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Abstract 
Branding makes distinct difference between one or more products among other products. 

Brand equity is considered as collected marketing investments of a brand and also an 

element of brand success which might be affected by any marketing action. Customers are 

forming relationship not only with a brand but also with other customers of the brand; 

with the help of internet customers form ‘brand communities’ or ‘anti-brand communities’. 

Anti-brand communities reflect negative perceptions of the brand. In addition to that, 

social media such as anti-brand websites motivate dissatisfied customers to express 

themselves. Even a small mistake can be spread fast among customers, which in turn could 

bring consequences for the company such as loss of loyal customers or negative change in 

customers’ perceptions of their product. Hence, the impact of customers’ ideas and the  

word-of-mouth on brand equity is undeniable, and the effect of online word-of-mouth is 

therefore a significant issue to study. 

The purpose of this study was to increase the knowledge about the influence of anti-brand 

websites on customer-based brand equity to determine how the influence of anti-brand 

websites can be characterized. The effect of anti-brand websites on four factors (e.g., brand 

awareness, brand personality, perceived quality and brand loyalty)was studied in this 

thesis. 

A qualitative and deductive approach was adopted and two cases namely Starbuck and 

Coca Cola, and their respective anti-brand website (starsucks.com and killercoke.org) were 

studied. . Data was collected through individual, in-depth, interviews  with respondents  

having experience of using the case brands. Results suggest that anti-brand websites can 

increase the awareness of the brand by rising the issues and discussions although it raise 

the awareness negatively. However, the results indicate that anti-brand websites do not 

play any noticeable or highlighted role on perceived quality of the brand. 

Surprisingly, brand associations were altered both negatively and positively by the 

influence of the anti-brand websites, while  these websites do not seem to have  any 

considerable  effect on  brand loyalty  

This study recommend that for those brands seeking to keep track of customers and want 

to keep their position in market, it would be useful to find the factors driving negative 

sentiments. Once it is understood; the company strategies can be applied to reduce such 

negative sentiments and prevent any negative tipping point besides using anti-brand 

websites as a marketing tool. 
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Chapter1-Introduction and Research Problem 

In this chapter, the area of interest is presented by providing an introduction background and 

general overview of the research.  

1.1 Introduction 

Brands make distinctive points between one or more product in order to be different 

among other products. The necessity for being a successful brand is to have an appropriate 

strategy for brand management (Wulf, Schroder, Goedertier & Ossel, 2005). It play 

important role in the decision making for marketing managers (Kay, 2006) 

The definition of a brand might be from consumers’ perspective or owner of the brand.  

The American Marketing Association (1960) proposed an integrated definition of a brand 

to cover all approaches to brand definition; ‘’A name, term, sign, symbol, or design, or a 

combination of them, intended to identify the goods or services of one seller or group of 

sellers and to differentiate them from those of competitors.’’ (Wood, 2000) 

Wulf et al. (2005) state that brand equity is an element of brand success to consider, but 

Yoo B., Donthu, N., (2001), suggest that brand equity could be affected by any marketing 

action since brand equity is the collected marketing investment into the brand. 

Moreover, in order to strengthen a brand, understanding the product brand value can be a 

practice for companies. Customers are choosing brands based on guaranteed standards of 

quality and service, which forms brand value. (Rajagopal, 2009)  

The traditional relationship between marketer and consumer, have been changed (O’Reilly 

& Marx, 2011) since Consumers’ and marketers’ activities are about providing a dynamic 

relationship and bring the balance to the marketplace (Holt, 2002). 

Keller (1993) defines customer-based brand equity as the distinctive impact of marketing 

practices of the brands on brand knowledge. However, Aaker (1991, p.5) give a broader 

definition for brand equity; he defines it as: “a set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a 

brand, its name and symbol that add to or subtract from the value provided product or 

service to a firm and/or to that firm’s customers”.  
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Consumers consider the companies as the ones being dishonest in marketing practice and 

dominating the distribution system. Corporations try to make the brand global and 

customers who blame these corporations; they are trying to bring down the corporations 

values and preferences. (Hollenbeck & Zinkhan, 2006) In addition, there are some reasons 

beyond functions and physical attributes why people buy a brand. People are forming a 

relationship with a brand; such as commitment towards the brand, as well as with other 

customers. The consumers’ network forms a ‘brand community’ or an anti-brand 

community posing against the brand by people using a negative perception about the 

brand (Hollenbeck & Zinkhan, 2006) 

The traditional way of word-of-mouth (WOM) is the consumers’ person-to-person 

conversation regarding the product (Sen  & Lerman, 2007), while Internet enables 

communication both on individual and community level at a low cost and with no 

restriction as to distance and time (Pitt et al, 2002). Customers can communicate with 

other consumers and also with other firms in the public domain through blogs, forums, 

discussion boards or other forms of electronic word-of-mouth (e-WOM) interactions 

(O’Reilly & Marx, 2011). 

Moreover, branding has been changed by the rise of the Internet (Travis, 2001). Using 

Internet widen the consumers’ options to collect information from other consumers, 

sharing their advices with other consumers (Turau, Giwinner, Walsh & Gremler, 2004), 

broadcast their messages and interact with large number of people (Krishnamurthy & 

Kucuk, 2009) by engaging in eWOM. There are various ways to communicate through 

eWOM, such as; web-based opinion platforms, discussion forums, boycott website, news 

groups (Turau et al., 2004). Web-based opinion platforms might be more influential 

comparing to other types of eWOM communication types since getting information from 

that is easier for all the people and there is information about any area of consumption 

(Ibid).  

Although internet brings a lot of advantages for communication, forming anti-brand 

communities becomes possible without considering the geographical situations of the 

members (Turau et al., 2004). Internet as a tool makes it easy for consumers to interact 
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with others sharing the same idea; in other words, activists can build a strong movement 

(Krishnamurthy & Kucuk, 2009).  

Internet is precipitating radical marketing-driven changes to the structures and cultures of 

successful businesses (Pitta & Fowler, 2005). So internet altered the power balance 

between customers’ and companies. (Pitta & Fowler, 2005) Besides the larger volume of 

information included in e-WOM compared to traditional one, it seems that the strangers’ 

comments, reviews or ideas are much more acceptable to consumers  than the original 

reviews from the company. E-WOM is probably more influential than traditional ways of 

WOM due to their comparatively higher accessibility. (O’Reilly & Marx, 2011) 

Moreover, dissatisfied people can create an anti-brand website for a specific brand to share 

and discuss bad experiences or complain about the brand. If customers complain about 

products, the outcomes of such negative WOM can affect the company to a large extent in 

the brands’ selling rates or even their values (Breitsohl et al., 2010).  

1.2 Background 

The topic of brand equity has been studied by several researchers (i.e., Zeithaml, 1988, Yoo 

& Donthub, 2011); Bambauer-Sachse & Mangold, 2011; Guzman, 2006; Rios & Riquelme, 

2008), most of the studies are based on models developed by Aaker (1991) or Keller 

(1993). 

Although research on anti-brand websites, or complaint websites (Bailey, 2004) begun 

almost a decade ago, there is a lack of studies on the topic. In recent studies, scholars such 

as Kucuk (2008) and Krishnamurthy and Kucuk (2009) differentiate anti-brand websites 

from other online forums and propose a categorization of anti-brand website. 

 Sachse and Mangold (2010) highlight the importance and ascertained role of online WOM 

on brand equity. 
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1.3 Problem discussion and research purpose 

Internet makes it easier for consumers to join together (Bailey, 2004). One of the earliest 

ways of joining is to launch a forum in World Wide Web, which enables for example 

dissatisfied consumers to express their views, comments, feelings, etc. and such websites 

are specifically aiming to be provoked against the companies. Anti-brand websites are 

supporting and motivating the consumers to be active on such websites and also other 

consumers to visit them in order to support the initiators to launch. Dissatisfied consumers 

have a means of expressing themselves from every corner of the world. Unfortunately, 

there is a lack of empirical studies about complaint websites- Customer to customer- which 

is a fairly new phenomenon. (Bailey, 2004, Krishnamurthy & Kucuk, 2009) 

People and customers are following the activities and talking more about strong brands, 

i.e., brands that typically have a big audience, a high customer awareness, a large number of 

customers, which to a large extent are loyal toward the brand (Kucuk, 2008). On one hand, 

the more customers a brand have, the larger sale volume it will acquire. (Kucuk & 

Krishnamurthy, 2007), On the other hand, making a small mistake can be spread fast 

among customers and audiences which may have a much more negative effect on a strong 

brand comparing to a smaller firm with fewer customers (Bailey, 2004). Strong brands 

might lose their loyal customers or the customers’ perceptions of their product and quality 

might change in a negative way (ibid). Above mentioned loyalty, awareness, perceived 

quality and brand association, are brand equity elements suggested by Aaker (1996).  

In addition, (potential) customers’ increase in information gathering through anti-brand 

websites, rather than through companies’ own websites, can change the condition of 

companies and brands (Bailey, 2004). Hence, the impact of customers’ ideas and the WOM 

on brand equity is undeniable (Sachse & Mangold, 2010). The effect of online WOM is 

therefore, a significant issue to study (O’Reilly & Marx, 2011). 

 Based on above discussion, the purpose of this study is to increase the knowledge about 

the influence of anti-brand websites on customer-based brand equity. The research 

problem can be formulated as: 
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The following chapter, i.e., the literature review will discuss the concepts and the theories 

related to the stated research problem. 

 

  

How can the influence of anti-brand website on brand equity be characterized? 
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Chapter2- Literature Review 

In this chapter, the relevant literature concerning the theoretical foundation of this study is 

presented. Firstly, the anti-branding definition and the philosophy of it is discussed. Secondly, 

the chapter continues with the brand equity concept and its importance of marketing 

strategies. Thirdly, different elements of brand equity are gone through.  Finally, more 

detailed explanations of the concepts, specifically the brand equity from customer perception 

and its details are discussed. 

2.1. Anti-branding  

Various studies on customers’ complaining, boycotts and their protests about companies 

create big discussions but also to explain the reason of these negative tendencies. (Baily, 

2004) Anti-brand movement is described by Hollenbeck and Zinkhan (2006) as when 

customers are forming a network around a commonly used brand, they create a 

community. The brand is a center of purpose for group interaction. Brands have a 

possibility of making negative association of the corporation. Thus, the opposite of brand 

community is the anti-brand community. They are the representatives of a group of ideas. 

The issues raised in anti-brand communities can be a range from corporate environmental 

activities to workers’ right. (Hollenbeck and Zinkhan, 2006) 

Krishnamurthy and Kucuk (2009) present a conceptual framework for an anti-branding 

process where ‘customer empowerment’ is described as a precondition and ‘customer 

dissatisfaction’ as a trigger. As shown in figure 2.1 (p. 7; they divided online customers’ 

power sources into four categories, i.e. technologic, economic, social and legal power 

source. The technological power source gives consumers the ability to change and to be 

flexible. Economic power source increases customers’ bargaining power and cost reduction 

since intermediaries have no more roles in between and they are omitted. Consumers, by 

the use of new technology, can simply reach social networks; this social power source 

improves the consumer economic power. Through these social communities, consumers 

are able to value products and brands and to conditionalise the companies’ strategies. 
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Legal power source provides the customers with the ability to access legal information 

about the companies. (Ibid) 

Regarding customer dissatisfaction, Kucuk and Krishnamurthy (2009) used Singh’s 

(1990) categorization. Customer dissatisfaction can be in the form of ‘voice response’, such 

as complaining to the retailer, ‘private response’ that can be talking and communicating 

with friends and family and ‘third-party’, which is complaining to the Federal Trade 

Commission. According to Kucuk and Krishnamurthy (2007), anti-branding can function as 

a channel for dissatisfied customers and complainers to communicate with third party. Due 

to technological developments, anti-branding activists have more possibilities to express 

themselves; anti-brand websites are one of the developed types of such online activities 

(Kucuk & Krishnamurthy, 2009). 

 

Figure 2.1: Modified Anti-branding conceptual framework (Krishnamurthy & Kucuk, 2009) 
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2.2. Anti-brand websites 

Online activities in terms of protests and boycotts, can be of different types (e.g. Cyber-

attacks, large email campaigns) (Vegh, 2003). Anti-brand websites are one of the largest 

and most developed types of online protests created by consumers (Kucuk, 2008).  

According to Krishnamurthy and Kucuk (2009, p. 1120), anti-brand websites “are online 

spaces that focus negative attention on a specific targeted brand. Such sites use visual 

expression, memorable domain names, and critical language to create a negative online 

identity for the targeted brand.” 

Anti-brand websites can be categorized into different types: experts, symbolic haters, 

complainers and opportunists (Kucuk, 2008). 

Expert anti-brand sites mainly focus on market information and analyze it. They are 

against consumerism and companies that have activities around such culture. Example of 

expert anti-brand sites is the sites that analyze McDonalds’ operations, which is leading to 

damage to the rainforests. Whereas symbolic haters are not as important as experts, the 

brands with high brand awareness are targeted and they are using the negative WOM 

about brand’s achievements. For examples, the way those who hate Starbucks are 

commenting is not perceived as reliable as experts’ comments since haters’ comments are 

mainly based on personal taste. In Kucuk’s (2008) research the haters said that they hate 

Starbucks since the brand is everywhere and they do not like the coffee (Kucuk, 2008). 

Complainers are another type of anti-brand websites. On this type of sites, showing the 

anger and oppositions, mainly related to products and service problems, are used to target 

the brands. However, they are not as improved as the two previously mentioned types. 

Opportunists are based on media activities and their information, so they are not using 

personal experiences or experts’ ideas. They just want to find fake news or rumors about a 

brand in order to be much in center of attention on the Internet, such as 

www.ebaysucks.com (Kucuk, 2008). 

According to Bailey (2004), the complaint websites consist of various links in order to 

provide different information about a company. These links can be explanation of state of 

http://www.ebaysucks.com/
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being, sharing the consumers’ bad experiences, news and motivating consumers in order to 

be active in protests against the company. These websites also provide a platform on which 

people can interact with each other, chat, or discuss specific subjects on discussion boards. 

It was also found that not only dissatisfied consumers, but also the previous employees 

joined the community and involve in discussions and complains (Bailey, 2004). 

 Anti-brand websites differ from other online forums with respect to the purpose of the 

sites (Krishnamurthy & Kucuk, 2009). Forums’ main purpose is to provide a space and 

opportunity for consumers to complain or evaluate a product or service while the goal of 

anti-brand websites is to criticize the market and social position of the company. The 

consumers want to build a “negative online identity of the brand” (Krishnamurthy & Kucuk, 

2009). Anti-branding logic might confuse consumers about identity or the value of the 

brand (Kay, 2006). 

2.2.1. Relationship between anti-brand websites and brand value 

Kucuk and Krishnamurthy (2009) conducted two studies; first study examined the 

relationship between anti-brand websites and brand value and found out that ‘The 

presence of anti-brand sites positively affects brand value and negatively affects change in 

bran value.’ In this study the brand value was evaluated based on the earnings and the 

value of the company must be more than one billion dollars. Target of the study was strong 

brands criticized with few reasons such as: ‘they are used largely’, ‘having a big market 

share’ and ‘strong brands are much worried about their equity’.  

Second study was about assessing the way that anti-brand websites influence brand value, 

hence consumption. This study through a content analysis, Krishnamurthy and Kucuk 

(2009) examined the anti-brand websites’ way to communicate with particular brand. 

They that the anti-brand websites’ speech and communication forms were market, 

ideological and transactional speech. Market speeches attack the brands by using 

specialists in marketing while ideological speeches criticize the personal or national 

aspects of brands; and the transactional speeches, target the brands that were not 
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succeeded in transactions. Comparing between these three speeches, Market speeches 

seems more effective on brand value. (Krishnamurthy & Kucuk, 2009) 

In line with Kay’s (2006) finding that mostly strong brands have anti-brand campaigns and 

are attacked and criticized, Krishnamurthy and Kucuk (2009) found that strong brands are 

more subject to attack from anti-brand websites by the use of market speech.  

Furthermore, to be a successful strong brand, managing the meaning of the brand is the 

necessary fact (Kay, 2006). This logic helps brands to strengthen themselves by improving 

social unions and activities. Wood (2000) believed that taking any effort to explain the 

connection between customers and brands leads to the term ‘’brand equity’’. Strong brands 

have high influence on customers and their experiences. Such influence makes it possible 

for brands and their equity to become target of attacks and it makes it more complicated 

for managers since they become an issue for anti-branding campaigns and are criticized 

and attacked by customers. (Kay, 2006) Therefore, brand equity can be the target since it is 

defined by the relationship between customers and brands. The result of that can be losing 

their loyal customers or decreasing sales, hence, managers might not notice it or not be 

ready for such conditions. (Kay, 2006) 

2.3. Brand Equity 

Brand equity is considered as a significant construct to study since it is linked to the 

customers (Farquhar, 1989). Having access to valid and reliable customer-based brand 

equity, as an instrument, seems necessary to managers if the firm wants to achieve a 

competitive advantage (Pappu et al., 2005). Moreover, improving brand equity enables the 

firm to control larger number of customers, extract more information about customers and 

develop marketing communication (Keller, 1993). 

Definition of brand equity can be divided into two categories. Some authors (e.g., Simon 

and Sullivan, 1993 and Mahajan et al., 1990) define brand equity based on financial 

perspective and emphasize the value of the brand to the firm while others (e.g., Aaker, 

1991 & Keller, 1993) define it based on customers’ perspective and distinguish the value of 

the brand to the customers from its value to the firm. 



11 
 

Keller (1993) defines customer-based brand equity as the distinctive impact of marketing 

practices of the brands on brand knowledge. But Aaker (1991) gives a broader definition 

for brand equity; he defined it as: “a set of brand assets and liabilities linked to a brand, its 

name and symbol that add to or subtract from the value provided product or service to a 

firm and/or to that firm’s customers”.  

According to Aaker (1991), customer-based brand equity can be useful for brands. It can 

increase the value of the brand by strengthening the customers’ interpretation and giving 

confidence and satisfaction to customers. Keller (1993) also states that strengthening the 

brand equity causes higher margins, increases customers’ information and enhances 

customer’s communication.  

Aaker (1991) offers five assets of brand equity, namely brand loyalty, perceived quality, 

brand awareness, brand association and other proprietary assets, of which the first four 

are of most importance from customers’ viewpoint. (Figure 2.2) 

 

Figure 2.2: Brand equity Model, Aaker (1991) 

2.3.1. Brand Loyalty 

Pappu, Quester, Pascale and Cooksey (2005, p.145) defines brand loyalty as: “a deeply held 

commitment to rebuy or repertories a preferred product or service consistently in the 

future, despite situational influences and marketing efforts having potential to cause 

switching behavior”. Aaker (1996) considers loyalty to be the kernel, the most important 

asset, of brand equity and that it has to be protected. This is the reason why it is the target 

of customer relationship to influence the customers (Ibid). Guzman (2006) considers brand 

loyalty as a main element of brand equity.  A loyal customer is not price sensitive, and can 

http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/strengthen
http://dictionary.reference.com/browse/strengthen


12 
 

be obstacle for new entries in the market (Ibid.) Loyalty involves two concepts, Price 

premium and customer satisfaction (Aaker, 1996). Price premium is the “basic indicator”, 

which presents how much a customer will pay for the brand comparing to other brands 

proposing the same offers. This concept can be useful for market segmentation; on the 

other hand, defining the price premium is based on numbers of competitors who are not in 

the same market, or even there might be legal restrictions. The other loyalty concept is 

customer satisfaction. It can be measured based on the current customers or those who 

were using the brand’s products or services in specific time periods. (Ibid.) As Rios and 

Riquelme (2008) explain Keller’s (1993) brand equity model, brand loyalty consists of 

behavioral and mental attitudes. Mental attitude is related to the word-of-mouth activities 

and behavioral attitude concerns the number of purchases repeated. So Rosa et al (2008) 

state that loyalty means having customers who continually buy and also talk about their 

eager to buy without noticing the prices. They also mention the obvious effect of word of 

mouth and also the offline loyalty that moves to online world. Since this study is focusing 

on customers’ perceptions, the mental attitude perception will only be considered.  

2.3.2. Perceived quality 

Another asset, introduced by Aaker (1996), is perceived quality. Although perceived quality 

means being practical and appropriate in all product classes, it provides an alternative for 

other detailed elements such as price premium, brand usage, etc. Therefore, it is considered 

as an essential dimension of brand equity. However, perceived quality is different because 

they can be divided into different segments, namely loyal customers, switchers and those 

who are loyal to other brands. This will make the measurement more complicated. (Ibid.) 

Zeithaml (1988) defines perceived quality as customers’ evaluation of transcendence and 

priorities of a product. Besides, Pappu et al. (2005) explain that perceived quality tries to 

bring value to customers by convincing the customers and showing them that the brand is 

distinctive from other competitors. 
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2.3.3. Brand Awareness 

Brand Awareness is considered as an asset of brand equity (Aaker, 1996) and is defined as 

the power of being present in customers’ minds (Keller, 1993; Aaker, 1991). Rossiter and 

Percy (1992) define brand awareness as the consumers’ ability to identify or recognize the 

brand Keller (1993) also states that brand awareness consists of brand recall and brand 

recognition. Keller defines brand recall as the ability to restore the brand from memory. He 

also mentioned that brand recognition becomes more highlighted when customers are 

making decisions in store.  Aaker (1996) suggests that awareness should be measured 

since it could influence the customer to choose the brand or even become loyal to that 

brand and describes different levels of awareness : Recognition (If a customer heard about 

the specific brand), Recall (What brand a customer recall in an specific product category), 

Top-of-mind (The first brand name comes to customer mind in a recall task), Brand 

Dominance (The only brand that customer recalled), Brand Knowledge (If a customer know 

about for example brand abbreviation) and Brand Opinion (If the a customer has an opinion 

about the brand). However, measuring and comparing the awareness is different for 

different brands and product categories (Aaker, 1996). 

Wang et al. (2008) states that awareness has an impact on brand equity construction and 

strategies, which is improving the customer attitude towards the brand. 

2.3.4. Brand Associations 

Aaker (1991) believed that the essential value of a brand is usually the set of association; 

that is meaning to people. While Keller (1993) described it as ‘’the other informational 

nodes linked to the brand node in memory and contained the meaning of the brand for 

customers.’’ Krishnan (1996) argued that associations can be in different forms. It might be 

the reflection of the products’ characteristics or apart from anything related to product. 

There are different ways that brand associations can provide value for a brand, such as ‘‘ 

helping to process/retrieve information, differentiating the brand, generating a reason to 

buy, creating positive attitudes/feelings, and providing a basis for extension’’. Krishnan 

(1996) 
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It is measured based on specific image of a product class or a brand. In order to measure 

the brand association, Aaker (1996) suggests that it should be divided into three 

perspectives; brand-as-product (Value), brand-as-person (brand personality) and the 

brand-as-organization (organizational associations). 

From a product perspective, brands are focusing on the value proposition (Aaker, 1996). 

But there is a difference between value proposition and perceived quality. Whereas value is 

about the usefulness and applicability of the brand, perceived quality relates to the good 

reputation and respect that a brand can have, (Aaker, 1996) 

When customers consider a brand as a person; brand personality as an element of Brand 

association becomes important. Brand personality is about using the human characteristics 

for a brand and considering the brand as a person. (Aaker, 1997) Brand personality makes 

it easier for consumer to choose by simplifying the decision process and increasing the 

awareness. (Phau and Lau, 2001, Sutherland et al, 2004) 

Aaker (1997) suggests a framework, by the help of Factor analysis, of a brand personality 

construct with a group of scales for brand personality. This framework is grounded 

psychological classification of human personality. Totally, this classification consists of five 

personality characteristics, i.e. Sincerity, Excitement, Competence, Sophistication and 

Ruggedness. 

 

Figure 2.3: Brand Personality framework- Aaker (1997) 

The third dimension of brand associations (i.e., organizational associations) is related to 

the organization behind the brand. The organization is considered as an important factor to 
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distinguish between the brands with respect to innovation, high quality and paying 

attention to customers. This dimension is hard to measure since changing the 

organizational image is not easy. It is suggested that brand associations could provide value 

to the consumers by providing reasons for them to buy the brand and by creating positive 

attitudes/feelings among consumers. (Aaker, 1996) 

In sum, brand association is all about being different than the competitors. Hence, the 

differentiation is necessary for strong brands to be existed. (Aaker, 1996) 

2.4. Brand Measurement 

The topic of brand equity has been studied by several researchers (i.e., Zeithaml, 1988, Yoo 

& Donthub, 2011); Bambauer-Sachse & Mangold, 2011; Guzman, 2006; Rios & Riquelme, 

2008), most of the studies are based on models developed by Aaker (1991) or Keller 

(1993). 

According to Guzman (2006) brand awareness is an influential factor on perceived quality 

and brand associations.  Brand associations can be anything that links the customer to the 

brand (e.g., symbols, brand personality, user imagery).  

Yoo and Donthub (2011) define the customer-based measurement as a survey to measure 

the knowledge and related brand equity behavior on individual level. They also discussed 

the advantages of the customer-based brand equity measurement. Besides providing a tool 

for examining the theories, they as well as Aaker (1991) suggests that brand equity brings 

value by improving the information. This, in turn, provides confidence and satisfaction for 

buying decisions. Brand equity also adds value to the company through improving 

efficiency of the marketing strategies, benefits, prices etc. Thus, measuring the brand equity 

gives the opportunity to examine the role of the brand equity in Aaker’s (1991) model (Yoo 

& Donthub, 2011).  

Wang et al. (2008) also use Aaker’s (1991) conceptualization. In order to define customer-

based brand equity they used Keller (1993) description that is the impact of the customer’s 

brand knowledge on their reaction to the brand marketing activities. According to Wang et 
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al. (2008), customer-based brand equity appears if customers are familiar with the brand 

and have “favorable, strong, and unique” brand associations in their mind. 

Rios et al. (2008) conduct a study in order to understand if measuring brand equity by 

using the traditional model by Aaker (1991) is applicable. They found out that loyalty and 

brand association play direct roles in creating the brand equity for online companies. 

Brands with higher awareness and stronger reminder have more possibility to be 

compared with other options. This means that they are more attractive (Dhar & Simonson, 

1992). Kay (2006) goes one step further and states that in order to represent as a strong 

corporate brand; companies have to connect their products and services to activities to 

show the meaning of the firm. Strong brand try to educate customers in order to achieve 

changes in their consumption style. They influence the behavior, expectation and choices of 

customers. In addition, strong brands have more integrated strategies; their customers are 

more loyal and less sensitive to the price (ibid.), and their loyalty results in more purchases 

(Kucuk, 2008).  

Pappu et al. (2005) propos relationships between customer-based brand equity 

dimensions (brand awareness, brand associations, perceived quality and brand loyalty). 

Customers’ perceived quality are associated with loyalty of the brand, which means 

customers tend to perceive the higher quality offered by the brand if they are loyal to the 

brand and vice versa, so as associations and loyalty. Defining brand awareness as a 

customers’ ability to recall the brand has the same relationship with perceived quality and 

brand associations. Strong brand associations result in higher perception of the brand and 

vice versa. (Ibid) King and Grace (2010) argue that, in order to be a successful brand, 

considering high brand equity is important. That means higher brand loyalty, strong brand 

awareness, perceived quality and name awareness that all are non-financial elements to 

measure the equity. Therefore, this study has a focus on non-financial measures. 

Based on the stated research problem and reviewed literature, a frame of reference is 

presented in next chapter. 



17 
 

Chapter 3- Frame of Reference 

In this chapter, a framework for each of the research questions is presented. Research 

problem and literature review is used as a basis for frame of reference construction. At the 

end of this chapter, the research questions and their relations are depicted. 

Internet makes it easier for consumers to join together (Bailey, 2004). One of the earliest 

ways of joining is to launch a forum in World Wide Web, which enables dissatisfied 

consumers to express their views, comments, feelings, etc. These websites are specifically 

aiming to be provoked against the companies. Anti-brand websites are supporting and 

motivating the consumers to be active on such websites and also other consumers to visit 

them in order to support the initiators to launch. (Bailey, 2004) 

Moreover, people and customers are talking more about the strong brands. According to 

Kucuk (2008); strong brands typically have large number of customers, audiences and also 

large extend of loyalty. Customers are much more aware of strong brands than others. On 

one hand, the more customers a brand has the larger sale volume it will acquire. (Kucuk & 

Krishnamurthy, 2007) On the other hand, making a small mistake can be spread out so fast 

among customers and audiences that it might have much more negative effect on 

companies (Bailey, 2004). They might lose their loyal customers or the customers’ 

perceptions of their product and quality might change in a negative way (Ibid).  

Based on the above discussion about anti-brand websites and their possible influences on 

customers and brand loyalty, this study aims to investigate the influence of anti-brand 

websites on customer-based brand equity. This is to determine how the influence of anti-

brand website can be characterized. Major elements of brand equity are customers’ loyalty, 

brand associations, customers’ perceived quality and brand awareness.(Aaker, 1996) 

3.1. Research questions 

Based on what King and Grace (2010) argue, this study focuses on non-financial measures. 

Aaker (1996) defines brand equity as symbols and designs of the brand that add values 

more than their functionality to products and services, which makes them unique and 
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special as a well-known brand comparing the less known ones. Aaker is the author that 

explicitly defines the brand equity with the elements from both customers’ and 

organizations’ perspectives. Based on his widely referred to model of brand equity, this 

study will focus on brand equity from customer perspective, divided into four main 

elements; i.e. brand awareness, perceived quality, brand associations and loyalty. 

As discussed in chapter 1, anti-branding is a new way of boycott that can cause problems 

for brands, especially strong brands. Anti-brand websites may have negative effects on 

companies’ brand assets such as their brand equity. In addition, since anti-brand websites 

increases the possibilities for customers to share their experience and talk about their 

dissatisfaction with other customers, these websites might have increased influences on 

customer-based brand equity. 

Based on the research problem, the literature review and discussion above, the research 

questions are formulated as follow: 

RQ1: How can the influence of Anti-brand websites on brand awareness be characterized? 

Brand awareness is about brand power to be present in customers mind (Aaker, 1991).  

 

Aaker (1996) involves customers only in brand recognition, while Keller (1993) claim that 

brand awareness consists of brand recognition and brand recall, which involves the 

customers. He defined brand recall as the ability to restore the brand from memory. Keller 

also mentioned that brand recognition become more highlighted when customers are 

making decisions in store. In line with Keller (1993), this study conceptualize brand 

awareness as consisting of brand recall and brand recognition. 

RQ2: How can the influence of Anti-brand website on perceived quality be characterized? 

Similar to brand associations, perceived quality is considered as an important dimension of 

brand equity (Aaker, 1991). Perceived quality relates to customers’ assessment and 

evaluation of the product (Zeithaml, 1988, p. 3), which tries to bring value to customers by 

convincing the customers and showing them that, the brand is distinctive (Pappu et al, 

2005). 
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RQ3: How can the influence of Anti-brand website on brand personality be characterized? 

Keller (1993) defines that brand associations include “the meaning of the brand for 

consumers” whereas it might come from different sources, such as brand personality or 

organizational associations (Aaker, 1996). Brand personality is considered as an important 

element of brand equity that is defined by variety of characteristics or traits assumed by 

customers, i.e. Sincerity, Excitement, Competence, Sophisticated, Ruggedness (Aaker, 1997) 

In this study brand personality is defined as “the set of human characteristics associated 

with a brand” (Aaker 1997). 

RQ4: How can the influence of Anti-brand website on Brand Loyalty be characterized? 

This study conceptualizes brand equity based on customers’ perceptions. Therefore, we 

conceptualize brand loyalty on the basis of the attitudinal and customers’ perspective. 

Keller (2003) defines loyalty as constant customers’ purchase that has been done besides 

sharing their interests of buying without paying attention to the prices. 

In order to summarize the dimensions and operational definitions, Table 3.1 is provided for 

all research questions and following by emerged frame of reference figure 3.1 to makes the 

frame of reference clear and more tangible. 
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RQ 
 

Dimensions 

 

Conceptual Definition 

 

Source 

 

Operational Definition 

RQ1 

Awareness 
Power to be present in 

customers mind. 
 Keller 
(1993) 

To be able to exist in 
customers’ mind. 

Brand recognition 
If a customer heard about 

the specific brand 
Aaker 
(1991) 

Customers’ trial to identify 
the brand name. 

Brand recall 
Consumers’ ability to 

retrieve the brand from 
memory. 

Keller 
(1993) 

Customers’ ability to 
remember the specific brand 
name of a product category. 

RQ2 Perceived quality 

By convincing the 
customers and showing 

them the brand is 
distinctive, try to bring 

value to customers. 

Pappu et 
al 

(2005), 
Aaker 
(1996) 

This brand has high, average 
or low quality. 

The brand is one of the best 
or the worst. 

The brand has consistent or 
inconsistent quality. 

RQ3 Brand personality 

It is about using the 
human characteristics to a 
brand, and considering a 

brand as a person 

Aaker 

(1997) 

Customers’ comprehension 
of a brand as a person and 

describing it by human 
characteristics i.e. Sincerity, 

Excitement, Competence, 
Sophisticated and 

Ruggedness. 

RQ4 Loyalty 

Customers are continually 
buying and also talking 
about their eager to buy 

swithout noticing the 
prices 

Keller 
(2003) 

The possibility of repeating 
the purchase and/or 

recommending the product 
or service to others. 

 

 

  

Table 3.1: Emereged frame of reference 
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Figure 3: Emerged frame of reference 
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Chapter 4- Methodology 

In this chapter; adopted research methodology is described, comprising research purpose, 

research strategy, data collection method and data analysis method. The chapter ends with 

an evaluation of quality standard.  

4.1. Research purpose  

Research purpose can be of three different types; descriptive, explanatory and exploratory. 

In explanatory study the causal relationship between two variables is established 

(Saunders & Lewis, 2007). 

Considering descriptive study, it is essential to have the variables and area to go for data 

collection because descriptive study have a focus on the describing of the clear variables 

which are determined before and we obviously know what they are from the past 

(Saunders & Lewis, 2007). Therefore, it will be part of this research to find out the relevant 

variables of brand equity with anti-brand website. 

Furthermore, exploratory study is about finding what is exactly going on and also helps if 

the nature of the phenomenon and the problem is not clear. Hence, considering the 

research problem and research question of this study, exploratory study is proper.  

Based on the research purpose and research questions; this study was exploratory and 

partly descriptive. 

4.2. Research approach 

Research approaches can be in two different categories; one is either qualitative or 

quantitative and the second category is deductive or inductive. (Saunders & Lewis, 2007) 

Deductive approach develops a theory or hypotheses and continues with examining the 

hypothesis with research strategy (Saunders & Lewis, 2007). But on the other hand 

inductive approach is about collecting data and analyzing them and at the end; develops a 

theory out of this data analysis (Saunders & Lewis, 2007). In this study, the deductive 
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approach was considered suitable since literature and theories for answering research 

question is founded relevant to research questions.  

Furthermore, qualitative method is a kind of study to select a small sample and study in 

depth in order to make clear and better understanding of the specific problem. Qualitative 

studies are using unstructured method of data collection, which is mainly used in social 

studies and becomes as a formal investigation in this science field. (Marshall & Rossman, 

1999) 

But quantitative study is about numerical generalization, describing and explaining which 

is more focused on finding out the meaning of some variables by data collection. (Saunders 

& Lewis, 2007) Therefore, qualitative is a suitable approach for this study. Since this study 

aims to investigate the influence of anti-brand websites on brand equity, in order to 

explore as much as details that are possible and this phenomena is already existed, the 

approach of this study will be qualitative.  
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4.3. Research strategy 

Yin (2003), discusses five different research strategies within social sciences; experiment, 

case study, survey, archival analysis and history (Figure 4.1). In order to choose 

appropriate strategy, it has to be based on types of research questions, the extranet of 

control over behavioral events and the degree of focus on contemporary events. 

Table 4.1: Research Strategy- Yin (2003), p.5. 

  Strategy Front of research 

question 

Required control 

over behavioral 

events 

Focuses on 

contemporary 

events 

Experiment How, Why Yes Yes 

Survey 

 

Who, what, where, 

how many, how 

much 

No Yes 

Archival analysis 

 

Who, what, where, 

how many, how 

much 

No Yes/No 

History How, Why No No 

Case study How, Why No Yes 

 

According to the research questions, this study explores details and provides deeper 

understanding about anti-brand webpages and their influence on brand equity and all the 

investigation goes back to ‘how’ and ‘why’. This limited the research to three options; 

namely, Experiment, history and case study. Moreover, the study is looking at 

contemporary events but there is no need to have control of behavioral events. Therefore, 

Case study was selected as an appropriate research strategy. Case study provides the 

opportunity to investigate through real life and it is quit useful in complex situation that 

the borderlines between phenomena and the context are not obvious. This logic of design 

helps the researcher understand the differences of case study as a strategy with other types 

of strategies. For example the possibility of getting involved with context in survey is low. 
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Interviews are considered as one of the most significant sources of evidence in case study. 

(Yin, 2003) 

In addition, Yin (2003) suggests the use of multiple case studies as much helpful in order to 

robust the trustworthiness of the study although they are much more time consuming and 

expensive. As this study is not depending on unique single case; A semi-case study was 

conducted, in line with (Yin 2003) suggestion. Multi-case studies provide also deeper 

information about the research problem regarding anti-brand websites effects on brand 

equity. 

Miller and Salkind (2002, p163) state that providing an in-depth study of a bounded system 

can be an approach to conduct a multiple case study. Multi cases also replicate certain 

findings, which results robustness of the findings (Yin 1993, p.34). Hence, the researcher 

has to determine the best type of case to produce information about an issue.  

4.4. Case Selection 

In this study, two brands were chosen in order to investigate the influence of anti-brand 

website on their brand equity. Besides, in order to choose suitable case, the topical 

relevance in this study is chosen. A list of the top 100 strong brands were investigated and 

after studying anti-brand websites related to those, anti-Starbucks and anti-Coca cola has 

been founded as the most up-dated and active websites. Krishnamurthy and Kucuk (2009, 

p.1120) provided a list of anti-branding domain names and also suggested studies of anti-

Starbucks (starsucks.com) and anti-Coca Cola (killercoke.org).  

4.5. Data Collection Method 

4.5.1 Primary and Secondary sources 

Saunders et al. (2009) discuss tree types of methods, regarding primary data collection, 

namely, interview, questionnaire and observation. Observation is useful when the concern 

is to find out what people are actually doing. For research strategies such as survey or for 

collecting data from large sample, questionnaire is considered useful. Interview can be 

between two or more people in a discussion following a purpose. (Ibid) 
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On the other hand, there is data that is already collected for different purposes. This data 

can be stored online or in libraries. (Saunders et al., 2009) 

In this research, primary data collection method was chosen and the data was collected 

through in-depth interview. Based on the research problem and the conceptual framework; 

the interview guide was developed. The secondary data was collected from the case studies 

(anti-brand websites: www.ihatestarbucks.come, killercoke.org) 

Ihatestarbucks.com is a website which established in 2003, it consists of different parts, 

such as forum which mainly customers and employees of Starbucks complain about 

Starbucks in different issues (environmental, products, services, quality etc.), explanations 

of why a person can hate Starbucks, some alternative places instead of choosing Starbucks.   

Killercoke.org is a website which was established in 2004, it is the campaign against Coca 

Cola that provide different information, documentaries and news mainly regarding the 

environmental, political, and social and health issues that Coca Cola cause around the 

world. 

4.5.2 In-Depth Interview 

Yin (2003) discusses six sources of data collection for case study: interviews, records, 

archival, documents, observation directly, participant-observation and physical artifacts. 

Depth interview is a face-to-face conversation that takes longer time with not having 

constructed. This unconstructive structure gives more possibility to respondent to talk free 

and deep into the subject. In many cases, the interview is tape recorded instead of 

questionnaire. (Hague 1993, p.71) 

Conducting in-depth interview is to find deep information that is knowledge deeper than 

the one collected through survey, focus groups, for instance. This information included 

personal experiences, values and decisions or personal perspective. (Gubrium & Holstein, 

p.4) The interviewer tries to obtain a deep level of information as the respondent or 

participant tries. Deep understanding is not only about the interpretation of the 

commonsense of an activity, event or cultural form.  It is just the beginning of the interview. 
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The depth interview intends to explore the limit of the experience or perception, to reveal 

the hidden part of the usual view or to comprehend more understanding of the nature of 

that experience. (Gubrium & Holstein, p. 106) Therefore, deep understanding make it 

possible to achieve and distinct the multiple perspectives and interpretations of activity or 

event or cultural object. (Gubrium & Holstein, p.107) 

The respondents were chosen purposefully based on their experiences of both of the 

chosen brands- Coca Cola and Starbucks and conveniently through the researcher´s 

network. Hence, the respondents have no specific demographical characteristics. Seven 

individuals were chosen for Starbucks & Anti-Starbucks case and six persons were chosen 

for Coca Cola & anti-Coca Cola case. Besides, each respondent for each case had a separate 

interview so totally 13 individual interview sessions were held. At first, each respondent 

was interviewed about one of the cases. The second case interview was carried out about 

two month later.  The time gap between the interviews were planned in order to  reduce 

the probability of respondents remembering the interview questions (and answers) 

between the two interview sessions. Each interview lasted for about 45 minutes. The 

websites were sent to the respondents before the interview so that they had time to click 

through the website and read or watch videos, etc. Tables below (Table 4.2 and 4.3) 

present some demographical characteristics of the respondents. 

Table 4.2: Respondents who were exposed to Killercoke.org (Anti- Coca Cola) 

 Age Gender Country of Origin 

Respondant A 45 Male US 

Respondant B 28 Male Turkey 

Respondant C 24 Male Sweden 

Respondant D 22 Female US 

Respondant E 24 Female France 

Respondant F 29 Male Greece 
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Table 4.3: Respondents who were exposed to ihatestarbucks.com (Anti-Starbucks) 

 Age Gender Country of Origin 

Respondant A 45 Male US 

Respondant B 22 Female US 

Respondant C 42 Female US 

Respondant D 21 Female Sweden 

Respondant E 27 Male Sweden 

Respondant F 24 Male Sweden 

Respondant G 28 Male Turkey 

 

4.5. Data Analysis 

Yin (2009) suggests four general strategies regarding the data analysis in case studies: rely 

on theoretical proposition, using qualitative and quantitative data, developing a case 

description and examining matching explanations to find the patterns. Based on the 

research purpose, the best choice is rely on theoretical prepositions. Hence, it helps to 

focus on specific and relevant data for this study (Yin, 2009). Besides, in order to find 

possible explanations; relying on theoretical prepositions is a good strategy in case study 

analysis. (Ibid) 

Following general strategies; Yin (2009) categorized specific techniques for analysis: 

pattern matching, explanation building, time-series analysis, logic models and cross-case 

synthesis. Regarding the frame of reference provided in previous chapter, pattern matching 

is the chosen analytic technique in this study.  

In order to simplify the data analysis method, the tree-step data analysis that is suggested 

by Miles and Huberman (1994, p.11) was followed. The steps are:  

1. Data Reduction, it is about “selecting, focusing, simplifying, abstracting, and 

transforming the data”, it is even part of data analysis because of the decisions that 

has been made during the research. Data reduction can be in different ways such as 

paraphrase, summary or selection. 

2. Data Display, it is also part of the analysis which can valid qualitative analysis. It can 

be in different types, such as graph, charts, matrices and networks. Any of these 
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types can help the analyst to have easy access to a compact form of the data that can 

lead the analyst to draw conclusion. 

3. Drawing conclusion, from the beginning of research the qualitative analyst is 

deciding what things means, which can be any flows, patterns, possibilities or causal 

flows. (Miles & Huberman, 1994) 

In this study, the collected data from interview for each case was compared to theoretical 

preposition that is discussed in frame of reference in chapter three. Using of within-case 

analysis reduced the data. Data was displayed by the use of matrixes to put them in logical 

and understandable way based on the research questions. This follows by drawing 

conclusion based on matrix and patterns extracted from the matrix. 

4.6. Literature review 

Literature review demonstrates the base of the researchers’ assumptions for research 

questions, shows the researcher knowledge and level of understanding of the phenomena. 

It also explains the role of the study in order to fill the gap in the area. (Marshall & 

Rossman, 1999) 

In this study, articles published between 1991 and 2012 as well as some Master and PhD 

theses were reviewed, The literature were extracted from journals such as Journal of 

marketing management, European journal of marketing, Journal of industrial marketing 

management, Journal of Business strategy, Journal of Brand Management etc. The articles 

were selected based on our variables and the phenomenon that is going to be studies in 

this research, namely; Brand equity model, anti-branding. But in order to cover the 

concepts and provide proper base to conduct the study the concepts such as customer 

empowerment, strong brands are also added.  

The articles were categorized into two main groups, for Brand equity and anti-branding. 

Brand equity is classified into four main elements of customer-based brand equity and the 

articles that involved in this area.  



30 
 

4.7. Evaluating qualitative research 

The credibility and quality of this study is evaluated based on validity and reliability. 

4.7.1. Validity 

Price (1997, p.317) defined validity as “the degree to which a measure captures the concept 

it is designed to measure” Generally, validity has to be considered before reliability, since 

measuring without grounded theory does not capture the concept. There are different 

types of validity to test the quality of the study such as internal, construct, external and 

reliability (Yin, 2003) content (Saunders et al., 2009) and criterion (Blumberg, Cooper, & 

Schindler, 2005). 

Criterion validity tries to find out whether a specific variable behaves with other variables 

as it was expected or not. (Blumberg, Cooper, & Schindler, 2005) Content Validity concerns 

about whether the content can cover the measurable components. (Saunders et al., 2009) 

Construct Validity concerns about whether the theory and measurement are consistent 

with each other or not (Price, 1997). There are also three tactics to increase construct 

validity in a study: 1. Use multiple sources of evidence. 2. Set up a chain of evidence and 3. 

Provide a document of case study key information. (Yin, 2003)  

Internal validity is not used in an exploratory study. Therefore, we do not take internal 

validity. Instead, we use the external validity.  

External validity is the extent to which whether the finding of this study is appropriate 

and applicable to other research setting or other context. Besides this study is not trying to 

generalize the results but only to show the aspects that can be useful to similar situations. 

(Saunders & Lewis, 2007)  

The data in this study was collected from different sources- interview, documentation and 

website. Regarding the main data collection method - in-depth interview, we came up with 

few measures to raise the validity of this study. First of all, data collection was handled 

carefully in order to avoid bias while interviewing; the respondents were persons really 

involved with the chosen brands. Secondly, supervisors checked the interview guide. 

Thirdly, before the interview, the key information and the anti-brand website were emailed 

to the respondent in order to prevent any misunderstanding. Regarding the external 
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validity, two cases were carried out in this study. Hence, we can check the possibility of 

applying the findings from one study for the other one. 

Regarding the validity there might be a problem for instrument used in this study, which 

might not provide the whole necessary information. Data collection was based on 

interviews. 

However, with all the effort the interview guide and questions were designed to cover all 

the issues on the frame of reference. 

4.7.2. Reliability 

Price (1997) defined reliability as “the extent to which a measure produces the same 

results when used repeatedly. “Consistency” is often used as a synonym for reliability.” Yin 

(Yin, 2009) discusses that providing a protocol for case study is a possible way to extend 

and raise the reliability of the study. Therefore, this study follows an interview guide as a 

kind of protocol.  

Saunders et al. (2009) discussed four types of threats to reliability: observer error, 

observer bias, subject or participant error, subject and participant bias.  

Observer error concerns about the variant ways of conducting a study that highlighted the 

importance of the fixed structure through the whole study. Secondly, observer bias refers 

to internal idea of the interpreter of the data. Thirdly, subject errors relates to same survey 

with distinctive answers because of the time. This shows the importance of choosing the 

neutral context of data collection. Lastly, subject and participant bias might happen when 

interview give an answer that is expected to hear. 

To increase the reliability, efforts were made to find a time for interview, when the 

respondents were not in a hurry and had enough time to think and interpret their 

observations and experiences from the website. The use of in-depth interviews provided 

the respondent with freedom to express themselves by using their own words and not 

leading by the interviewer. Last, but not least, the interviews were recorded to capture the 

whole data and be sure not to miss any information and help us to recall the exact phrases. 
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Chapter 5- Data Presentation 

This chapter is about data presentation. First, the cases are introduced. Then data is 

presented based on research questions and each case separately.  

In order to be familiar with the original brand; here a brief introduction is provided and 

each case is followed by related anti-brand website. 

5.1. Starbucks 

In 1970s the first Starbucks opens in Seattle. 

The name comes from a classical American 

novel, Melville’s Moby Dick. In 1980s after 

getting inspiration from Italy, it starts with 

latte, and mochas, Seattle becomes coffee-crazy. 

In 1990s, after getting spread to the whole IS, 

they expand to the whole world. Starbucks was one of the first companies that offered part-

time job to the employees.  In 2000s, it continues expanding, and now there is more than 

15000 locations over 40 countries. Apart from coffees and espresso drinks, Starbucks offer 

tea and Frappuccino blended beverages. 

Starbucks’ mission statement is “To inspire and nurture the human spirit— one person, one 

cup, and one neighborhood at a time.” (http://philippines.starbucks.com, 2014)  

Anti-Starbucks: ihatestarbucks.com 

In this website, the founder provides a forum which 

all people can be a member and discuss about their 

experiences; ideas etc. Members can be customers, 

employees or any other people who are interested 

about Starbucks. Besides having forum, it contains 

information about the local cafés in different region of 

unites states and even inviting people to introduce 

such a places to be as an alternative next to ‘going to 

Starbucks’. The concerns mainly in this website are related to employees’ right, corporate 

http://philippines.starbucks.com/
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responsibility, different types of products and their unhealthiness. 

(http://www.ihatestarbucks.com, 2014) 

In this study, seven and sex persons were interviewed for Starbucks and Coca Cola, 

respectively. The data is presented as below:  

RQ1- How can the influence of Anti-brand websites on brand awareness be characterized? 

Respondents stated that with the name ‘Starbucks’, coffee comes to mind first, but it’s not 

just a coffee but also experience, walking in a living room when you are waiting for- ‘’Coffee 

reminds me flavors’’, the respondent B pictured drinking in a place with dim light, packed, 

unique music decorated with pictures of harvesting coffee. Respondent C stated that it is a 

reminder of a Strong dark expensive Coffee but good hours. The other ones stated that 

Starbucks is a reminder of a good coffee in a cozy place with a variety of drinks; you can 

find it everywhere and the coffee taste strong. But one of the respondents stated that 

‘Starbucks is everywhere, I heard a lot of bad things about them’. 

The next part of the interview was about any other brand name that respondents associate 

with coffee drinks. 

Respondent mentioned Big Beans as another big brand and the rest stated such as; ‘not big 

brand beside that but local café’ or ‘in terms of coffee shops there are several other brands 

in my town but Starbucks is the most popular one’. 

The word ‘coffee’ reminds the respondents of the smell of homemade coffee, the ‘comfort of 

a good cappuccino and waking me up’, ‘bitter taste and hot’, ‘good to drink when I want to 

be awake at night, harvesting coffee’, ‘refreshment and energy’, ‘the black color and the 

smell, and the end product’. 

After visiting the website iahtestarbucks.com, respondents discussed the same questions 

regarding the awareness of the brand ‘Starbucks’. One stated that the exposure to the anti-

brand website ‘totally makes my awareness higher’, but respondent B went through more 

details and believed that by visiting this website he associates Starbucks with some other 

elements and surprised of their default process of making drink (De cap). The other two, 

respondent C and D, agreed with what was mentioned on the website about the variety of 

http://www.ihatestarbucks.com/why.php
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drinks not related to coffee besides the long, time wasting, queue line. The same was with 

respondent E who equaled Starbucks with McDonalds, especially in Japan, and the green 

logo does not match with their environmental activities. He was surprised about Starbucks 

activities regarding the war in Iraq. The last person, respondent G, believed that 

iahtestarbucks.com website is focused on working environment and coffee tastes which 

was interesting for him. Nevertheless; one respondent stated that nothing had changed his 

perception after visiting this website.  

The results of the interviews are summarized in table 5.1. For convenience, key words are 

used to shorten the answers. 

Table 5.1: Summarized results- Q1 (Brand Awareness) 

Respondents 
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Coffee as 
an 
experienc
e; flavor; 

Dim light; 
packed; 
unique music 

Strong, dark 
coffee; good 
hours, 
expensive, 

Good coffee; 
Cozy place; 
variety of 
drinks; it’s 
everywhere 

Everywhere; 
bad 

environmental 
reputation, 
similar to 
McDonald’s 

Variety of 
coffee;  

Coffee shop 
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Big-B  No Brand, 
Local cafes 

No brand, 
Local cafes 

No brand No brand No brand Several less 
popular 
brands in 
turkey; 
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 Smell; 
homemade; 

Comfort of a 
good 
cappuccino, 
waking up 

Bitter taste; 
hot drink 

Good to drink: 
Harvesting 
coffee 

Refreshment; 
energy 

Black color; 
smell; end-
product 
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 Surprised by 
Decaf process 

Irrelevant 
drinks, long 
queue 

 Concerned 
about war-
related 
activities in Iraq 

 Concerned 
about 
working 
environment 
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RQ2- How can the influence of Anti-brand website on perceived quality be characterized? 

Respondent A believed that Starbucks coffee tastes strong and homemade ones cannot be 

the same as Starbucks. He also added that each Starbucks is an ‘experience’ since each 

Starbuck has its own employees and owner and although all Starbucks have the same 

recipe, the taste differs between the coffee houses; Respondent B also agree on the good 

quality of the coffee but considered the taste of coffee to be consistent in all Starbucks.  

Respondent B evaluated Starbucks’ coffee as ‘good’ but found it quit hard to understand the 

distinction between different drinks. And there were some occasion that she had not a good 

experience of the coffee quality, ‘mess up’. She stated that the tastes between Starbucks’ 

Coffee houses are not so particular and the quality is different!  

Respondent C, who had the experience of tasting Starbucks’ coffee in different countries 

such as Japan, US etc.; described Starbucks with a ‘good’ coffee, not only with a mild taste, 

but also with a cozy environment. Her perception is that Starbucks provides coffee with 

different taste in different countries; coffee taste is milder in Japan than in Europe while 

the European is lighter than the coffee taste in US. However, respondent E perceived the 

taste to be similar. He expressed that, although the quality is good and it is quite different 

than homemade coffee, the price is high for this quality.  

Respondent F associated Starbucks with a ‘good’ coffee, with not only a warm drink, but 

also getting a good feeling of drinking that coffee. The taste for him was the same in all 

Starbuck coffee houses since he always orders the same plain coffee everywhere. The last 

respondent G, also had the same idea as respondent of the coffee taste, ‘consistent’ and 

‘strong’. Besides, he believed that Starbucks with having Wi-Fi provides ‘relaxed’ and 

‘comfortable’ environment. 

After going through the website, iahtestarbucks.com; respondent A did not consider 

customers’ discussions and ideas on the website regarding what he already experienced, 

but as a matter of new product or changes in recipes, he would be more curious to explore 

and read more to investigate. 
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Respondent B and C did not agree with discussions about inconsistent taste of Starbucks 

coffee drinks on anti-brand website, and after being exposed respondent B still believed 

that the taste is consistent. Respondent C considered the people who discussed Starbucks 

Coffee taste on iahtestarbucks.com website are ‘wasting their time’.  

Respondent D agreed with the discussion on anti-brand website about the place provided 

in Starbucks- long queue, bad coffee drinks and not cozy environment, however, he 

believed that such issues happens everywhere and it is not only true for Starbucks. So he 

did not find such a discussions determinant on how he remembers Starbucks. But 

respondent- E, completely agreed with the discussions represented on iahtestarbucks.com 

website which considered Starbucks’ environment to be ‘not cozy’ and the coffee drinks to 

be ‘expensive’. 

Despite of the negative discussions and complains related to Starbucks’ coffee taste on the 

anti-brand website, the respondent F still wanted to have his own experience of Starbucks. 

He did not consider the discussions on the anti-brand website as criterion that would 

change the way he remember Starbucks. On the other hand, respondent G supported the 

complaint about the place on the website but still he didn’t have any complaint by himself 

regarding that.  

Table 5.2 presents the results of the interviews. For convenience, key words are used to 

shorten the answers. 
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Table 5.2: Summarized results- Q2 (Perceived Quality) 

Respondents 
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Strong 
taste, 
better than 
home-
made 
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the quality 

Good quality Mild taste and 
cozy 
environment 

Tastes better 
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made,  

Good taste 
& quality 
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place, 
strong taste 
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Different 
tastes in 
each 
branch, 
due to 
different 
owners and 
employees 

Consistent in 
quality 
compared to 
local cafes 

Consistent, 
except 
occasional 
mess-ups in 
certain 
branches 

Different tastes 
in each 
country,  
Not perfect all 
the time,  

Consistent 
taste 

Consistent 
taste 

Consistent 
taste 
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Customer 
ideas 
unable to 
change 
one’s 
experience, 
only 
considered 
for new 
drinks and 
recipes 

People are 
picky, tastes 
are not 
different 

No changes in 
ideas; people 
waste their 
time in the 
website 

No attention to 
complains  

Agree with 
people the 
place is not 
cozy, expensive 
for such a 
quality 

I want to 
experience 
the 
difference 
by myself,  

I cannot 
complain. 

 

RQ3- How can the influence of Anti-brand website on brand associations (brand 

personality) be characterized? 

Respondent A described his favorite Starbucks as a ‘grandmother’ while some of the others 

are like cousins that ‘I just want to say hi and walk away, getting the coffee and go’. 

Respondent B also considered Starbucks as a woman. However, the other three 

respondents perceive Starbucks to be a man; respondent F considers Starbucks both as 

man and woman while the last person, respondent G, did not associate Starbucks with any 

particular gender. 

Before the respondents had seen the ihatestarbucks.com website; respondent A described 

Starbucks as a person who is reliable, charming, warm, inviting and flirtatious (in a way the 
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Starbucks staff provide services) which is flattering, tasteful (Both drinks and inside 

decoration), friendly, welcoming, predictable. But by visiting the website; although he 

stated that associations of Starbucks might change, nothing was changed in his ideas about 

Starbucks characteristics. He added that, it is like ‘choosing friend;’ the bigger the problem 

the bigger pattern shown up, the more I will be curious’. 

Respondent B, who considered Starbucks as a woman called Starbucks a public-reliable 

person. However, by reading the comments and discussions on the website, she labeled 

Starbucks with no honesty about fair trade and environmental responsibility but still 

successful and sophisticated. 

Respondent C described Starbucks as a tall strong man wearing a business suits with 

power figure, very polished and extremely capable. She thought that Starbuck is a 

determinant and competitive person who know what he wants and how to control his life 

and work. Besides, Starbucks is reliable and predictable. Despite of visiting the anti-brand 

website and reading the comments; the respondent did not change her ideas about 

Starbucks and she also stated that what ihatestarbucks.com did is that ‘it makes me less 

guilty to buy coffee since it is expensive’. 

Starbucks was described by respondent D as a rich and cold man who is social responsible 

and doing fair trade. However, by visiting the website, respondent D considered Starbucks 

as a capitalist man destroy the poor people and gets richer. She also stated that Starbucks is 

not reliable, not honest but still charming! 

Starbucks was considered by respondent E as a neglected (careless) and loud person (‘with 

making so much commercials and announcement, everywhere’) who is not honest but 

charming and stylish. After visiting the ihatestarbucks.com he stated that Starbucks is a 

reliable person regarding the taste but not for social responsibilities! 

The respondent who considered Starbucks both man and woman, described Starbucks as a 

‘clean’, reliable, trustable. Respondent F stated that ‘if they [Starbucks] find out that 

something is wrong they would fix it, so Starbucks is honest, charming and not guilty’. After 

reading through the comments and discussion on ihatestarbucks.com, he stated that ‘If the 
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staff or a boss is behaving bad, I do not care, but information about fair trade and such is 

about the whole company, which I care about and I trust more what the company says, not 

this website unless some official and formal with statistic references and then I will 

consider that.’  

Respondent- G, considered no gender for Starbucks, but he described Starbucks as an 

arrogant, ‘high class in a bad way’, ‘elite thinking’ who ‘discriminated his/her customers 

among others’ with no honesty but reliable in terms of what they provide (drinks, etc.), 

Starbucks is not charming for him. By visiting the website, he was not surprised with the 

comments and negatives statements regarding fair trades and agreed with some of the 

discussions stated that ’Starbucks is capitalist’ and ‘they can do whatever they need like 

false advertisement and go around the rules to get their benefits’. 

Responses regarding type of Starbucks customers were as below: 

Respondent A believed that mostly young students, business people and teachers at 

universities are Starbucks’ customers. While respondent B believed that Starbucks’ 

customers are from so many different groups of people, he mentioned only professional 

people and teenagers. 

The respondent C believed that people choose Starbucks because of its convenient place, 

clean and consistence coffee taste. But she said that mainly teenagers and people who start 

working early are Starbucks’ customers. 

Respondent D believed that a majority of people outside United States chooses Starbucks 

because it is an American brand. Besides, in each country, different group of people are 

Starbucks’ customers. For instance, in China, upper class and rich people are main 

customers whereas in New York, the majority of the Starbucks’ customers are business 

fancy and fashionable people and youngsters. Besides, by visiting the website, she stated 

that ‘reading the comments on this website, I think people will stop buying from Starbucks’. 

Respondents E and F had the similar opinion with each other about what type of people are 

Starbucks’ customer- either young people or rich and fancy ones. 
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Respondent- G, believed that people who want to enjoy their coffee and chill and seat for 

couple of hours, choose Starbucks, he added that ‘going to Starbucks is like a trend’, and 

that the customers are elite and/or young people. 

The results of the interviews are presented in Table 5.3. For convenience, key words are 

used to shorten the answers. 

Table 5.3: Summarized results- Q3 (Brand Personality) 

Respondents 
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Grandmother, 
Reliable, 
Charming, 
Warm, 
inviting, 
flirtatious, 
predictable 

Girl- 
Consistent 
personality, 
reliable, 
public, 
honest, 
successful, 
sophisticated 

Business 
man, 
wearing 
suits, strong, 
polished, 
extremely 
capable, 
determent, 
reliable, 
predictable 

Man, 
Rich, cold, 
social 
responsible, 
Charming,  

Man, 
Not a caring 
person, loud, 
not honest, 
charming, 
stylish, reliable 

Man & 
Woman, 
Clean, 
reliable, 
trustable, 
honest, not 
guilty, 
charming. 

No gender, 
Arrogant, high 
class, elite 
thinking, not 
honest, 
reliable, not 
charming, 
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Students, 
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people, 
teachers at 
university 

Different 
types of 
people, 
professional 
people, 
teenagers 

All type of 
people, 
early-bird 
people, 
teenagers 

In china: rich 
people, in US: 
Business & 
fancy people, 
young & 
fashionable 
people, 

Young people, 
rich & fancy 

Early-bird 
people,  

People who 
wants to enjoy 
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young,  
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 Not honest,  Feels less 
guilty to buy 
such an 
expensive 
coffee 

Capitalist 
person, not 
reliable, not 
honest, 

Not reliable for 
social 
responsibilities,  

If the 
information 
is based on 
statistics 
and official 
then I 
considered 
them. 

Capitalist, Not 
honest for 
social 
responsibilities 

 

RQ4- How can the influence of Anti-brand website on Brand Loyalty be characterized? 

Respondent A stated that he will continue purchasing Starbucks coffee also after being 

exposed to anti-brand website; still prefers Starbucks to any other brand or even 

homemade coffees. But he would try recommended local cafes instead of going to 

Starbucks but the anti-brand website cannot prevent or stop him not to choose Starbucks. 

However he will choose a new Starbuck to try over a new local café.  
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Respondent B, who also likes Starbucks drinks, stated that ‘I don’t care what people say 

about Starbucks and I’m not worried about the employees’ and employers’ problems. After 

having read the comments on the anti-brand website she will for the future choose local 

cafés instead of Starbucks if they are located next to each other since she feels ‘guilty’. She 

also added that the price does not play any important role since the type of coffee she uses 

to drink has almost the same price. 

After being exposed to anti-brand website, respondent C considered Starbucks drinks to be 

expensive and rather prefer to go to local cafes instead. 

After reading the discussions on ihatestarbucks.com, respondent D, who likes to try 

different Starbucks, stated that repeating the purchase depends on the location of 

Starbucks. In Europe she prefers to go to local cafes, which have better coffee than 

Starbucks. She considered Starbucks coffee to have a consistent taste so she will choose 

Starbucks in places such as Asia where there is no better choice. 

Respondent E also perceives Starbucks’ prices to be high. The repetition of purchase 

depends on whether he is alone or in the company of friend. He would not choose 

Starbucks if he is alone. He preferred the local café, which is more ‘convenient’ and 

‘cheaper’. After he read the anti-brand website, he will still be loyal to Starbucks as before 

and added that if I choose Starbucks I would feel guilty, the same feeling that I have to 

McDonald’s.’  

Following that, responses were on question about suggesting Starbucks to others, 

Respondent A replied that suggesting Starbucks depends on in which country they are; for 

instance in Sweden, he will suggest Starbucks because there is no Starbucks in Sweden but 

he was not sure about suggesting Starbucks in US because there are a lot of Starbucks 

coffee houses and people might have tried it already.  

Respondent B will suggest Starbucks to people who have never tried Starbucks before 

which also depends on which area is it. In contrary, respondent C will not suggest 

Starbucks to anybody unless there is no other option. She indicated that if the prices 

between Starbucks and a local café were the same, she would choose the local café. 
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Respondent D who did not consider Starbucks ‘cozy’ preferred to go to other cafés with his 

friends unless she is alone and just wants to drink coffee. If Starbucks increases prices, she 

would not go there and would try to find another alternative; unless Starbucks prove that 

they spend part of their revenue on environmental activities or social responsibilities. But 

after having read the ihatestarbucks.com website, she would not go to Starbucks and she 

suggested that ‘in this condition it’s better to support SME’s more.’  

Similar to respondent D, respondent E would do the same if Starbucks increases prices, i.e. 

finding an alternative to buy cheaper coffee and choose a local Café over Starbucks even if 

both would have the same price.  

Nevertheless; respondent F had the same opinion regarding loyalty to Starbucks as before. 

He would not only choose Starbucks over any other café but also would still suggest 

Starbucks to his friends. But if Starbucks increases prices; he might prefer local café 

especially if they are situated in his neighborhood. But still for having a luxury coffee he 

would choose Starbucks. 

Respondent G wanted to have an experience of Starbucks’ coffee in different countries. So if 

he travels to other countries, he would try that. Despite what he read on 

ihatestarbucks.com, he would not recommend anyone to avoid Starbucks. If Starbucks’ 

drinks get more expensive, he would stop going to Starbucks. In addition, he stated that 

‘I’m not a fan of Starbucks and if I’m alone, I would never choose Starbucks since I do not 

like the company by itself!’ Besides, he believed that on ishatestarbucks.com website, 

providing alternatives instead of Starbucks next to complaining about Starbucks was a 

great idea. 

Table 5.4 presents the results of the interviews. For convenience, key words are used to 

shorten the answers. 
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Table 5.4: Summarized results- Q4 (Brand Loyalty) 

Respondents 
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is the first 
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Yes,  Yes In Asia: Yes By myself: 
Starbucks is 
not the first 
choice 

I choose 
Starbucks 
upon local 
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In Sweden: 
Yes, 
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 Don’t care 
about price 

No 
worries 
for price 

Expensive Not ready to 
pay more than 
now 
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ready to pay 
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Influenced by 
the suggested 
alternatives on 
website, I can 
forgive a 
friend’s 
mistake. 

I prefer to 
go to 
Local café 
instead of 
Starbucks 

I will start 
going to local 
café,  

In Europe: I 
prefer local 
café, 
We have to 
support SEM’s 
more 

Fair trade issue 
is about all big 
companies, 
feel guilty, 
offering the 
same price: i 
will choose 
local café 
instead of 
Starbucks  

For luxury 
coffee I’ll 
choose 
Starbucks 

Surprised by 
alternative 
suggested 
instead of 
Starbucks, 
never go to 
Starbucks if 
I’m alone 
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5.2. CocaCola 

It is an American multinational beverage company, best 

known for nonalcoholic beverage, Coca Cola, in 1886. Now the 

company offers more than 500 brands in over 200 countries 

and serves more than 1.7 billion people every day. Some of 

their well-known brands are Coca Cola zero, Spirit, Fanta, and 

Diet Coke. 

Anti-Coca Cola: Killercoke.org 

Based on the anti-brand websites characteristics (Krishnamurthy and 

Kucuk (2009)); killercoke.org can be considered as an anti-brand 

website which focus on Coca cola brand, with memorable domain name 

and critical language to provide negative identity for Coca cola brand. 

This website was established in 2003. It is mainly a campaign to stop coca cola by the help 

of volunteers. Killer coke is the directed by Ray Rogers. The concerns are not only the 

health issues comes from Cola consumption but also the human rights, racial 

discrimination, labors’ right, environmental issues and even political. The websites contain 

loads of information regarding the latest news and Coca cola activities in the world, the 

crimes and troubles that Coca cola caused. Based on Kucuk (2008) killercoke.org can be 

considered as a ‘complainer’ anti-brand website since the website shows the anger and 

oppositions against Coca cola products and service problems. They are not as improved as 

‘symbolic haters’. 

RQ1- How can the influence of Anti-brand websites on brand awareness be characterized? 

Before reading the discussion on killercoke.org website; the respondent A stated that Coca 

Cola reminded him of ‘a piece of American history and culture’, ‘Christmas with family’ and 

‘fun time’. Visiting the anti-brand website; he also associated Coca Cola with ‘power’ and 

‘money’. He   raised the question if ‘what Coca Cola supposed to do is ethically right’ and 

answered himself ‘No, which makes me sad, Although they have money and power!’. 

Besides, he had Pepsi as another brand after Coca Cola in his mind. 
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Reading the killercoke.org website did not change respondent B’s opinion about the brand. 

‘Coca Cola’ for him was the reminder of ‘a drink’ first, and then the Coca Cola Company 

itself. He could differentiate between Coca Cola and other brands such as Pepsi. The word 

‘beverage’ also reminded him of coke.  

 

‘Coca Cola’ reminded respondent C that ‘it is everywhere’, ‘the bottle shape’ and ‘logo’. He 

stated that all the other drinks that he has in his mind; such as Fanta, are also sub-brands of 

Coca Cola. Although Trocadero is another brand he remembers, he believed that Trocadero 

is not comparable with Coca Cola. After reading through the anti-brand website, he stated 

that ‘with such a big company, it is inevitable to have a fair trade problem’. Besides, 

‘beverage’ was a reminder of ‘soda’, ‘beer’ and ‘any drink from cans’. 

For respondent D, ‘Coca Cola’ was the reminder of ‘polar bears’ and ‘Christmas with the 

bottle shape’. Besides Coca Cola, she had no other brand in her mind. After having visited 

the anti-brand website, she stated that Coca Cola is ‘everywhere’ and ‘Coca Cola have done 

massive branding and marketing’. The Beverage reminded her of ‘water’ and she does not 

drink so much soda any more. 

 

‘Thirsty’ is what ‘Coca Cola’ reminded the respondent E about. She could differentiate 

between Coca Cola and other brands. She stated that ‘I go to KFC and McDonald I can see 

one provides only Pepsi and the other one Coca Cola’. After she had read killercoke.org 

website, she said that Coca Cola reminded her of ‘Awful’ situations. The word ‘beverage’ 

reminded her of ‘a glass of water’. 

 

For respondent F, Coca Cola was a reminder of ‘soft drink that gives refreshment, relaxed 

with different flavors’, He could differentiate Coca Cola among other brands such as Pepsi 

or even Coca Cola’s sub-brands such as Fanta and Sprite even before going through the 

articles and news on killercoke.org website. Therefore, he concluded that even after 

reading the website, Coca Cola still reminded him of the same things. According to 

respondent F, the word ‘beverage’ is absolutely a reminder of Coca Cola and its sub-brands.  
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The results of this part of the interview regarding Brand awareness are presented in Table 

5.5. For convenience, key words are used to shorten the answers. 

Table 5.5: Summarized results- Q1 (Brand Awareness) - Coca Cola 

Respondents 
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Piece of 
US, history, 
Christmas 

A drink, Coca 
Cola company 

It’s 
everywhere, 
bottle shape, 
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bottle shape, 
Christmas,  
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Powerful, 
does it 
have 
ethically 
right 
activities, 
money & 
power 
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RQ2- How can the influence of Anti-brand website on perceived quality be characterized?  

The second part was on questions about evaluating the brand quality; Following that, if 

Coca Cola products’ consistency of the tastes. 

The respondent A perceived that Coca Cola has a high quality. Also Coca Cola is his choice 

over Pepsi although they might use the same formula. He also compared the tastes in 

Sweden and US and believed that the tastes are distinctive. By visiting the killercoke.org; he 

still had the same opinion regarding the quality and tastes of the Coca Cola products. 

 

For respondent B, ‘tastes’ and ‘coldness’ was the criteria to choose a drink. As a matter of 

taste; he considered Coca Cola to be the best coke. After he watched the videos and read the 

articles on the website; although he agreed that drinking Coca Cola is not healthy; he still 
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considered Coca Cola the tastiest coke among other cokes. In addition, he considered Coca 

Cola tastes consistent and he did not agree with statements on the website saying that Coca 

Cola does not have a good taste.  

 

Respondent C believed that all beverages consist of chemical materials; hence he 

considered a good drink to have a good taste and to be popular among consumers. He had 

the same opinion regarding the taste and quality of Coca Cola products before and after 

reading the killercoke.org website. He believed that the taste of Coca Cola drinks provided 

in cans are consistent but the ones provided in fast food restaurants such as Max in Sweden 

are not always the same.  

 

‘Coca Cola tastes better than Pepsi’ and ‘consistent’, stated respondent D. But her 

perception of Coca Colas’ taste and quality was similar before and after reading the articles 

and watching the videos in Killercoke.org.  

 

Respondent E also had the same opinion about the consistency of Coca Cola taste before 

and after being exposed to anti-brand website. But after she had visited the website; she 

added that ‘the taste and quality might be different between Europe, US and Asia’. 

Respondent F believed that Coca Cola’s quality is improving. By visiting killercoke.org 

website; although he still considered the taste consistent everywhere; he confirmed that 

drinking Coca Cola’s product cause health issues. He believed that these issues happen 

when people are drinking Coca Cola more than usual. 

Table 5.6 shows the parts of interviews related to perceived quality of the Coca Cola brand.  

For convenience, key words are used to shorten the answers. 
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Table 5.6: Summarized results- Q2 (Perceived Quality) - Coca Cola 
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RQ3- How can the influence of Anti-brand website on brand associations (brand 

personality) be characterized?  

Respondent A associates Coca Cola with a girl who is reliable, charming, selfish, arrogant 

but friendly and nostalgic. He said that, in US Coca Cola is a ‘hero’ although outside US she 

is negative and a bully. After visiting the killercoke.org website he confirmed that Coca Cola 

has an uncaring personality and a bit more arrogant and ‘aloof’- She can do what she wants 

because she is Coca Cola. He added that Coca Cola Company is socially irresponsible and 

powerful. 

 

On the other hand, respondent B considered Coca Cola as a ‘typical’ businessman with nice 

suit but ‘corrupted’ inside, unreliable and opportunistic. He also associated Coca Cola with 

a man who takes advantage of situations and not trustable because of the way Coca Cola 
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behaves in the market. ‘He is ready to abandon the rules’ he added. By visiting the website, 

he stated that ‘I was not surprised!’ he considered Coca Cola also not predictable and not 

charming, he believed that everybody drinks Coke. 

‘Coca Cola is a man’ respondent C stated. But a man who is ‘charismatic’, ‘fit with healthy 

body and handsome’, ’generous’ and ‘wants to being loved and have attention’. Besides, he 

believed that Coca Cola knows what to wear and what to do in different occasions. After 

visiting killercoke.org website the respondent C described Coca Cola a person who is not 

reliable with no honesty but still friendly and inviting and charming. He stated ‘Coca Cola is 

not a tough person unless people interfere with his issues, very American!’. He believed 

that people who don’t analyze too much and simple ones uses Coca Cola. 

Contrary to the respondent C, respondent D considered Coca Cola as a girl who is trustable 

regarding what she offers (products) although respondent D stated that she knows soda 

drinks are not healthy. She added that Coca Cola is honest and has a timeless, cultural and 

historical spirit with a tough personality because she is existed almost hundred years. After 

she had read the news on the website, stated that ‘regarding Coca Cola’s crimes and 

problems I want to do my own research, then i can judge’. She also added that Coca Cola is a 

gigantic company who is reliable, successful and popular. She stated that ‘this girl is 

charming especially with the commercials and the way they marketed specifically in 

Christmas time’. She believed that in US, everybody drinks Coca Cola. 

The respondent E considered Coca Cola a businessman with nice suits working in Wall 

Street. After the respondent went through the killercoke.org website; she described it as a 

person who is not honest, betrays and stabbed people in the back. She said that ‘there are a 

lot of cute advertisements which makes the brand charming. Coca Cola know how to 

present itself but the brand cannot be reliable because it does not show what it truly does.’ 

Following that, respondent F, who considered Coca Cola to be a girl, believed that Coca Cola 

is ‘aggressive when people mix the coke up with food’. However; she can be also ‘sweet’ 

sometimes. He described Coca Cola as an ‘old time classic girl’, ‘reliable’ regarding the 

quality ‘fancy because of the products and advertisements’ and also ‘innovative in 
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marketing fields’. When the respondent read the articles and watched videos on the anti-

brand website; he added that Coca Cola is not honest or clear about environmental 

activities and financial issues. But, he still considered Coca Cola honest about the products.  

The results of interviews regarding brand personality are presented in Table 5.7.  For 

convenience, key words are used to shorten the answers. 

Table 5.7: Summarized Results- Q3 (Brand personality) - Coca Cola 

Respondents 
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RQ4- How can the influence of Anti-brand website on Brand Loyalty be characterized? 

Respondent A, who drinks Coca Cola occasionally, stated that ‘killercoke.org website 

affected me a little negative ’, he continued that however, the website could not make him 

switch attitude and loyalty towards the brand. He believed that he would still suggest Coca 

Cola to friends. But the reason behind this is mainly the ‘nostalgic’ not the taste. He also 

added that even if the product prices increases, he would still continue buying that.  

Respondent B uses Coca Cola often. After being exposed to the anti-brand website; he 

stated that ‘I still would buy it although I know one way of showing the anger is to stop 

buying it but large number if people is needed to show such an anger to be able to make 

any changes’. But he would not recommend coke to his friends as a drink. If the prices 

increase, he would buy the drinks up to a certain price level, after which he would not 

continue purchasing Coca Cola drinks. He also added that, after visiting the website, 

whenever he wants to pay for Coca Cola, he asks himself “where does one part of the 

money go?” But he continue saying that ‘I cannot change the world alone!’ At the end, he 

believed that he would choose Coca Cola over other soda drinks if they were in the same 

price level. 

‘I don’t care what is said on killercoke.org website’ said respondent C. He believed that he 

might listen to what is said against Coca Cola but he could not trust or be sure about how 

much of these statements are correct. But he stated that ‘this website seems correct and up 

to date with bringing references so I can trust the information’. He added that he would not 

recommend his friends to drink Coca Cola even if someone asks for his recommendation. 

Regarding the price, if Coca Cola increases it, he would stop buying their products. In that 

case, he would prefer to purchase natural and local drinks. 

Respondent D would continue buying Coca Cola drinks even after visiting killercoke.org 

website. But she stated that ‘With other brands and companies that I found out negative 

information I stopped buying that brands, I might do the same for Coca Cola’. If the Coca 

Cola becomes expensive for her, she would still consume it since Coca Cola is the dominant 

brand in the area she lives. 
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Respondent E had another attitude. By reading the articles and watching the videos on the 

anti-brand website, she would feel guilty at the next purchase of Coca Cola so she would try 

to stop using Coca Cola drinks. Besides, she had never used Coca Cola and she would not 

recommend any friends to buy coke. In case of increased prices, she would stop consuming 

Coca Cola and would replace it with water. 

After visiting the killercoke.org website, respondent F, who is satisfy with the quality of 

Coca Cola beverages, would still purchase Coca Cola and recommend it to his friends.  If the 

price increases, he would pay that since he believed that ‘I get what I pay’. 

The results of interviews regarding brand personality are presented in Table 5.7.  For 

convenience, key words are used to shorten the answers. 

Table 5.8: Summarized Results- Q4 (Brand Loyalty) - Coca Cola 

Respondents 
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Chapter 6- Data Analysis  

In this chapter the conceptual framework presented in chapter three and the collected data, 

which was presented in previous chapter, is compared. The analysis contains two parts, first a 

within-case analysis in order to reduce data. Then, by cross-case analysis, more constructs 

and relationships are built. 

6.1. IhateStabucks.com 

This thesis looks at the role of the anti-brand website, which has specific characteristics, on 

equity of the brand. Ihatestarbucks.com targets the brand Starbucks. Based on the anti-

brand websites characteristics (Krishnamurthy & Kucuk, 2009); ihatestarbucks.com can be 

considered as an anti-brand website, which focuses on Starbucks brand, with memorable 

domain name and critical language to provide negative identity for Starbucks brand. 

Following Kucuk’s (2008) categorization of anti-brand websites, ihatestarbucks.com could 

be categorized as ‘symbolic haters’ since this website targets a brand with high awareness. 

It uses the negative word-of-mouth about the brand’s achievement. It is based on personal 

taste so it cannot be reliable. The haters dislike Starbucks for example because it is 

everywhere, or they do not like the coffee taste.  

6.1.1 Brand awareness 

The first element of customer-based brand equity (CBBE) is brand awareness. Keller 

(1993) defines awareness as the power to be present in customer mind. It consists of brand 

recognition, i.e. if the customer had heard about the brand (Aaker, 1991), and brand recall, 

which is about the ability of customer to retrieve the brand from memory (Keller, 1993). 

Based on the data, presented in previous chapter, the respondents had experience of the 

brand Starbucks. Before visiting the anti-brand website, they recognize Starbucks as a ’cozy 

place’ with ’Coffee flavor’ and ’strong coffee’ but after visiting the website 

(ihatestarbucks.com) some recognized it as a place with ’long queue’ or a company with not 

so good working environment as they thought. In addition, they also perceive Starbucks not 

to be as ’environmental friendly’ as the brand shows on the pictures of harvesting coffee 

beans. Regarding the brand recall element, respondents mentioned, before and after 
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visiting the website, words such as ‘big menu with variety of drinks’ and ‘Starbucks is 

everywhere’ but some of them after visiting the website add some points such as ‘a menu 

which is not related to the coffee drinks’ and ‘So many drinks which practically does not 

have any difference’.   

6.1.2 Perceived quality 

The second element of CBBE is perceived quality. Pappu et al. (2005) define it in a way that 

by convincing the customers and showing them that the brand is actually different from 

other brands, tries to bring value to customers. Before visiting the anti-brand website, 

respondents agreed that the taste is quite consistent although it may differ between 

countries or even branches. And after being exposed to the website, almost all of them 

believe that they don’t really ‘care’ about what other people are complaining about the 

quality of the drinks or the environment. Respondents mentioned that ‘it has happened 

that sometimes you don’t get what you expected and there were some mess’; one 

respondent also agreed with complains about ‘not a cozy place’. However, the interesting 

point was that despite reading complains, respondents want to experience the specific 

product of the brand by themselves especially if it is a new drink or if there is any change in 

a recipe. And they might consider complains after they ‘dig into that’.  

6.1.3 Brand personality 

The third element of brand equity is brand personality. It considers a brand as a human 

and dedicates human characteristics to that (Aaker, 1997).  Based on the framework that 

Aaker (1997) represented for brand personality, there are five groups of characteristics 

that can identify the dimensions of a brand personality, namely; sincerity, excitement, 

competence, sophisticated and ruggedness.  

Before respondents visited the website they describe Starbucks as a person with 

characteristics such as ‘honest’, ‘traditional’ way of service but with updated technology, 

‘reliable’, ‘successful’, ‘charming’. These characters are sub elements of the main five groups 

that Aaker (1997) mentioned, except the fifth one, ruggedness. Besides that, respondents 

added some characteristics such as: ‘warm’, ‘inviting’, ‘sophisticated’, ‘public’, ‘predictable’, 
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‘flirtatious’ (with the service), a person wearing business suit, very clean and polished, 

‘competitive’ and ‘loud’. 

After being exposed to anti-brand website, they called Starbucks a person who is ‘not 

honest’, ‘not caring’, ‘not reliable’ and ‘not responsible’ (social and environmental), ‘cold 

behavior’, ‘powerful’ and ‘successful’. This shows that the Sincerity and competence as a 

human character for Starbucks had changed.   

Regarding the Coca Cola’s gender; analysis of data shows that Starbucks is consider to be a 

male, although some could not determine the gender and one person describes Starbucks 

as a family and the favorite branch as a ‘grandmother’ while other branches which are far 

and not inviting are cousins who you just ‘want to say hi and leave’ (grab the coffee and 

leave the place).  

Regarding the question that who usually goes and uses the Starbucks, respondents before 

and after being exposed to the anti-brand website did not add any other specific group as a 

Starbucks’ customer. This might be because of the information stored in website and there 

is no specific discussion around the customers’ demographic characteristics. Or the 

Starbucks brand personality might not be formed directly based on the customers’ 

characteristics. 

6.1.4 Brand loyalty 

As Keller (2003) defines, a loyal customer is one who continually buys and talks about how 

eager he/she is to buy, without noticing the price. So repeating the purchase and 

recommending the product are the main signs of the loyalty to a brand. 

Regarding repeating the purchase, respondents brought some conditions such as price, 

geographical situation or if there are any local café close to them or if they know any local 

café and have access to that, and even if they are alone or with friends. All of these make the 

situation complicated regarding repeating the purchase from Starbucks. Most of the 

respondents do not consider themselves as a 100% loyal customer to Starbucks which was 

even more visible after they visited the anti-brand website. Regarding the geographical 

locations, analysis of data indicate that if customers visit new countries they prefer to go to 
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Starbucks without paying attention to what people discussed on the anti-brand website 

since they are not familiar with local cafes. However, knowing the local cafés and being 

familiar with that might take the opportunity from Starbucks. Analysis of data also shows 

that the exposure to the anti-brand website could affect the loyalty to the brand. As Keller 

(2003) mentioned, a loyal customer is not price sensitive but the data analysis shows that 

people seems to get price sensitive when they have the opportunity to compare the 

Starbucks’ products with alternatives. According to what respondents read on website; 

respondents started to question Coca Cola activities such as fair trade, environmental 

activities. And they felt guilty after understanding that Starbucks do not care. 

Recommending Starbucks to other people was another issue under loyalty, it seems also 

quite complicated, and respondents before being exposed to the website and after, had 

almost the same opinion. However, some conditions and situations were brought up such 

as ‘’if a friend never had tried the Starbucks, they would recommend it, otherwise in case of 

supporting the SME’s they might recommend a local café.’’ These are all might show that 

the killercoke.org website could start unconsciously on Coca Cola’s customers’ mind that 

Coca Cola might not be the best option to recommend to other people. 

To wrap it up, respondents believe that by reading such a website they would not change 

their opinion completely about Starbucks, although it is consumer generated and people 

might trust other people more than the company by itself. As some of the respondents 

mentioned, they considered Starbucks as a ‘friend’ and a ‘big company’ that make mistakes 

and they think they can forgive a friend for few mistakes. 

6.2. Killercoke.org 

The Killercoke.org is another anti-brand website focused on Coca Cola brand and based on 

the anti-brand websites characteristics (Krishnamurthy & Kucuk (2009)); it can be 

considered as an anti-brand website with memorable domain name and critical language to 

provide negative identity for Coca cola brand. 

According to Kucuk (2008) killercoke.org can be considered as a ‘complainer’ anti-brand 

website since the website shows the anger and oppositions against Coca cola products and 
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service problems, while it is not personal and they try to oppose against the consumerism 

culture and the company, the information in health issues for example with references 

provided; makes the website more reliable than just ‘complainer’ or ‘opportunistic’. They 

are not using negative word of mouth the same as ‘complainers’; so killercoke.org can be 

considered as an Expert anti-brand website. 

6.2.1 Brand awareness 

As mentioned before, brand awareness is about recognition (Aaker, 1991) and recall 

(Keller, 2003) of the brand. Respondents before going through the killercoke.org 

mentioned Coca Cola as a reminder of American history and culture by remembering the 

logo and the bottle shape; also it is the reminder of Christmas time with family and having 

fun with refreshment feeling. After reading the information, news and watching videos on 

killercoke.org, respondents added some adjectives that they associate with Coca Cola, such 

as powerful, money, everywhere, awful. For one person everything on the website was 

completely new. So it is obvious that brand recall is highlighted after visiting the anti-brand 

website.  

Regarding brand recognition, before and after going through the website, data shows that 

recognizing Coca Cola was in the same level. Almost all of the respondents could 

differentiate the brand among others such as Pepsi or local brands such as Trocadero in 

Sweden. And no specific or highlighted points were shown before and after the exposure to 

anti-brand website. 

6.2.2 Perceived quality 

Convincing customers and proving that the brand is distinctive among other brands will 

bring value to the customers (Pappu et al, 2005), which based on the data, are obvious for 

Coca Cola. Respondents believe that Coca Cola has the best and consistent taste, although it 

might differ between countries.  Gathered data indicates that reading negative statements 

about the brand on an anti-brand website would not affect customers’ perception of 

quality. 
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6.2.3 Brand personality 

Another factor of customer-based brand equity included in the framework of this study is 

brand personality, which occurs when customers describe a brand with human 

characteristics. 

 When respondents described Coca Cola as a person, there were some common and 

highlighted characteristics such as ‘friendly’, ‘charming’, ‘tough’, ‘classic’, ‘reliable’, and 

‘nostalgic’. In addition, they perceive Coca Cola as a Business man/woman with nice suite 

and being ‘fancy’. Regarding the five groups of characteristics, suggested by Aaker (1996); 

Coca Cola personality is defined by competence, sophistication and ruggedness.  

On the other hand, after reading news and watching documentaries and videos on the 

website, respondents perceived Coca Cola to be ‘not an honest’ person about the strategies 

of the company, ‘no more reliable’ based on the lawsuits, but he/she is still ‘friendly’ and 

wants to being loved, ‘successful’, ‘popular’ and a bit aggressive regarding the 

environmental issues, explained on killercoke.org. Besides that, some characteristics such 

as ‘not caring’, ‘corrupted inside’, ‘not predictable’, ‘powerful’, ‘selfish’, ‘not trustworthy’, 

‘arrogant’ and ‘socially irresponsible’ appeared after showing the anti-brand website. This 

shows that the perception of brand personality changed; sincerity and competence is not 

the same as before visiting the website. 

6.2.4 Brand loyalty 

Loyalty is the matter of repeating purchase and recommending the product with low 

degree of sensitivity to the price (Keller, 2003). After studying the killercoke.org, regarding 

the repeating the purchase, it seems that although there is some negative effect on 

respondents’ mind or feeling guilty to buy, all of them still choose Coca Cola for the next 

opportunity to buy a coke. Recommending Coca Cola becomes by conditions such as if they 

want to eat outside or if they want to spend time with friends. 

Regarding price sensitivity; two of the respondents started to think about not buying Coca 

Cola anymore but it seems that most of the respondents don’t pay attention to the price, 

however, there is a limit for a high price after visiting the website. 
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6.3. Cross-Case Analysis 

A simplification and summary of the analysis are presented in Table 6.1 below. To show if 

there is any change between the elements of customer-based brand equity after being 

exposed to anti-brand websites, the following codes are used. 

+: The anti-brand website has a visible role on each or any of brand equity elements. 

-: The anti-brand website doesn’t have a visible role on each or any of brand equity elements. 

/: The anti-brand website might have a specific role on each or any of brand equity elements. 

Table 6.1: Summarized Analysis 

 
Brand 

Awareness 

Perceived 

quality 

Brand 

Personality 

Brand 

Loyalty 

Starbucks + - + / 

Coca Cola / - + - 

 

In order to go through cross-case analysis, there have been different strategies to follow. 

However, sticking to the anti-brand websites categories and research questions are the 

most tangible aspect to compare the cases together. 

According to the categorization provided by Kucuk (2008) for anti-brand websites, 

although there are some common points for both complainers and expert anti-brand 

websites, there are highlighted differentiations. These differentiations might cause the 

different results appear for each case. However, a pattern could be recognized. 

The common points between complainers and expert anti-brand websites are memorable 

domain names and targeting a specific brand. On the other hand, using negative word-of-

mouth, being based on personal taste and not being reliable are the characteristics of the 

complainer anti-brand websites, which are against the expert ones. 
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6.3.1 Brand Awareness 

Ihatestarbucks.com is a consumer generated website, in which the information is 

generated by complainers based on no references. But it reminded the respondents about 

some small details that bring up some negative aspects to their minds. On the other hand, 

killercoke.org is not consumer generated and it is only based on the news or documentaries 

and the website tries to look serious and angry. Therefore, going through this website 

makes the respondents think the same as what were discussed on anti-brand website, but 

the information could only lighten up some part of the aspects that were discussed on anti-

brand website since they were already aware of them before reading the anti-brand 

website; such as health issues caused by drinking Coca Cola products. 

6.3.2 Perceived quality 

Both anti-brand websites tried to show that the there are no highlighted or specific aspect 

of the brands (Coca Cola and Starbucks) that makes them valuable. But respondents either 

do not care about complaints or keep convinced about the distinct value of the brand. 

Phrases such as ‘I have to try it by myself’ or ‘I have to read more about these issues’ show 

that the website by itself could not make a visible change in customers’ evaluation of the 

brands. 

6.3.3 Brand Personality 

It turns out that both the complainer and expert anti-brand websites can reveal some 

aspects of brand personality. Honesty and reliability are the two characteristics that 

mattered to a large extent. Anti-brand websites show dishonesty and unreliability of the 

brand, no matter if the information is consumer generated or reliably referenced. 

Moreover, after visiting the anti-brand websites, besides the negative aspects; respondents 

considered both brands as ‘powerful’ and ‘successful’. 
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6.3.4 Brand loyalty 

Ihatestarbucks.com as a complainer anti-brand website; generates overwhelming 

information and discussions that makes the respondents think about their choice between 

a local café and the Starbuck and it seems some of them find a possibility of choosing other 

places and alternatives to get their coffee. On the other side, killercoke.org could not make 

the respondents to think in a same way as ihatestabucks.com did. However, it made them 

feel guilty about buying Coca Cola; but having no alternatives caused them not to stop 

buying Coca Cola.  

Regarding recommendations, before and after being exposed to anti-brand websites; some 

conditions were brought up to recommend these brands to any other person, i.e. only for 

trying the brand for the first time or eating in a restaurant or if there are no other 

alternatives. Besides, price sensitivity among the respondents; shows that they do not 

consider themselves as a completely loyal customer to Starbucks since the price is already 

high and there is a possibility of not buying coffee if the price increases. But Coca Cola 

drinkers seem to stay more loyal to some extent even if the price increases. 
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Chapter 7- Findings and Conclusions 

This chapter presents the conclusions drawn from the analysis. The purpose of this study is to 

investigate the influence of anti-brand websites on brand equity from customer point of view, to 

determine how the influence of anti-brand websites can be characterized and also to study how 

anti-brand websites can dispose customer-based brand equity. Following the conclusions, the 

managerial and theoretical implications are shown, as well as, a path for future research. 

7.1. Conclusion and discussion 

The research problem of this study is formulated as: how can the influence of anti-brand website 

on brand equity be characterized. The problem is divided to four research questions as below. 

The discussions are formed based on these questions. 

7.1.1 How can the influence of Anti-brand websites on brand awareness be characterized? 

Based on brand awareness definition, suggested by Keller (1993), respondents already 

recognized the brand, so by looking at the anti-brand websites’ domain name they realized that 

they are talking against specific brands which were in this study, ihatestarbucks.com for 

Starbucks and killercoke.org for Coca Cola.  

Brand recall, as Keller (1993) defines it, is about the ability of remembering the brand. The 

presented data and the analysis show that these anti-brand websites could remind the brand in 

respondents’ mind in different ways from before. Namely, besides remembering for example the 

cozy place provided by Starbucks, ihatestarbucks.com helps them remember the big menu with 

no big difference between the options or long queues; or killercoke.org helps the respondents to 

remember that besides the fact that Coca Cola has the best taste, there are environmental issues. 

So as a summarized conclusion to describe the role of anti-brand website on brand awareness, it 

is possible to say that anti-brand websites can increase the awareness of the brand by rising the 

issues and discussions although they raise the awareness negatively. 
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7.1.2 How can the influence of Anti-brand website on perceived quality be characterized? 

Perceived quality is about convincing customer that the brand is different among other brands to 

bring value to the customers (Pappu et al., 2005). Anti-brand websites by either sharing the 

complainers’ ideas and experiences of the drinks for example, or describing the chemical 

ingredients of the products, seem not to be successful to impress the respondents. Respondents 

confirmed it by saying that they have to experience for example the new product or new recipe 

by themselves or they have to read and research more about the products to be sure about it. 

Therefore, results from this study shows that role of anti-brand website on brand perceived 

quality is not highlighted or noticeable at all. 

7.1.3 How can the influence of Anti-brand website on brand associations (brand 

personality) be characterized? 

Describing the brands by human characteristics, before and after visiting the anti-brand website, 

was a great challenge for respondents. Respondents regarding their previous experience of the 

brand, could describe both brands as ‘rugged’ while by going through the websites they added 

‘powerful’ and preferred not to mention ‘sincerity’ and ‘competence’. Therefore, anti-brand 

websites could not only alter some characteristics of the brand but also add some other aspects of 

the brands that can be both positive and negative. 

7.1.4 How can the influence of Anti-brand website on Brand Loyalty be characterized? 

In this study, looking through repeating purchase, recommendation to other people, and low 

sensitivity to the price assessed brand loyalty. In both cases, by having experience of the anti-

brand website, recommending the brand to other people was slightly considered, while price 

sensitivity was not a significant element, and repeating the purchase had no influence at all, 

unless the matter of supporting the local business and experiencing the new places was 

considered. 

The fact that can help to describe brand loyalty is that people consider the brands as their friend. 

They believe that they can forgive their friend for some ‘mistakes’. So, apparently, anti-brand 

websites could not have a considerable role in changing the degree of loyalty among customers.  
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7.2. Limitations 

The issues that made this research limited were regarding finding proper cases and proper 

respondents. Regarding the cases, the anti-brand websites had to exist and be regularly updated 

which narrowed down the choices. On the other hand, since there is no Starbucks in Sweden, 

there were a limited number of people to find to interview.  

7.3. Managerial Implications 

The marketing implications for management will largely depend on their intentions. For those 

companies seeking to keep track of customers and want to keep their position in market, it would 

be useful to know what factors are driving the negative sentiment. The study also indicates how 

strong the negative sentiment is by analyzing the comments and extremity of language used. 

Once a company understands the underlying sentiment of its own anti website it can begin to 

address these issues by adopting its organization, procedure or policies. Moreover, it is not only 

about preventing any big negative sentiment or tipping point, but also about taking its own anti 

website as a tool and opportunity in marketing strategies.  

7.5. Future research 

In this study the concern was only one aspect of the brand, brand equity, with limited number of 

cases. It would be a chance also to look at the different brand aspects to study. Furthermore, it 

can be useful to look at the anti-brand issue in different context, such as social networks.  
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Appendices 

Appendix1- Interview Guide 

RQ1: Brand Awareness 
1.1. What makes you remind about brand x?  
1.2. After you have visited the website, what makes you reminded about brand x? 

2.1. How do you differentiate it from other brands?  
2.2. After you are exposed to the website, how do you differentiate it from other brands? Does it make 
different after you see this website? 

 
3.1. When we say ‘Coffee’ what comes to you mind?  
3.2. After you have visited the website; when we say ‘Coffee’ what comes to you mind? 

 
RQ2: Customer perceived quality 
4.1. How is the quality of brand’s x product? How you compare it with your expectation?  
4.2. After you are exposed to the website; how is the quality of brand’s x product? How you compare it 
with your expectation? Does the website changes your expectations and perceived quality point of 
view? 

 
5.1. The brand has consistent or inconsistent Quality every time you buy?  
5.2. After you have visited the website, the brand has consistent or inconsistent Quality every time you 
buy? Have you noticed that? 
 
6. Based on your value, and after you visited the website, anything changed in your prioritization 
regarding this brand? 
 
RQ3: Brand Association (Brand personality) 
7.1. Imagine brand x is a person, how you describe the personality? 
7.2. After you have visited the website; imagine brand x is a person, how you describe the personality? 
 
8. What type of persons use this brand? 
9.1. Can these characteristics be sincerity, excitement, ruggedness, sophisticated or competence? 
9.2. After you are exposed to the website; can these characteristics be sincerity, excitement, 
ruggedness, sophisticated or competence? 
 
RQ4: (Brand Loyalty) 
10. Would you buy brand on the next opportunity? Or you would go for alternatives after you visited 
this website? 
  
11. Would you recommend this brand to others after you visited this website? 
12. Would you buy it without noticing the price although you see this website? 


