjZ
https://tirto.id/dukung-lgbtqi-unilever-banjir-boikot-dari-warganet-indonesia-fLjZ
https://doi.org/10.1108/JABS-10-2020-0423
https://doi.org/10.1509/jimk.14.3.92
https://doi.org/10.3390/SOCSCI9050074
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.02.003
https://doi.org/10.1086/506303
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.20178
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.07.011
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-01-2015-0799
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-01-2015-0799
https://doi.org/10.1086/651257

