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Abstract

This study aims to examine the effect of brand hate on consumers’ boycott behavior by exploring the
mediating role of negative word-of-mouth (NeWOM). Data were collected from 396 consumers through an
online survey distributed via social media and analyzed using Structural Equation Modeling. The findings
reveal that brand hate significantly increases NeWOM; NeWOM influences boycott intention and partially
mediates the relationship between brand hate and boycott behavior. Overall, strong feelings of brand hate
enhance consumers’ tendency to spread negative opinions and experiences, which directly or indirectly
strengthen their intention to boycott; thus, the study contributes to understanding the negative emotional
and communicational dimensions of consumer—brand relationships.
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MARKA NEFRETi, NEWOM VE BOYKOT DAVRANISI ARASINDAKIi
iLiSKiNIN INCELENMESINE YONELIK BiR ARASTIRMA

Oz

Bu galisma, marka nefretinin tiiketicilerin boykot davranisi lizerindeki etkisini olumsuz agizdan agiza iletisimin
(NeWOM) aracilik rolii kapsaminda incelemeyi amaglamaktadir. Sosyal medya araciligiyla ulastirilan anketten
elde edilen 396 katilimciya ait veriler Yapisal Esitlik Modellemesi ile analiz edilmistir. Bulgular, marka
nefretinin NeWOM davraniglarini anlamli sekilde artirdigini; NeWOM’un boykot niyetini etkiledigini ve marka
nefretinin boykot lizerindeki etkisine kismen aracilik ettigini gostermektedir. Sonug olarak, yogun marka
nefretinin tlketicilerin olumsuz goris ve deneyimlerini yayma egilimini gliglendirdigi ve bunun boykot niyetini
dogrudan veya dolayh olarak artirdigl belirlenmis; ¢alisma, tlketici-marka iliskilerinin olumsuz duygusal ve
iletisimsel yonine iliskin literatlire katki saglamistir.
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1. Introduction

Consumer behavior, a fundamental marketing element, is considered crucial for establishing
long-term emotional and functional relationships with brands (Morgan & Hunt, 1994).
Understanding consumers' expectations and needs in these relationships is crucial because it helps
predict their purchasing decisions (Ramya & Ali, 2016). In the modern marketing approach, brands
are not merely economic actors offering goods or services; they are also relationship-oriented
structures responsible for meeting consumer expectations and establishing trust (Tekin et al.,
2014). Consumers have both functional and emotional expectations from brands, and the extent
to which these expectations are met is shaped by the brand experience process (Schiebler et al.,
2025).

While the field of marketing generally focuses on positive consumer emotions such as loyalty,
brand love, and satisfaction, examining negative emotions, attitudes, and behaviors is gaining
importance (Demirag & Cavusoglu, 2020). Brand hate, defined as the negative emotional response
consumers feel toward a specific brand or brands, brings with it significant problems (Johnson et
al.,, 2011; Ozdemir et al.,, 2024). Brand hate, unlike ordinary dissatisfaction, involves intense
emotions such as disregard for value, disgust, and anger. The source of these negative and intense
emotions can be dissatisfaction, a discrepancy between the brand's image and the perceived
image, or various immoral triggers (Haase et al., 2022; Yagci & Demiral, 2024).

These negative and strong emotional reactions, which weaken the bond between the consumer
and the brand, actively mobilize consumers. Indeed, many studies have shown that brand hate
leads to anti-brand behaviors in consumers, resulting in outcomes such as brand avoidance, brand
damage, or negative communication (Demirag & Cavusoglu, 2020; Hegner et al., 2017; Sameeni et
al., 2023). One of the most important consequences of brand hate is that consumers tell others
about their negative experiences with brands. Word of mouth (WOM) is an informal
communication process in which individuals share information about products and services with
their social circles (Demirbas, 2018). The negative form of this communication, negative word of
mouth (NeWOM), is defined as consumers sharing their bad experiences or dissatisfaction with
their social circles (Ribeiro & Kalro, 2023). Many studies have proven that consumers share their
negative experiences with others more than their positive ones (Aslam et al., 2011; Dulek, 2019).
Especially today, due to technological advancements and the increasing intensity of social media
use, NeWOM is rapidly spreading to large audiences, potentially damaging brand reputation (Disli
Bayraktar, 2023). Boycott behavior, on the other hand, occurs when consumers collectively refuse
to purchase a brand or its products or services, engaging in protest against the brand's policies and
practices. Boycotts, considered one of the most effective consumer responses to unethical, unfair,
and unacceptable practices of institutions, can have significant negative impacts on brand image
and the financial performance of businesses (Hoffmann, 2014; Makarem & Jae, 2016).

Recent empirical studies have revealed a significant relationship between brand hate and
boycott intentions (Akrout & Mrad, 2023; Sameeni et al., 2023). However, it has been reported
that consumers experiencing brand hate engage in strong negative WOM behaviors driven by the
urge to share their negative feelings with their social circles and seek support (Kucuk, 2008;
Sameeni et al., 2023). NeWOM can both negatively impact a larger number of consumers by
increasing feelings of hate and can also be a catalyst for collective protests such as boycotts (Bayir
& Osmanoglu, 2022). For example, it has been concluded that WOM communication mediates the
effects of environmental and ethical concerns on boycott decisions (Oztiirk & Nart, 2021).

Recent studies have shown that consumers express negative feelings towards brands not only
by distancing themselves from the brand but also by sharing them with others. However, how
these negative feelings lead consumers to more active responses such as boycott behavior is still
not entirely clear. The role of negative electronic word-of-mouth (NeWOM), particularly in digital
environments, in this transformation has been addressed in a limited number of studies (Sameeni
et al., 2024; Nguyen, 2018).
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This situation is even more important in markets like Tirkiye, where social interaction and
digital sharing are strong. While studies in Turkey generally address brand hate in terms of
consequences such as brand avoidance and negative communication (Balik¢ioglu & Kiyak, 2019;
Cavusoglu & Demirag, 2021), boycott behavior has mostly been examined through different
variables (Oztirk & Nart, 2021). Therefore, studies that address how brand hate influences boycott
behavior through NeWOM are quite limited.

This study aims to address this gap by examining the role of New World Order (NWO) in the
relationship between brand hate and boycott behavior, using a Turkish case study, in order to
provide a more comprehensive explanation.

2. Theoretical Framework
2.1. Boycott Behavior

Boycotts were generally initiated by housewives between the early 1900s and the late 1970s
to address rising food prices (Friedman, 1995). A boycott is a situation in which one or more parties
pressure individuals to avoid using a certain brand, product, service, or public service to achieve a
specific goal (Forno, 2022). While boycotts are generally initiated for political reasons, they can
also occur for social, economic, religious, ethical, or ecological reasons, such as avoiding purchasing
certain brands or products (Mata et al., 2023; Nguyen et al., 2018). Political boycotts occur when
consumers reject goods and services imported from countries perceived as enemies (Cuadras-
Morato & Raya, 2016). A social boycott refers to actions taken by consumers against low corporate
social responsibility practices in businesses, such as labor exploitation and child labor (Cruz, 2017).
These boycotts involve deliberately avoiding or not purchasing products due to political, social, or
ethical concerns (Kam & Deichert, 2020).

Economic boycotts generally arise from economic grievances, such as price increases, and have
been a common form of protest throughout history (Friedman, 1995). Today, high consumer
awareness requires businesses to be fair and careful in their pricing policies. Otherwise, consumers
may resort to economic boycotts to reduce prices and change their marketing practices (Atilgan et
al.,, 2017). Ecological boycotts, on the other hand, arise when consumers act together against
businesses that produce environmentally harmful or abusive products (Nguyen et al., 2018).
Consumers who value religious values often adopt an opposing stance against groups that attempt
to oppose these values. Religious beliefs thus serve as a motivating tool for consumers to
participate in boycotts and are used to punish those who insult religious values. Religion-based
boycotts involve calls for a boycott from consumers based on religious teachings (Uysal & Comert,
2017). Boycotts are one of the most effective and deterrent anti-consumerist actions, particularly
against businesses engaging in unethical or unfair practices (Makarem & Jae, 2016). In today's
digital age, increased social media use leads to increased awareness and mobilization, stimulating
collective participation and making consumer boycotts an important form of civil activism (Rahim
et al., 2025).

2.2. Brand Hate

The definition of hate has been expressed as "a strong dislike or ill will toward someone or
something; disgust; contempt" or "a desire to dislike or avoid someone or something; a desire to
avoid" (Neufeldt & Guralnik, 1997). Sternberg (2003) argued that interpersonal hate is not merely
a more intense form of interpersonal dislike but also a distinct construct, both empirically and
conceptually.

In the marketing literature, Johnson et al. (2011) explore the concept of hate as "a strong
opposition toward brands" in the context of consumer-brand relationships. They also suggest that
the "self-esteem" level of consumer-brand relationships can increase the susceptibility to negative
word-of-mouth, complaints, and even anti-brand behaviors such as theft, threats, or vandalism.
Kucuk (2019) broadly defines brand hate as "consumers' disengagement from a brand and its
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associations as a result of intense and deeply held negative emotions such as disgust, anger,
contempt, devaluation, and disparagement."” The intensity of consumers' negative feelings toward
brands can lead to negative consequences for the business, such as dislike or even hatred of the
brand. Just as brand love signifies more than simply liking a brand, the same emotional state evokes
brand hate, which signifies more than simply disliking a brand (Delzen, 2014).

The first factor that leads to brand hate is the consumer's dissatisfaction with product or service
performance or negative past experiences with the brand. The second determinant is the potential
incompatibility between self-image and brand image. The final determinant relates to corporate
misconduct that consumers find ideologically unacceptable for legal, moral, or societal reasons. In
terms of behavioral consequences, brand hate leads to brand avoidance or hateful consumer
behavior. These behaviors can range from mild (negative talk about the brand or negative word-
of-mouth) to severe retaliatory behaviors (Hegner et al., 2017). Another study found that negative
past experiences and ideological conflicts create hatred toward the brand, and this hatred leads
consumers to attitudinal and behavioral outcomes such as avoiding the brand, reducing/stopping
support for the brand, engaging in negative word-of-mouth, complaining, and seeking revenge
against the brand (Shoja & Sadegh Vaziri, 2018). The consequences of brand hate were described
in another study as brand avoidance, seeking revenge, taking action against the brand, complaints
(complaints to relevant institutions/organizations/places and online complaints), negative word-
of-mouth, and cyberbullying (Cildirim & Aglargoz, 2021).

2.3. Negative Word-of-Mouth (NeWOM)

Word-of-Mouth (WOM) is an interpersonal communication in which consumers share their
opinions about their consumption experiences. While WOM provides a credible message that
stimulates consumer decision-making, negative WOM undermines the credibility of advertising
and damages brand reputation. Word-of-Mouth can occur in physical conversations or on virtual
platforms. This form of marketing, defined as electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM), is more effective
than traditional word-of-mouth marketing. The reasons for this can be listed as follows (Liang, et
al., 2013).

First, eWOM messages can spread quickly and possibly reach a large audience thanks to the
growth of the internet and other electronic media (Litvin et al., 2008). Second, recipients of
messages seek a broader range of comments online and therefore do not rely solely on the
opinions of acquaintances (Senecal & Nantel, 2004). Third, eWOM can be accessed immediately or
after a certain period of time; its digital footprint can remain permanently online (Sun, et al., 2006).
Fourth, anonymity encourages people to post online reviews with the knowledge that they will not
be identified (Phelps, et al., 2004). Finally, eWOM communication allows individuals to establish
personal and social networks (Brown, et al., 2007). Negative word-of-mouth (NWOM) has been
characterized as interpersonal communication among consumers about a marketing organization
or product that disparages the object of the communication (Richins, 1984). Baumeister et al.
(2001) argue that people are more likely to share negative experiences with others than positive
ones. With negative word-of-mouth, consumers often want to warn others about their negative
experiences with the brand and spread it. NeWOM tends to spread more widely, last longer, and
have a greater impact than eWOM (Bachleda et al., 2016).

A study conducted in the United States shows that consumers used social media an average of
41 times in 2022 to share their personal experiences with a product. Among social media options,
Facebook is the most used platform (57%), followed by Amazon (31%) and Instagram (31%).
Facebook has also been ranked by consumers as the top site for user reviews of products (Chinn,
2023).

2.4. Hypothesis Development and Research model

Consumer behavior is a fundamental marketing component that determines the nature and
continuity of emotional and functional relationships with brands (Morgan & Hunt, 1994).
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Understanding consumer behavior is crucial for marketing because it helps predict purchasing
decisions (Gajjar, 2013). In the modern marketing approach, brands are not merely economic
actors offering products or services; they are also relationship-oriented structures responsible for
meeting consumer expectations and establishing trust (Tekin et al., 2014). Consumer expectations
for brands encompass not only functional but also emotional dimensions. The extent to which
these expectations are met is shaped by the brand experience process (Schiebler et al., 2025). Most
studies in the literature focus on positive consumer emotions such as brand love, loyalty,
profitability, and sustainability. However, today, the importance of explaining negative emotions
and behaviors is emphasized (Demirag & Cavusoglu, 2020). Negative emotions such as brand
hatred can increase word-of-mouth (NeWOM), which can mediate negative behaviors such as
consumer bo ycotts and brand sabotage (Sameeni et al., 2024).

Based on this theoretical framework, the following hypotheses have been developed to test
the relationships between the variables:

Brand Hate - NeWOM

Negative feelings that consumers develop towards brands do not remain merely an internal
attitude, but also transform into outward communication behaviors. Brand hate is seen as a
significant factor triggering negative word-of-mouth (NeWOM) by increasing consumers'
motivation to share their negative experiences (Ribeiro & Kalro, 2023; Tariq, 2025). In this context,
consumers share their dissatisfaction with their social circles, both to achieve emotional relief and
to warn other consumers. Additionally, according to emotion-based response theory, intense
negative emotions lead individuals to more visible and effective communication behaviors. This
situation causes NeWOM to spread rapidly, especially in digital environments (Sameeni et al.,
2024). Therefore, brand hate prepares the ground for consumers to share their negative
experiences with wider audiences.

Hi: Brand hate positively influences consumers' tendency to engage in NeWOM behavior.

Brand Hate -> Boycott Behavior: Brand hate leads consumers not only to give communicative
responses but also to develop more active and behavioral responses. In particular, brand practices
that contradict consumers' values can cause strong negative emotions to form and these emotions
to transform into boycott behavior (Woodside et al., 2023; Akrout & Mrad, 2023). This process can
be explained within the framework of social identity and ethical evaluation. When consumers
perceive ethical violations or a loss of trust, they tend to distance themselves from the brand by
ending their relationship with it (Makarem & Jae, 2016). Furthermore, strong emotional responses
can move individuals away from passive consumption and towards collective action. Therefore,
brand hate is considered a significant determinant of more active and organized consumer
behaviors such as boycotts (Sameeni et al., 2023, 2024).

H.: Brand hate positively influences consumers' tendency to engage in boycott behavior.

NeWOM -> Boycott Behavior: Negative word-of-mouth (NeWOM) is one of the important
social influence mechanisms that shape consumers' boycott decisions. Consumers can re-evaluate
their perceptions of a brand by being influenced by negative experiences shared by other
individuals, and this process can trigger boycott behavior (Efendi & Alfansi, 2025). Furthermore,
within the framework of social influence theory, NeWOM functions not only as information
transfer but also as a normative pressure element. The credibility of the message and the
expectation of social participation increase the likelihood of individuals engaging in boycott
behavior (Shin & Yoon, 2016). Therefore, NeWOM is considered a critical intermediary mechanism
that transforms consumers' individual decisions into collective behaviors.

Hs: NeWOM behavior positively influences consumers' tendency to engage in boycott behavior.

The Mediating Role of NeWOM: The relationship between brand hatred and boycott behavior
cannot be explained solely by direct influence; communicative mechanisms play a significant role
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in this process. Specifically, NeWOM facilitates the spread and strengthening of negative emotions
experienced by consumers by transferring these emotions to social environments (Bayir &
Osmanoglu, 2022). In this context, brand hatred first increases NeWOM behavior, and then this
communication process influences other consumers, strengthening boycott behavior. This shows
that emotional response is transformed into a behavioral outcome through social interaction. The
literature also contains findings indicating that consumer hostility influences boycott behavior
through NeWOM (Sameeni et al., 2024). Therefore, NeWOM plays a critical mediating role in the
relationship between brand hatred and boycott behavior.

Hs: NeWOM behavior has a mediating effect on the effect of brand hate on boycott behavior.
The research model created within this framework is shown in Figure 1.
Figure 1: Research Model
Ha Mediating Variable

Hz (+)
Brand Hate Boycott Behaviour

3. Data and Methodology
3.1. Purpose of the Research

This research aims to examine the processes through which consumers experiencing brand
hate turn to boycott behavior. The research examines the mediating role of the negative word-of-
mouth (NeWOM) variable in the relationship between brand hate and boycott behavior.

3.2. Research Population and Sample

Customers who have demonstrated brand hatred and boycotted a brand make up the research
population. The sample was chosen using convenience sampling. Between July and August of
2025, 399 customers participated in this study via an online survey. Because three survey forms
were deemed inaccurate, incomplete, or had the same number of options marked, they were not
included in the analysis. A total of 396 survey forms were used for analysis.

3.3. Data Collection Tools

To achieve the research objective, data was collected from consumers who exhibited boycott
behavior towards brands using a survey method. The survey form consists of three sections. The
first section asked participants questions specifically about boycott behaviors. The second section
included scale questions based on measuring variables that formed the research model. The third
section included questions regarding the demographic characteristics of the participants. The
scales used in the study were designed according to a 5-point Likert-type format (1_Strongly
Disagree, 2_Disagree, 3_Neither Agree nor Disagree, 4_Agree, 5_Strongly Agree). The brand hate
scale (6 items), developed by Hegner, Fetscherin, and van Delzen (2017) and used in Tirkiye by
Demirag and Cavusoglu (2020), was used to measure participants' negative feelings toward the
brands they boycotted. The "Boycott Behavior Scale" developed by Hoffmann et al. (2018) was
used to measure participants' boycotting tendencies. The scale consists of 6 items and has a
unidimensional structure. The "NeWOM Scale," developed by Sameeni et al. (2024), was used to
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measure participants' tendency to share negative brand experiences in digital environments. The
scale consists of four items and aims to assess NeWOM intensity with its unidimensional structure.

3.4. Research Ethics Committee Approval

The Glimlshane University Scientific Research and Publication Education Board granted ethics
committee approval for the study on September 26, 2025, with the number E-95674917-108.99-
371566 / 2025/7.

4. Findings

In the first stage of the research, the skewness and kurtosis values for the data set were
determined. Then, frequency analysis was used to analyze the responses obtained from the
participants, exploratory and confirmatory factor analysis were used to measure validity, and
Cronbach's alpha coefficient was determined for reliability. Secondly, analyses related to the
measurement model and structural model analysis were conducted.

4.1. Skewness and Kurtosis Values for the Data Set

Specific values are obtained by calculating whether a dataset exhibits a normal distribution.
The commonly used range for these values is between -1.5 and +1.5. According to another
approach, the data set is deemed normally distributed if the result of dividing the skewness and
kurtosis values by their standard error is less than 3.2 (Glirbliz & Sahin, 2017). The analysis revealed
values for brand hate ranging from -1.274 to +1.354, boycott behavior ranging from -1.351 to
+1.407, and neWOM ranging from -1.413 to +1.108. Based on this information, the data was
determined to be normally distributed.

4.2. Descriptive Statistics on the Sample

Data was collected from 396 consumers as part of the study. Information on the sample is
presented in Table 1. Table 1 includes information on age, gender, education level, monthly
income, marital status, and professional experience.

Table 1: Descriptive Statistics of the Sample

Age n % Monthly Income n %
18-25 122 30.8 25,000 TL and below 135 34.1
26-33 100 25.3 25,000 TL—45,000 TL 56 14.1
34-41 72 18.2 45,000 TL- 65,000 TL 40 10.1
42-49 41 10.4 65,000 TL— 85,000 TL 47 11.9
50 and above 61 15.4 85,000 TL and above 118 29.8
Total 396 100.0 Total 396 100.0
Gender n % Marital Status n %
Female 201 50.8 Married 153 38.6
Male 195 49.2 Single 243 61.4
Total 396 100.0 Total 396 100.0
Educational Status n % Professional Experience n %
High School 20 5.1 Private Sector 94 27.5
Associate Degree 51 12.9 Public Sector 142 40.9
Bachelor’'s Degree 173 43.7 Retired 54 13.6
Master’s Degree 152 38.4 Not Working 106 17.9
Total 396 100.0 Total 396 100.0

Descriptive statistics show that the sample is predominantly composed of young and middle-
aged individuals (18-25: 30.8%; 26—33: 25.3%). The gender distribution is balanced (Female:
50.8%; Male: 49.2%). The fact that a significant portion of participants hold undergraduate or
postgraduate degrees (Undergraduate: 43.7%; Master's: 38.4%) indicates a relatively high level of
education within the sample. Regarding occupational distribution, participants are largely
employed in the public sector (40.9%) and the private sector (27.5%). Findings regarding income
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level show that the sample comprises diverse income groups (25,000 TL and below: 34.1%; 85,000
TL and above: 29.8%), indicating a heterogeneous structure.

This demographic structure indicates that the sample consists of socioeconomically active
individuals and therefore provides a suitable dataset for analyzing brand-based evaluations and
perceptions and attitudes towards boycott behaviors.

Table 2: Statistics on the Reasons for Boycotting a Brand

Reason for Boycotting the Brand n %

Political Stance of Brands 130 11.4%
Product/Service Quality 161 14.1%
Calls Made on Social Media 150 13.2%
Pricing Policy 137 12.0%

Religious Values 111 9.7%

Ethical Approaches of Brands 132 11.6%
Political Statements by Global Brands 110 9.6%
Support Given to Wars 128 11.2%
Social Injustice 81 7.1%
Total 1140 100.0%

The second set of descriptive statistics obtained from the analyses includes findings regarding
respondents' reasons for boycotting the brand, their responses to the boycott, and the product
categories they boycotted most. These findings are presented in Tables 2, 3, and 4.

When the frequency analysis results of the participant responses were evaluated, the most
common reason for boycotting a brand was product/service quality. This was followed by calls for
action on social media and the brands' political stance. The list of other reasons is presented in
Table 2. There is no problem with the number n in Table 2 exceeding the sample size. Because
respondents can select more than one option in a multiple-response response, the total number
of nin the statement can exceed 1140.

Table 3: Statistics on Responses to Boycotts

Response to Boycotts n %
| view people’s reactions positively 245 22.2%
I think negative consequences will emerge for brands 277 38.8%
I think it will harm the economy 170 18.2%
| find boycott behaviors unnecessary 26 6.7%
| do not have a clear opinion on this issue 50 14.1%
Total 668 100.0%

When examining the participants' responses to boycotts, the most frequent response was the
option that "negative consequences will arise for brands," while the least frequent response was
the option that "boycott behavior is unnecessary" (Table 3). There is no problem with the number
n in Table 3 exceeding the sample size. Because respondents can select more than one option in
multiple responses, the total number of n in the statement can exceed 668.

Table 4: Statistics on the Most Frequently Boycotted Product Categories

Product Category n %
Beverages (Coca-Cola, Starbucks, Cappy, Damla, Erikli, Lipton) 224 28.3%
Food Products (Algida, Danone, Nesquik, Becel, Calve, Danette, Knorr, Milka) 250 31.6%
Cosmetics and Personal Care (Dove, Axe, Gillette, ipana, Garnier, Pantene) 138 17.4%
Cleaning Products (Alo, Cif, Fairy, Domestos, Piril, Finish, Rinso, Perwoll, Omo) 108 13.7%
Baby Products (Aptamil, Prima, Nestlé, Pappers, Bebelac) 71 9.0%
Total 791 100.0%

An examination of Table 4 reveals the product categories on which participants most
frequently exhibited boycott behavior. In this table, participants boycotted products in the
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following categories, respectively: food (Algida, Danone, Nesquik, Becel, Calve, Danette, Knorr,
Milka), beverage (Coca-Cola, Starbucks, Cappy, Damla, Erikli, Lipton), cosmetics and personal care
(Dove, Axe, Gilette, ipana, Garnier, Pantene), cleaning products (Alo, Cif, Fairy, Domestos, Piril,
Finish, Rinso, Perwoll, Omo), and baby products (Aptamil, Prima, Nestle, Pappers, Bebelac). There
is no problem with the number nin Table 4 exceeding the sample size. Since respondents can select
more than one option in multiple responses, the total number of n in the expression can exceed
791.

4.3. Validity and Reliability Analysis

The Bartlett test of sphericity (p value), which indicates whether the universal correlation
matrix is an identity matrix 0.001, and the KMO (Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin) sample adequacy value
needed for exploratory factor analysis in the study was found to be 0.889. These findings led to the
conclusion that the data and sample size were appropriate for factor analysis. After performing
these tests, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) were
conducted to determine the validity of the scales. Cronbach's alpha coefficient and CR (composite
reliability) values were examined to calculate the reliability values of the scales. Varimax was
selected as the rotation method in the factor analysis. The factor analysis revealed a three-factor
structure. All factor loadings were above 0.40 (islamoglu & Alniacik, 2013: 379), as shown in Table
5. This provides important information about the validity of the scales. In addition to validity
analysis, reliability results are also crucial. When reliability results are examined, it is seen that the
values of all variables are above 0.60 (islamoglu & Alniacik, 2013: 278). This indicates that the scales
are reliable. The validity and reliability analysis results according to EFA are presented in Table 5.

Table 5: Exploratory Factor Analysis and Reliability

Explained Variance

Scales and Items Factor Loadings Eigenvalue (%) Cronbach’s Alpha

Boycott Behavior 6.188 38.677 975
BD_4 936
BD_7 929
BD_3 927
BD_1 917
BD_2 916
BD_6 .904
BD_5 .902

Brand Hate 3.925 24.530 .883
MN_6 .776
MN_5 751
MN_3 .749
MN_2 747
MN_1 732
MN_4 .720

NeWOM 1.966 12.286 .806
NWM_1 .815
NWM_2 .807
NWM_3 .643

Note: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis; Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization;
Total Explained Variance: 75.493%

The studies from which the scales and statements used in the study were drawn are presented
under the method heading. Because not all statements were taken from a single study,
confirmatory factor analysis was required in conjunction with exploratory factor analysis. The
results of the confirmatory factor analysis were obtained using the AMOS structural equation
program. These results are presented in Table 6.
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Table 6: Confirmatory Factor Analysis

Scales and Items Std. Factor Loadings Composite Reliability (CR) AVE
Brand Hate 0.881 0.650
MN_6 0.778*
MN_5 0.707*
MN_4 0.738*
MN_3 0.772*
MN_2 0.752*
MN_1 0.735*
NeWOM 0.878 0.709
NWM_1 0.948*
NWM_2 0.852*
NWM_3 0.711*
Boycott Behavior 0.974 0.845
BD_1 0.912*
BD_2 0.901*
BD_3 0.932*
BD_4 0.949*
BD_5 0.915*
BD_6 0.895*
BD_7 0.933*

Note: All factor loadings are significant at the .001 level.

Table 7: Model Fit Values Results

Fit Index Good Fit Acceptable Fit Analysis Result
CMIN/DF 0<y¥/df<2 0<yx¥/df<5 2.691
CFI 0.97 <CFI £1.00 0.95<CFI<0.97 0.962
GFI 0.95<GFI £1.00 0.90 £ GFI < 0.95 0.916
NFI 0.95 <NFI £1.00 0.90 <NFI<0.94 0.936
AGFI 0.90 < AGFI <£1.00 0.85 < AGFI < 0.90 0.906
RMSEA 0 <RMSEA <0.05 0.05 <RMSEA £0.08 0.073

Reference: Good Fit; Acceptable Fit (Meydan & Sesen, 2015)

4.4. Hypotheses Testing

Four hypotheses were developed within the scope of the study. The hypotheses are as follows:
the first hypothesis is "brand hate positively affects consumers' tendency to exhibit NeWOM
behavior." The second hypothesis is "brand hate positively affects consumers' tendency to exhibit
boycott behavior." The third hypothesis is "NeWOM behavior positively affects consumers'
tendency to exhibit boycott behavior." The fourth hypothesis is "NeWOM behavior has a mediating
effect on the effect of brand hate on boycott behavior."

The study used structural equation analysis in the AMOS 24 program to determine whether
NeWOM has a mediating role in the effect of brand hate on boycott behavior. One of the frequently
used methods for determining the mediating role is the causality approach developed by Baron
and Kenny (1986). However, this method has been criticized in recent years, and different new
approaches have begun to be used. In this study, the bootstrap method was used to determine the
mediating role. As a result of this test, if the indirect effect of the independent variable on the
dependent variable through the mediator variable is significant, there is no need for another test
and the existence of the mediator effect is accepted (Kéroglu & Avci, 2025). In the first stage, to
decide whether the model is supported or not, the goodness of fit values of the models were
calculated (For Model 1; X2/Df: 4.245, CFl: 0.96, GFI: 0.92, NFI: 0.92, AGFI: 0.86 and RMSEA: 0.075,
for Model 2; X2/Df: 3.974, CFl: 0.97, GFI: 0.94, NFI: 0.93, AGFI: 0.87 and RMSEA: 0.052, for Model
3; X2/Df: 3.622, CFI: 0.95, GFI: 0.93, NFI: 0.93, AGFI: 0.86 and RMSEA: 0.068). These values indicate
that the developed model is supported when examined according to the model fit values in Table
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7 (Meydan & Sesen, 2015). After determining the fit values, the hypotheses were examined. The
results, including whether the hypotheses were supported, are presented in Table 8.

When Table 8 was examined, it was determined that brand hate had a statistically significant
and positive effect on NeWOM (B=.675, p=.000). Based on this information, hypothesis H1 was
accepted. Other findings indicated that brand hate had a statistically significant and positive effect
on boycott behavior (B=.557, p=.000). Based on this information, hypothesis H2 was accepted.
Similarly, it was determined that NeWOM had a statistically significant and positive effect on
boycott behavior (f=.432, p=.000). Based on this information, hypothesis H3 was accepted.

Table 8: Hypothesis Testing Results

Hypothesis [E);;:z: SE.  CR "I';f‘f'::t p 95% CI (LL.UL)  Result
H1:MN > NeWOM 0675 0048 9306 —  0.000*% — Supported
H2: MN > BD 0557 0055 5917 —  0.000* - Supported
H3: NeWOM - BD 0432 0042 4578 —  0.000* - Supported
H4:MN-> NeWOM->BD — 0052 — 034 0000* 02340376  Supported

The absence of a zero value between the lower and upper confidence intervals (i.e., both being
positive) confirms the statistical significance of the mediation effect in the analysis. When the
results of the structural model analysis were examined, the direct effect of brand hate on boycott
behavior was significant. The indirect effect through the mediating variable was also found to be
significant. This finding aligns with the existing literature (Armagan & Altinkan, 2022; Shin & Yoon,
2016; Rahimah et al., 2022). Therefore, partial mediation is present in this model. Based on this
information, hypothesis H4 was accepted.

5. Conclusion

Research on topics such as brand hate, NeWOM and boycotts has gained importance due to
consumers harboring hostile feelings toward brands for various reasons (Kucuk, 2008; Sameeni et
al., 2024). Considering that brand hate can have negative consequences for businesses when it
transforms into NeWOM, this study offers important insights into the effects of these attitudes
and behaviors on consumers. Within this framework, the primary objective of this study is to
determine the mediating role of NeWOM in the relationship between brand hate and boycott
behavior.

By analyzing the causal pattern within the brand hate—-NeWOM-boycott triad within a
comprehensive framework, this study adds to the literature in two ways. First, the findings indicate
that brand hate both directly triggers boycotts (B = .557; p<.001) and indirectly translates into
boycott behavior through NeWOM (indirect effect =.34; 95% Cl = [.234; .376]; p <.01). Second, the
independent and positive effect of NeWOM on boycott behavior (B =.432; p<.001) was confirmed,
and brand hate was also found to increase NeWOM (B =.675; p<.001). When these structures were
evaluated together, the partial mediation model was supported. Furthermore, the acceptable and
good model fit values (CFl = .962; RMSEA=.073) indicate that the measurement and structural
model are reliable. The findings from the research analysis are consistent with the literature
emphasizing the impact of negative emotions on marketing outcomes and expand the evidence
showing that brand hate transformsinto NeWOM and is transferred to behavioral boycotts (Akrout
and Mrad, 2023; Makarem and Jae, 2016; Sameeni et al., 2024). The mediating role of NeWOM
revealed by the analysis results strengthens the explanatory power of social influence tools,
including information sharing and social cohesion mechanisms (Armagan and Altinkan, 2022; Shin
and Yoon, 2016). The partial mediation finding of NeWOM in the relationship between brand hate
and boycott behavior suggests that brand hate is transferred to boycotts through both direct and
communicative means through a wide variety of sources, such as ethical-moral incompatibility,
personal value conflict, and product or service-based dissatisfaction (Rahimah et al., 2022;
Woodside et al., 2023).
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It is crucial for businesses to monitor NeWOM intensity, which reflects negative emotions
among consumers. For example, social monitoring, consumer attitude analysis, and risk intensity
maps can be developed; when critical thresholds raise alarms, crisis action plans should be
implemented. Furthermore, adopting transparency, rapid support, and ethical compliance-focused
communication can be effective in reducing the impact of boycott intentions. Accountability,
impartial assessment, and compensatory action plans should be considered and implemented,
particularly for value-based triggers of hate, such as ethics, political discourse, and social justice.

This study contributes to the literature by examining the brand hate—NeWOM-boycott
relationship within a process-based framework and by empirically testing the mediating role of
NeWOM. While prior research has primarily focused on direct relationships, the findings
demonstrate that negative emotional responses are transformed into behavioral outcomes
through communicative mechanisms. In this context, NeWOM functions not only as an outcome
of brand hate but also as a critical transmission mechanism that amplifies and disseminates
negative consumer sentiments. From a theoretical perspective, the study extends the brand hate
literature by integrating it with consumer resistance and boycott behavior frameworks. The results
indicate that intense negative emotions toward brands evolve into collective consumer actions
through social interaction processes, highlighting that emotional responses are socially
constructed and behaviorally enacted, particularly in digital environments. Moreover, by focusing
on the Turkish context, the study provides important contextual insights. The prevalence of digital
communication and value-based consumption tendencies in Tlirkiye increases the explanatory role
of NeWOM, suggesting that the brand hate—boycott relationship may vary across cultural settings.

Overall, the findings deepen the theoretical understanding of negative consumer—brand
relationships by showing that boycott behavior emerges not only from direct emotional responses
but also through socially mediated communication processes such as NeWOM.

This study has some limitations. First, research data were collected using a cross-sectional
design and self-report method; this may limit the precise establishment of causal relationships
between variables. Second, the sample was selected using convenience sampling and includes only
consumers in Turkey; therefore, the generalizability of the findings to different cultural contexts is
limited. Finally, the study focuses only on the variables of brand hatred, NeWOM (negative word-
of-mouth), and boycott behavior, and other potential determinants such as perceived
effectiveness, social norms, or ethical sensitivity were not included in the model.
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