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Abstract

When brands transgress, consumers often react by hating them and sometimes forgiving

them. Charity brands transgress, too, including serious transgressions of a sexual nature

or against children. Charity brands contribute greatly to the economy, but differ from

for-profit brands in their nature and do transgress; yet whether charity brands are hated

and forgiven similarly to for-profit brands has not been researched adequately. Our

study aimed to build a framework that demonstrates the antecedents of charity brand

hate, the emotions associated with different types of charity brand hate and the beha-

vioural consequences of charity brand hate, including brand forgiveness. We adopted a

qualitative approach that involved collecting data from 26 semi-structured interviews

and analysing it thematically. The findings of this study advance the current understand-

ing of brand hate and brand forgiveness by identifying the emotional outcome (feeling of

suspicion and hurt) and behavioural outcomes (distancing from charity brands and prac-

tising financial punishment) associated with charity brand transgressions. In the long

term, interviewees display the intention to reconnect with charity brands and to forgive

transgressing charity brands due to the benevolence associated with them. Therefore,

we also contribute to the brand forgiveness literature by highlighting the nature of the

forgiveness (forgiving is given to the charity brands, not the individual employees respon-

sible) and the steps consumers take to forgive the charity brands (step one when charity

brands fix their wrongdoing, and step two when charity brands continue helping people

in need). Finally, we identified that brand switching (switching to donating to new charity

brands offering similar support and help) is the behaviour consequence when charity

brands are not forgiven.

K E YWORD S

brand forgiveness, brand hate, brand transgressions, charity brands

Practitioner Points

What is currently known about the subject matter

• Existing studies conceptualised ‘brand hate’ by focusing on for-profit brands only.

• Need to further investigate the emotional and behavioural outcomes associated with how

consumers hate brands in the charity sector.
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What your paper adds to this

• Build a framework that demonstrates the antecedents of charity brand hate, associated emo-

tions with charity brand hate and different types of charity brand hate.

• Explore the behavioural consequences of charity brand hate, specifically, whether customers

would forgive charity brands and restore their relationships with charity brands.

The implications of your study findings for practitioners

• Help charity brands in managing their relationships with consumers/donors, especially for

charity brands who have in the past been or are currently involved in any wrongdoings.

• Providing guidance on how to minimise the level of brand hate and to maximise the possibil-

ity of brand forgiveness.

1 | INTRODUCTION

There are over 200,000 registered charities in the UK, including well-

known charity brands such as Oxfam, Cancer Research and the Royal

National Lifeboat Institution. Together, charity brands represent an

estimated annual income of £90bn (The Charity Commission, 2024).

However, recent scandals, including Oxfam's scandal in Ghana

(Rudgard, 2022), Democratic Republic of Congo (BBC, 2021) and Haiti

(O'Neill, 2018), Save the Children's former CEO facing allegations of

inappropriate behaviour (Batchelor, 2018) and Medecins Sans Fron-

tières' sexual harassment incident (Adams, 2018), indicate significant

issues in the sector. Further, in 2022 the Charity Commission found

Kids Company, a charity that aimed to provide support to deprived

and vulnerable inner-city children and young people, had repeatedly

failed to pay tax and its own workers (Butler, 2022; Meierhans, 2022).

The Hamish Ogston Foundation has previously provided funds to

charities, including English Heritage; however, due to the scandal in

2023, when the founder Hamish Ogston was accused of human traf-

ficking, sexual exploitation and drug offences, charities have distanced

themselves from him and his foundation, making the decision to sever

ties and filing an incident report with the Charity Commission (English

Heritage, 2023; Preston, 2023; Wait, 2023). Another charity that was

hit with a series of scandals that subsequently forced its closure is the

Captain Tom Foundation (Russell, 2023), following cases involving

its accounts, trustees' decision-making, and other scandals

(Franks, 2023). These charity brand scandals have also drawn atten-

tion to the issue of charity brand crises, managing consumers' nega-

tive attitudes and charity-donor relationships in a sector with fierce

competition for funds (Hornsey et al., 2021).

Consumer brand relationship literature indicates that consumers

can develop a range of different feelings towards brands: positive

feelings (love), neutral feelings or negative feelings (hate) (Alvarez

et al., 2023; Fetscherin, 2019; Saini et al., 2023). Although psychology

studies show that negative emotions can have a greater impact on

behaviour than positive ones (Escadas et al., 2019; Kahneman &

Tversky, 1979; Perugini & Bagozzi, 2004), marketing scholars have

begun to study the negative feelings or emotions consumers have for

brands, particularly investigating brand hate, which is the most nega-

tive brand feeling (Pinto & Brandão, 2021). For example, brand hate

studies have focused on exploring the different types of brand hate,

emotional drivers of brand hate (Fetscherin, 2019), its relationship to

brand love (Alvarez et al., 2023; Sarkar et al., 2020) and on developing

and testing models which highlight driving factors and outcomes of

brand hate (Hegner et al., 2017; Pinto & Brandão, 2021).

However, whereas these existing studies have conceptualised

‘brand hate’ by emphasising the antecedents of hate, types of hate and

outcomes of ‘hate’, it seems that ‘brand’ itself has been homogenised in

their studies to focus mostly on private-sector for-profit brands

(Fernández-Capo et al., 2017; Fetscherin & Sampedro, 2019). The most

recent work, for example, covered brand hate and brand forgiveness in

luxury fashion (Saini et al., 2023) and telecoms (Attiq et al., 2023;

Costa & Azevedo, 2023). It is then automatically assumed that the devel-

oped conceptual models apply to brands beyond the private sector con-

text. There is, however, limited research that recognises the need to

further investigate the emotional and behavioural outcomes associated

with how consumers hate brands in other sectors; specifically, the charity

sector. There is some work about hate of destination brands (Farhat &

Chaney, 2024), but ‘hate’ of charity brands has not been researched ade-

quately, even though charities contribute significantly to the economy

and do transgress, as stated above. To be precise, our search for (‘brand
hate’ or ‘brand hatred’) and (‘charity’ or ‘not-for-profit’) in EBSCO Busi-

ness Source in October 2023 retrieved zero results. A recent systematic

review of literature on brand hate makes no mention of charities, not-

for-profits, non-profits or the third sector (Mushtaq et al., 2024). Yet,

charity brand hate could prove detrimental to the charity sector, where

competition for funding is strong (Hornsey et al., 2021) and where com-

plaints are being made against charities. For example, in the UK, the Fun-

draising Regulator (2023), in their annual complaints report, found

misleading information to be a recurring theme in complaints; it was the

single most complained about theme both this year and last year (12% in

2022–23 and 18% in 2021/22). In 2022–23, they received 1147 incom-

ing cases overall, a 6% increase on 2021–22 (Fundraising Regulator,

2023). The Charity Commission Register is a source of reliable informa-

tion about the charity sector for the public to make informed decisions

about which charities to support: in 2022–23, the Register was viewed

over 49 million times (The Charity Commission, 2023).

The charity sector is therefore an important and emerging area of

research that is growing rapidly. Charity brands play an indispensable
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role in our society, as they aim to serve the public interest (Gourdie &

Rees, 2009; Hyndman, 2020). The strength of charity brands rests on

strong philanthropic beliefs and values (Saxton, 1995). In the UK,

charities are organisations established following the purposes listed in

the Charities Act, including prevention or relief of poverty, advance-

ment of education, religion, health or the saving of lives, and so

on. Charity organisations are established for the public benefit and

not to promote personal benefit (The Charity Commission, 2013).

The nature of charity brands' ‘being good’ (Hyndman, 2020) versus

for-profit brands' ‘being profitable’ makes charity brands unique. Accord-

ingly, charities contribute a lot to economies and society. Nevertheless,

charity brands transgress, and transgressing brands can be hated, as

shown in brand hate literature and in our synthesis of it in Figure 1 in the

literature review. Yet, charity brands are expected to be benevolent in

nature, unlike for-profit brands. This benevolence could have an impact

on the brand hate response. In this exploratory study, we set out to

inspect whether the benevolent nature of charity brands could change

how consumers express brand hate of charities after their transgressions.

The aim of our research, therefore, is first to examine the extent to which

findings of the existing for-profit brand hate studies, namely about types

of hate and associated emotions, antecedents and consequences of hate,

apply to charity brands. Further, we aim to identify unique consequences

of hate towards charity brands and produce a framework of antecedents,

associated emotions and consequences of charity brand hate.

In particular, when customers develop negative (hate) feelings

towards a profit brand, they do not commonly show brand forgiveness

towards such brands. While forgiveness is not a common behavioural

consequence of brand hate (Fetscherin, 2019; Hegner et al., 2017;

Pinto & Brandão, 2021), due to the ‘good nature’ of charity brands

(Hyndman, 2020), we wonder if consumers would hate the brand first,

then find a way to cope with their negative feelings and restore the

broken brand relationship. We thus look at whether consumers display a

different pattern of brand hate behaviour towards charity brands than

towards for-profit brands and whether they eventually forgive charity

brands they hated. Therefore, the objectives of this research include:

1. To build a framework that demonstrates the antecedents of charity

brand hate, associated emotions with charity brand hate and dif-

ferent types of charity brand hate.

2. To explore the behavioural consequences of charity brand hate,

specifically, whether donors would forgive charity brands and

restore their relationships with charity brands.

Additionally, this research also aims to shed light on charity brand

relationship management practise. Charity brands rely heavily on sup-

port from their donors (customers) and volunteers, who often have

high expectations towards charity brands (Wymer & Akbar, 2018).

Maintaining a positive brand relationship is crucial for charity brands

to secure their support from donors and volunteers. Charity

brands need to diagnose the potential factors that trigger customers'

negative emotions, and to understand consumers' behaviour actions if

they develop a ‘hate’ relationship with the brand, so that the charities

can react accordingly, avoiding further damage to their brand.

2 | LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 | Brand hate

As we aim to investigate charity brand hate, it is vital to first define

brand hate and associated emotions. Brand hate is not simply the

opposite of brand love, as hate is a multi-layered concept covering a

F IGURE 1 For-profit brand hate (created by the authors of this paper).
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range of negative emotions, including anger, contempt, distancing, dis-

gust, antipathy, devaluation, rejection, repulsion, and outrage

(Sternberg, 2003). Therefore, brand hate describes consumers' differ-

ent levels of negative emotions associated with a brand, and each of

the negative emotions leads to a certain brand hate behaviour

(Alvarez et al., 2023; Kucuk, 2019; Rodrigues et al., 2021; Saini

et al., 2023).

Sternberg (2003) and Kucuk (2019) present a triangular theory of

the structure of hate and identify three components of hate: distanc-

ing, passion in hate and commitment in hate. Distancing means that

one seeks distance from certain subjects to express such ‘hate’ feel-
ings; seeking distance can be associated with disgust. Passion in hate

is expressed as intense anger or fear, whereas commitment in hate is

expressed as an emotion of contempt. Consequently, these three neg-

ative emotions can lead to brand hate at different levels, including

cool hate (disgust alone), hot hate (anger alone), simmering hate (dis-

gust and contempt without anger), burning hate (disgust and con-

tempt with anger), and finally seething hate (contempt with a level of

anger) (Fetscherin, 2019; Kucuk, 2019).

However, as explained above, the research listed in this

section focused on for-profit brands and hatred of them. Whether the

same emotions will be elicited when charity brands transgress was a

knowledge gap that we intended to fill in our research.

2.2 | Antecedents and behavioural consequences
of brand hate

To further understand the concept of brand hate and the effect it has on

brands, it is important to study its antecedents and consequences.

Amongst the possible factors that trigger consumers to develop hateful

emotions and attitudes, brand hate may be triggered by a negative expe-

rience with products or services, symbolic incongruity, or ideological

incompatibility (Bayarassou et al., 2021; Pinto & Brandão, 2021). First, let

us consider brand hate that is triggered by a negative experience with

products or services. A negative experience on a product level usually

involves a failure of the product, consumer dissatisfaction, violation of

expectations or negative associations with the country of origin. How-

ever, these negative feelings towards a product would be accelerated

and extended to the brand behind the product; eventually, hating a prod-

uct becomes hating the brand of that product (Hegner et al., 2017;

Zarantonello et al., 2016).

Symbolic incongruity means that there is a difference between

the symbolic meanings of a brand and the way consumers identify

themselves. While congruity of consumers' self-image and brand

image (symbolic congruity) encourages brand engagement, symbolic

incongruity lowers the level of brand engagement (Hegner

et al., 2017). Especially when consumers' self-image conflicts with the

brand image, consumers could develop a negative emotion towards

the brand which triggers brand hate when the negative emotion accu-

mulates to a certain level (Kressmann et al., 2006; Zarantonello

et al., 2016). Ideological incompatibility describes consumers' disap-

proval of a brand's set of beliefs, including legal, social or moral

corporate wrongdoings, such as disrespect for human rights, environ-

mental damage or other unethical business practises, which lead to

negative feelings towards the brand, brand hate and brand boycott

(Hegner et al., 2017; Sandıkcı & Ekici, 2009).

In addition, Rodrigues et al. (2021) demonstrated that brand inau-

thenticity, that is, the mismatch between the brand promise and its

declared core values, is another antecedent of brand hate, although

Lee et al.'s (2009) prior conceptualisation included inauthenticity as a

type of symbolic incongruence.

Consumers' behavioural reactions towards brand hate also vary.

Fetscherin (2019) discovered that cool hate (disgust alone) leads to brand

switching, as haters want nothing to do with the brand anymore. Hot

hate (anger alone) leads to willingness to make financial sacrifices when

consumers use their own financial resources to hurt the brand; hot hate

can also trigger brand retaliation. Simmering hate (disgust and contempt

without anger) leads to private complaining, whereas burning hate (dis-

gust and contempt with anger) leads to public complaining. The emotion

of contempt with a level of anger (seething hate) will lead to brand

revenge (Grégoire et al., 2010; Zourrig et al., 2009).

Figure 1 summarises the above discussion through highlighting

the antecedents of brand hates, the emotions associated with brand

hate, different types of brand hate and the consequences of

brand hate behaviour.

2.3 | Charity brands: A special case of brand hate

To fully understand the concept of charity brand hate, it is essential to

establish how charities are different from for-profit brands and the

extent to which research about brand hate, its antecedents and con-

sequences, mostly limited to for-profit brands and summarised in

Figure 1, could apply to the charity sector context.

Similar to for-profit organisations, brands play a critical role for

charity organisations, shaping how consumers perceive the charities

(Michaelidou et al., 2019; Wymer & Akbar, 2018). However, charity

brands are also ‘fundamentally different from government and corpo-

rate sectors in terms of purpose of establishment, ways of generating

revenues, missions that are not quantified in dollars and cents, as well

as (their) governance and sustainability’ (Zainon et al., 2014, p.156).

Additionally, charity brands also differ in organisational structure, as

they are dealing with a wider group of shareholders, including donors

(customers), beneficiaries, supporters, stakeholders and regulators,

who often have disparate communication needs. Amongst the differ-

ent shareholders, charity brands rely heavily on support from their

donors (customers) and volunteers, who usually hold a high expecta-

tion that charity brands should be completely accountable for spend-

ing and resource allocation, and that charity brands are ‘to be good,

only’ (Wymer & Akbar, 2018). Therefore, any negative brand informa-

tion or scandals, big or small, could erode the public's confidence in a

charity brand due to transparency and accountability issues, as charity

brands are constantly being judged in the public eye (Ebrahim, 2003),

and because charities prioritise legitimising their brands in their

reporting (Hyndman, 2020).
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Amongst the factors which trigger brand hate, it seems that ideologi-

cal incompatibility could potentially arise, since charity brands are set up

to challenge legal, social and moral corporate wrongdoings and other

unethical business practises that trigger brand hate (Hegner et al., 2017;

Sandıkcı & Ekici, 2009). Should charities not follow high ideological stan-

dards, or engage in unethical practises, consumers may potentially

develop negative emotions, even brand hate towards the charity brands,

as they do towards for-profit brands (Hegner et al., 2017; Sandıkcı &

Ekici, 2009). Moreover, any gap between the expected ‘good only’ char-
ity brand and unethical practises this charity brand engages in could

accelerate the level of hate and bring a more harmful effect to the charity

brand's image and reputation than for a transgressing for-profit brand.

Note, however, that we make these propositions tentatively, due to pau-

city of research about charity brand hate.

Charity brand hate, including the antecedents of hate, the associ-

ated emotions, types of hate and the consequences of hate, are yet to

be researched widely in the existing literature (Fernández-Capo

et al., 2017; Fetscherin & Sampedro, 2019). The gap in current knowl-

edge, the need for researching brand hate in a charity context, is evi-

dent from the fact that a recent systematic review of literature on

brand hate (Aziz & Rahman, 2022) showed that brand hate has been

studied in many contexts, mainly service industries, yet the words

‘charity’ or ‘not-for-profit’ were not even mentioned once as such

contexts. Therefore, considering the special relationship customers

(donors) develop with charity brands, there is a need to revisit the

existing framework of brand hate (summarised in Figure 1) and to fur-

ther explore the detailed underlying emotional responses a customer

can develop with charity brands.

In addition, as noted above, one of the consequences of brand

hate is brand avoidance (Costa & Azevedo, 2023; Fetscherin &

Sampedro, 2019). This refers to a consumer's decision to stop using

the brand, rejecting it altogether (Faulkner et al., 2015), and not their

inability to do so due to, for example, not knowing of the brand's exis-

tence. Lee et al. (2009) explored several reasons for which consumers

may decide to avoid brands. Amongst them, moral avoidance, a

response to ideological incompatibility of consumers' ideological

beliefs with certain brand values and associations, appears to be the

most relevant to our study, since values are at the core of charities'

being (Stride & Lee, 2007). Charities are expected to be and do good,

and we were interested to explore whether, for transgressing chari-

ties, their ‘being good’ would result in avoidance, as Lee et al. (2009)

suggest is possible, or whether this ‘being good’ could neutralise con-

sumers' negative feelings and restore the broken relationship with a

charity brand. Therefore, answering the question whether the chari-

ties' good nature would lead to consumers hating them similarly to

for-profit brands or to repair of the relationship would also constitute

filling the current knowledge gap.

2.3.1 | Charities and organisational benevolence

Consumers perceive charities and not-for-profit organisations in gen-

eral as caring and targeting a worthy cause (Aaker et al., 2010). The

role of organised charities in relief of poverty, for example, was widely

discussed in the social policy of 18th century England and Ireland

(McGauran & Offer, 2017), with the focus on whether interpersonal

benevolence that people can display should be organised. We there-

fore believe that research on benevolence and organisational benevo-

lence needs to be reviewed, to clarify the role that benevolence can

play in charity brand hate.

Benevolence means wanting the good of others, understood in

management as concern and care for the good, well-being and per-

sonal development of others (Mercier & Deslandes, 2020). It is similar

to altruism, in that the well-being of others is the primary concern, yet

benevolence allows room for self-interest, even in the form of fulfil-

ment, whereas altruism does not (Ferguson et al., 2008). Other

research suggested that the common good of the organisation can

rest on the community good, or doing good by the community, as nec-

essary for personal good (personal flourishing, virtues and meaning

derived from work) of those who work in an organisation

(Frémeaux & Michelson, 2017; Sison & Fontrodona, 2012).

Benevolence can therefore be seen as central to the operation of

charities and of trust in them (Zogaj, 2023), yet research in psychology

suggests that benevolence can be problematic: people tend to evalu-

ate the efforts of those who make charitable acts and maintain self-

interest as worse than of those who act in pure self-interest

(Newman & Cain, 2014). Furthermore, in a series of experiments,

Hornsey et al. (2021) demonstrated that not-for-profit organisations

suffered more severe losses of consumer trust after a transgression

than for for-profit organisations. This is ostensibly due to higher ethi-

cal standards that consumers hold these organisations to. It is thus

reasonable to expect that people would respond to charities' trans-

gressions with outrage, potentially leading to brand hate. Our study

therefore aimed to establish whether this would be the case.

2.4 | Behavioural consequences of brand hate:
Brand forgiveness

Above, we made the case for why transgressing charity brands could

potentially be hated even more than for-profit brands. To explore

consumer behaviour fairly, we feel it is vital to also present a different

side to the brand transgression and hatred storey. Research has

shown that warm brands' failure on communal attributes (i.e., based

on interests shared with others) reinforces their credibility and can

foster forgiveness (Hassey, 2019). Charity brands are seen as warmer

than for-profit brands (Aaker et al., 2010); perhaps, rather than hate

offending charity brands, consumers may forgive charity brands more

willingly, because of their good nature. We aim to develop this argu-

ment below by focusing on forgiveness, brand forgiveness, and apply-

ing this to charity brand transgressions.

Forgiveness is the desire to abandon one's resentment and nega-

tive judgement towards those who hurt us (Tsarenko & Tojib, 2012)

and not to retaliate, alienate or be otherwise destructive (Xie &

Peng, 2009). When people forgive, their responses to transgressions

become more benevolent or less negative (McCullough et al., 2003).
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Corporate forgiveness is also possible, although it poses an interesting

question of who exactly is to be forgiven (Lang, 1994).

Nonetheless, consumers do forgive brands after transgressions,

letting go of their resentment and negative judgement; sometimes

brand forgiveness is even related to loving feelings for brands

(Chiengkul & Junla, 2024; Tsarenko & Tojib, 2015). Brand transgres-

sions can be stressful for consumers and brand forgiveness is one of

the emotional coping mechanisms that consumers can use

(Schnebelen & Bruhn, 2018). It should, however, be noted that those

who forgive brands are less likely to avoid or attack them

(Fetscherin & Sampedro, 2019), showing motivational change that is

in line with the conceptualization of forgiveness in psychology

(McCullough, 2001). Consumers can be willing to forgive brands with

a bad reputation (Costa & Azevedo, 2023).

There is an indication, however, that brand forgiveness is tied to

the type of brand transgression (Fetscherin & Sampedro, 2019; Kim

et al., 2019; Tsarenko & Tojib, 2015). One of the most important

classifications of brand transgressions splits them into performance-

related transgressions, where the brand fails to deliver functional ben-

efits, for example, selling a defective product, and values-related

transgressions involving ethical or social issues around the values the

brand espouses, for example, the use of sweatshops (Dutta &

Pullig, 2011). This is similar to violations of trust in interpersonal rela-

tionships: competence-based violations where a person does not

show satisfactory interpersonal or technical skills and integrity-based

violations, or not adhering to the acceptable set of principles, respec-

tively (Kim et al., 2004). Fetscherin and Sampedro (2019) further add

image-related brand transgressions, where a brand ceases to be con-

gruent with a consumer's identity to the classification of brand trans-

gressions and show that brands are more likely to be forgiven if they

perform a performance-related transgression, rather than an image-

related or values-related transgression. The severity of the transgres-

sion, predictably, also influences forgiveness, with consumers forgiv-

ing less severe transgressions more readily, in line with the findings of

Tsarenko and Tojib (2012).

Interestingly, the type of brand that has committed a transgres-

sion has an effect on the forgiveness of the transgression. Kim et al.

(2019) showed that underdog brands, that is, brands that are at an

external disadvantage compared to leading brands, are more likely to

be forgiven if they commit non-relational (functional) transgressions,

but not when they commit relational transgressions. This effect is

mediated by the amount of anger that consumers feel. As anger is one

of the components of brand hate (Fetscherin, 2019), this prompted us

to explore how brand hate and brand forgiveness are felt when trans-

gressions are serious, values-based, relational and are done by chari-

ties, arguably underdogs.

Apart from looking at top-dogs and underdogs, research has

looked at how brand personality is related to brand forgiveness

(Hassey, 2019). Perhaps the most important distinction in brand per-

sonality is that between warm and competent brands (Aaker

et al., 2012; Bennett & Hill, 2012), based on the fundamental dimen-

sions on which people make interpersonal stereotypes (Fiske

et al., 1999). Hassey (2019) showed that competent (warm) brands

will be more likely to be forgiven if they fail on functional (communal)

attributes, ostensibly because the personality-congruent transgression

enhances the brand's credibility. Accordingly, in a relational transgres-

sion, not-for-profit brands should be more likely to be forgiven as con-

sumers stereotype not-for-profit brands as warmer, but less

competent than for-profit brands (Aaker et al., 2010). This finding

contrasts with the aforementioned finding of Kim et al. (2019); there-

fore, it is necessary to explore whether consumers would judge rela-

tional, communal, and values-based transgressions of charity brands

harshly and why this might be the case. In addition, accounting for the

findings of Hornsey et al. (2021), it would be useful to see if con-

sumers can forgive charity brands over time, even if initially they

should lose more trust in these brands after a transgression, compared

to corporate brands.

An interesting addition to the findings of Hassey (2019) is the

work of Wolter et al. (2019) that shows that forgiveness is fostered

by good-quality customer relationships, but only those that are self-

neutral (i.e., those that do not foster strong self-brand connection but

are based on quality and satisfaction).

Accordingly, our research involves fostering participants' personal

views on whether they would forgive charity brands more easily,

because of their benevolent nature, as opposed to for-profit brands.

Please note that Figure 1 above did not include forgiveness, as it

focused on the brand hate construct. While research about the link

between brand hate and forgiveness exists (Costa & Azevedo, 2023;

Costa & Azevedo, 2024), it does not include the full conceptualisation

of brand hate, synthesised in Figure 1. We inspect what brand hate

and forgiveness both looks like in a charity sector context and inte-

grate both in the same framework, shown in our findings.

2.4.1 | Attribution in transgressions

To determine whether charities can be forgiven, it is important to under-

stand who exactly is to be forgiven. To establish this, it is important to

study to whom consumers attribute the blame in charity brand transgres-

sions. Will they blame charities as institutions for transgressions or spe-

cific members of those charities, and if so, which? This is related to

Lang's (1994) discussion of corporate forgiveness and the idea that cor-

porate agency is not only a sum of the actions of all members of a corpo-

ration, but also involves the corporation's moral ‘self’. We thus look at

the literature about attribution of blame in organisational transgressions.

Attribution theory (Heider, 1958) postulates that to make sense

of the world people search for causes of success and failures. An attri-

bution is thus an individual's explanation for such causes (Martinko

et al., 2011). There are several dimensions of attribution, the most

studied of which is locus of causality, or whether the perceived cause

of an outcome is internal (and thus reflects disposition, or some char-

acteristic of a person) or external, where cause is a situational factor

(Harvey et al., 2014). Attribution theory and locus of causality, in par-

ticular, have seen some use in organisational behaviour (Harvey

et al., 2014; Martinko et al., 2011) and public relations literature

(Jeong, 2009; Kessler et al., 2019).
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TABLE 1 Summary of key literature sources and knowledge gaps.

Authors Context

Type

of work Main concepts Summary of relevant findings Knowledge gap

Literature on hate, brand hate and charity brands

Aziz and

Rahman

(2022)

For-profit

brands.

Charity or

not-for-profit

not

mentioned

Literature

review

Brand hate;

antecedents;

behavioural

consequences

Reviews work about the construct,

antecedents and consequences of

brand hate. Concludes that

literature overemphasises service-

sector brands and developed

countries

Charity brand hate. There is vast

research on the construct of brand

hate, its types and associated

emotions, its antecedents and

consequences. Almost all of this

research is about transgressing for-

profit brands. Charity brands do

transgress, too, but research on

charity brand hate is scarce. Charity

brands are benevolent, operating

for the good of others. Will charity

brands be hated in the same way as

for-profit brands are? Will there be

the same types of hate, associated

emotions, antecedents and

consequences of charity brand hate

as in for-profit brand hate?

Ferguson

et al. (2008)

Charity

organisations;

not-for-profit

organisations

Empirical Benevolence;

altruism; blood

donation

Benevolence (donor and recipient

benefit), rather than altruism (only

the recipient benefits) was the

driver for blood donation

intentions. Donors also intended to

donate blood more when exposed

to benevolent, rather than altruistic

messages

Fetscherin

(2019)

For-profit

brands (likely).

No charity

brands

reported

Empirical Brand hate;

behavioural

consequences

The types of brand hate (hot, cool,

simmering, seething, burning)

depend on combinations of anger,

contempt and disgust. Specific

behavioural outcomes (switching,

complaints, revenge, retaliation) are

related to specific types of brand

hate

Hegner et al.

(2017)

For-profit

brands (likely).

No charity

brands

reported

Empirical Brand hate;

antecedents;

behavioural

consequences

Brand hate is triggered by three

antecedents (negative past

experience, symbolic incongruity,

ideological incompatibility and leads

to negative WOM, brand avoidance

and brand retaliation

Kucuk

(2019)

For-profit

brands (likely).

No charity

brands

reported

Empirical Brand hate;

consumer personality

Demonstrates a multidimensional

brand hate structure, where hot,

cool and cold hate could be

combined to form specific brand

hate types. Consumers' personality

is linked to the type of brand hate

they display

Lee et al.

(2009)

For-profit

brands (likely).

No charity

brands

reported

Empirical Brand avoidance;

symbolic

incongruence;

ideological

incompatibility

Propose three types of brand

avoidance: experiential, due to poor

performance, identity, due to the

brand's symbolic incongruence with

self, and moral, due to ideological

incompatibility. Inauthenticity was a

theme under symbolic

incongruence

Mercier and

Deslandes

(2020)

For-profit

organisations

Empirical Benevolence;

management;

financial

performance

Capture two types of benevolence

in profit-driven organisations:

formal, monitored by organisations'

processes and leaders, and informal,

in interpersonal and discretionary

relationships

Rodrigues

et al. (2021)

For-profit

brands

Empirical Brand hate;

antecedents;

behavioural

consequences

Four antecedents of brand hate are

identified: negative past experience,

symbolic incongruity, ideological

incompatibility and brand

inauthenticity. The consequences of

brand hate are negative brand

engagement, brand aversion,

negative WOM and brand

punishment intentions

(Continues)
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

Authors Context

Type

of work Main concepts Summary of relevant findings Knowledge gap

Sternberg

(2003)

Non-

consumer

context

Conceptual Hate; emotions;

genocides; massacres

Presents a triangular theory of hate

and related emotions, where hate

rests on negation of intimacy

(repulsion and disgust), passion

(anger and fear) and commitment

(contempt). Presents various kinds

of hate based on associated

emotions

Stride and

Lee (2007)

Charity

brands

Empirical Charity brand; values Define what constitutes a brand in

the charity environment. Values are

integral to charity brands

Wymer and

Akbar (2018)

Charity

brands

Empirical Charity brand; brand

authenticity;

intention to support;

self-brand

identification

Charity brand authenticity affects

intentions to support the charity.

This is mediated by self-brand

identification

Zarantonello

et al. (2016)

For-profit

brands (likely).

No charity

brands

reported

Empirical Brand hate;

behavioural

consequences;

approach and

avoidance;

transgressions

Constructed a measure for brand

hate. Brand hate comprises

different emotions and leads to

negative WOM, complaining,

abandoning brands and protest.

Corporate transgressions lead to

approach-like or attack-like

responses

Zogaj (2023) Not-for-profit

brands

Empirical Benevolence;

competence; self-

concept; social media

influencers

Social media endorsers for not-

for-profits appear more benevolent

when their communications match

potential donors' actual self-

concept. Benevolence positively

affects behavioural outcomes for

not-for-profits

Literature on forgiveness and brand forgiveness

Aaker et al.

(2010)

For-profit

brands; Not-

for-profit

brands

Empirical Competence;

warmth

Competence and warmth are two

universal dimensions on which

consumers judge brands.

Consumers perceive not-for-profits

to be warmer but less competent

than for-profit brands

Charity brand forgiveness. Current

research on brand forgiveness

heavily focuses on for-profit

brands. Charity brands are more

likely to be seen as warm brands,

but whether this would foster

forgiveness of charity brands if

failing on communal attributes or in

a relational transgression is unclear

in current research. Charity brands

are also benevolent. Will this create

expectations that will cause harsher

reactions to charity brand

transgressions and less forgiveness

or will people be more likely to

forgive benevolent brands, even if

they make serious transgressions?

Costa and

Azevedo

(2023)

For-profit

brands

Empirical Brand hate;

antecedents;

behavioural

consequences; brand

forgiveness

Past negative experience, symbolic

incongruence and ideological

incompatibility lead to brand hate,

which influences brand avoidance,

brand retaliation and negative word

of mouth. These behaviours are

negatively related to brand

forgiveness of brands with a bad

reputation

Fernández-

Capo et al.

(2017)

Non-

consumer

context

Literature

review

Forgiveness Forgiveness is a psychological

response that is free from negative

affect, judgement and behaviour

and possibly includes positive ones.

Receiving an apology or being in a

close relationship facilitated

forgiveness. Attributions also

affected forgiveness
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

Authors Context

Type

of work Main concepts Summary of relevant findings Knowledge gap

Fetscherin

and

Sampedro

(2019)

For-profit

brands (likely).

No charity

brands

reported

Empirical Brand forgiveness;

transgressions;

switching; brand

retaliation

Brand forgiveness is more likely

when the transgression is not

severe and when it is performance-

based (bad experience) rather than

image or values-based. Consumers

who forgive brands are less likely to

attack or avoid them

Hassey

(2019)

For-profit

brands

Empirical Brand forgiveness;

transgressions; brand

personality

Consumers were more likely to

forgive warm brands that failed on

communal (e.g., firing a wrong

employee), rather than functional,

attributes. This was mediated by

brand credibility, which was higher

for warm brands failing on

communal attributes

Hornsey

et al. (2021)

Not-for-profit

organisations;

For-profit

organisations

Empirical Transgressions; trust;

WOM intentions

Consumers lost more trust after a

not-for-profit's transgression than

after a corporate transgression. This

was explained by expectancy

violation, as not-for-profits are

expected to behave more ethically

Kim et al.

(2019)

For-profit

brands

Empirical Brand forgiveness;

underdog brands;

transgressions; anger

Consumers are more willing to

forgive underdog, rather than top-

dog brands, but only if their

transgressions are non-relational.

Anger mediates the effects of brand

type and transgression type on

forgiveness intentions

Lang (1994) For-profit

brands; non-

consumer

context

Conceptual Forgiveness;

corporate

forgiveness

Discusses whether forgiveness can

be unilateral. Addresses the issue of

agency in corporate forgiveness:

corporations' agency should go

beyond the agencies of its

members. Corporate forgiveness

should thus involve the

corporation's ‘moral self’ as a whole

McCullough

et al. (2003)

Non-

consumer

context

Empirical Forgiveness;

attribution;

personality

Forgiveness involves abstinence

from and permanent and temporary

reductions to avoidance and

revenge motivations. It also

involves maintenance or increases

in benevolence towards the other.

Explain various influences on

temporal evolution of interpersonal

forgiveness, including attributions

of blame

Tsarenko

and Tojib

(2012)

For-profit

brands (likely).

No charity

brands

reported

Empirical Brand forgiveness;

transgressions;

consumer personality

Severity of transgression is

negatively related to forgiveness.

Emotional intelligence moderates

this effect on emotional

forgiveness, but not decisional

forgiveness (intention to behave

towards the transgressor as one did

before the transgression)

Wolter et al.

(2019)

For-profit

brands

Empirical Self-brand

connection; service

failure; brand

Strong self-neutral relationships

(based on quality, satisfaction and

trust) lead to brand forgiveness and

decreased complaints in a service

(Continues)
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TABLE 1 (Continued)

Authors Context

Type

of work Main concepts Summary of relevant findings Knowledge gap

forgiveness;

entitlement

failure. Strong self-relevant

relationships (high in self-brand

connection) lead to consumer

entitlement and increased

complaints

Xie and Peng

(2009)

For-profit

brands

Empirical Brand forgiveness;

transgressions;

benevolence; brand

trust

Brand forgiveness is a way to

ensure brand trust. Perceived

benevolence increases brand

forgiveness. Affective initiatives

(e.g., an apology addressing

consumers' emotions) are effective

at increasing the brand's perceived

benevolence (acting in the interest

of consumers) and integrity (being

guided by sound principles)

Literature on attribution in transgressions

Harvey et al.

(2014)

Non-

consumer

context

Literature

review

Attribution; locus of

causality;

controllability;

stability

A review of prior findings show that

locus of causality, stability and

controllability are useful dimensions

of attribution in organisational

research

Attributions in charity brand

transgressions. There is limited

research about who consumers

attribute blame to in brand

transgressions and especially in

charity brand transgressions.

Attributions are a factor in

forgiveness. Could they explain

why consumers hate and/or forgive

charity brands differently to for-

profit brands?

Jeong (2009) For-profit

brands

Empirical Attribution; internal

and external

attribution;

transgressions;

distinctiveness;

punitive actions

Consumers could perform internal

(to brand) or external attribution

(e.g., to the weather) in a brand

transgression. Low distinctiveness

(performing poorly in other

contexts) led to more internal

attribution and greater desire for

punitive action

Kessler et al.

(2019)

For-profit

brands

Empirical Attribution;

optimistic and

pessimistic

attribution;

stakeholders

Attribution style and type of

stakeholders interact to produce

different degrees of attribution to

‘leaders and organisations’. The
latter meant various individuals and

organisations, other than the

offending brand

Martinko

et al. (2007)

Non-

consumer

context

Literature

review

Attribution;

leadership

Defined attribution and showed its

role in organisational behaviour

Menon et al.

(1999)

For-profit

organisations;

Non-

consumer

contexts

Empirical Attribution; national

culture; causal

theories

North Americans were more likely

to blame individuals, rather than

groups of individuals or

organisations, in transgressions.

This was linked to belief in

individual autonomy

Stiegert et al.

(2021)

Employees of

not-for-

profits;

Employees of

corporations

Empirical Warmth;

competence;

morality;

transgressions;

expectancy violation

Warmth and morality stereotypes

of not-for-profits ‘rub off’ on their

employees in transgressions. These

employees are then perceived to

violate expectations more and are

seen as more deserving of

punishment

Zemba et al.

(2006)

For-profit

organisations;

Public sector

organisations

Empirical Attribution;

transgressions;

national culture

Japanese, rather than Americans

and Asian Americans, rather than

European Americans, blame

managers as proxies for

organisation's failures, even if these

managers are not involved in these

failures
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Interestingly, internal locus of causality in a corporate transgres-

sion is conceptualised as blaming someone within an organisation, for

example, ‘the leaders and organisations’ (Kessler et al., 2019,

p. 1581). There appears to be limited research that takes this further

and probes which specific stakeholders within organisations are to

blame in an internal attribution. Hargie et al. (2010), for example, dis-

cuss the possibility of a CEO taking all the blame in a crisis, making an

internal attribution of agency to the self. Will consumers attribute

brand transgressions to the CEO?

It is important to understand that when people were presented

with scenarios that employees of not-for-profit organisations commit-

ted transgressions in experimental studies, the positive stereotypes of

not-for-profits' (including charities') warmth and benevolence were

transferred onto employees (Stiegert et al., 2021). This then led to

higher perceptions of expectancy violation and people's desire to pun-

ish these individuals. What is lacking in this result, however, is

whether consumers, outside of experimental settings, would indepen-

dently attribute blame to brands (likely leading to brand hate), man-

agement or specific individuals.

Some research has utilised cross-cultural comparisons in the ten-

dency to make attributions, producing interesting results. For exam-

ple, research shows that Koreans are, on average, more likely to make

external attributions than Americans are, as Koreans consider more

information when making an attribution (Choi et al., 2003) and that

Americans, compared to Koreans, were more likely to blame an

individual (Park et al., 2013). Importantly, Menon et al. (1999) differ-

entiated between attributions to individual-level agents and

collective-level agents, such as groups of people or organisations, and

showed that East-Asian people were more likely to make an internal

attribution to the disposition of collectives. One of the contexts in

their study was organisational scandals covered by the news. Finally,

further research showed that East-Asian people, more than Ameri-

cans, and Asian Americans more so than European Americans, blamed

managers as a proxy for organisational incidents, even when the man-

agers were not factually involved in those (Zemba et al., 2006). Inter-

estingly, all the incidents reported by Zemba et al. (2006) can be

classified as performance-based, rather than relational. While we did

not aim to make any cross-cultural comparisons, we set out to further

explore how consumers explained their internal attributions to spe-

cific people or groups in organisations or the organisation as a whole

in relational brand transgressions.

Another approach to studying attribution is looking at attribution

styles: optimistic, where failures are deemed to be caused externally,

unlikely to reoccur and controllable; and pessimistic, where failures

are internal, uncontrollable, and likely to reoccur (Kessler et al., 2019;

Martinko et al., 2007). Optimism and pessimism both appear to draw

on a combination of attribution dimensions, that is,locus of causality,

stability, and controllability (Harvey et al., 2014). In our research, we

were thus curious to explore optimism and pessimism in attribution;

in particular, in their interaction with a specific locus of causality.

Please see Table 1 below for the summary of key research find-

ings referenced above. In this table we highlight the knowledge gaps

we aim to address in our research.

Overall, as seen in Table 1, we set out to explore whether con-

sumers would foster the same feelings of brand hate for transgressing

charity brands as they would for for-profit organisations and what

these feelings of hatred may look like. We looked at how and why

charity brands may be forgiven, a theme first put forward by our par-

ticipants, and how consumers attributed blame in charity brand

transgressions.

3 | METHODOLOGY

From a methodological perspective, this study adopted a qualitative

interpretive approach (Ivey, 2023; Takhar-Lail & Ghorbani, 2014) and

involved 26 semi-structured interviews. A qualitative interpretive

approach was chosen as it can allow us to gather rich, in depth and

meaningful insights into donors, volunteers, employees of charity

brands interpretation of brand hate, charity brand scandals and the

behavioural consequences of charity brand hate.

3.1 | In-depth interviews

Twenty-six in-depth interviews were carried out in late 2021 to get

an in-depth understanding of the brand hate construct and con-

sumers' responses to charity brand scandals, and the role played by

forgiveness. The sample comprised UK respondents who were

18 years or over and had some familiarity with charity brands, as in-

depth interviews require ‘information-rich cases’ (Banerjee &

Pal, 2023). Therefore, the participants recruited were all associated

with certain charity brands (working/worked for charity brands,

donors for charity brands or volunteers for charity brands: see Table 2

Participant profile). The participants in the study were recruited via

advertisements placed on social media and through professional net-

works, selected using a snowball sampling approach following the

guidelines offered by Lincoln and Guba (1985) to ensure that the par-

ticipants had some association with charity brands. The sample size

was not predetermined. Instead, it was determined based on satura-

tion, which refers to ‘information redundancy’ or the point at which

no new theme or code ‘emerges’ from data (Braun & Clarke, 2021).

The point of saturation was determined across the group; as the

sample comprised different groups, saturation was determined as a

whole, where no new codes or themes merged. The data started to

saturate by the 22nd interview and four additional interviews were

conducted to ensure no new theme or concept emerged. This

approach is similar to prior studies such as Rodrigo et al. (2024), who

conducted additional interviews to ensure no new themes emerged.

Within our sample, some respondents answered based on their actual

experiences, whereas others answered based on a case study sce-

nario. Such a use of case study is an elicitation technique

(e.g., projecting a scenario to elicit responses). We did not observe

any significant variation in the responses that were given by those

that relied on actual experience and those answering from case stud-

ies. Hence, there was no significant variation between the number or
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the nature of the codes identified. Thus, it was evident that the incon-

sistency of having real experience versus real case study did not affect

the responses, so did not have a significant influence on saturation

point or the nature of the codes and themes identified. The overall

sample size of 26 was comparable to studies that used in-depth inter-

views (Olaisen & Revang, 2017). In general, 16 in-depth interviews are

usually considered sufficient for saturation (Guest et al., 2006;

Hagaman & Wutich, 2017).

The use of in-depth interviews allowed us to use open-ended

questions to uncover motivations, beliefs, attitudes, and feelings

about the topic. An interview guide was developed to facilitate the

interviews (see Appendix A for the interview guide). Social desirability

refers to the respondents' tendency to deny socially undesirable traits

and to claim what are socially desirable ones, and to say things that

are considered by the speaker in a favourable light (Nederhof, 1985).

It is linked with the tendency to ‘present oneself and one's social con-

text in a way that is perceived to be socially acceptable, but not

wholly reflective of one's reality’ (Bergen & Labonté, 2020, p.783).

Social desirability bias can result in overestimation of the positive and

diminished heterogeneity in responses, leading to a problematic

appearance of consensus (Bergen & Labonté, 2020). Therefore, we

took steps to reduce such bias. First, we conducted our interviews in

private premises and not within the earshot of others. Moreover, we

reduced social desirability bias by having regular, weekly, monthly

donors, as well as those who did not support any charity brands at all:

our sample also comprised both male and female respondents, as well

as those who were donating to single versus multiple charity brands.

All these variations in the sample helped us to reduce any bias associ-

ated with respondents' characteristics and donating behaviours,

resulting in reduced social desirability bias. In line with the strategies

employed by Bergen and Labonté (2020) to reduce social desirability

bias, during the interviews, indirect questioning and probing were

used to elicit more detailed responses. We also provided assurances

to the participants that there were no right or wrong answers and all

responses would be made anonymous so that participants who were

hesitant to speak freely could feel confident to express their views.

Our interviews were conducted in person or remotely via Micro-

soft Teams. We started our interviews by discussing views on recent

scandals involving charity brands, and the reactions developed

towards those scandals. Examples of brands' scandals were shared as

an elicitation technique (Barton, 2015; Copeland & Agosto, 2012); for

instance, using one charity as an example to elicit responses. We then

asked participants to reflect on the most relevant scandal for a charity

that they are associated with (e.g., as a donor or as an employee) and

then explain how they responded to charity brand scandals in general,

and any actions they would take to show their resistance towards

scandal-hit brands. Whether interviewed face-to-face or online using

Microsoft Teams, the participants were just as open when discussing

topics raised.

The involvement of donors and employees allowed us to obtain a

deeper understanding from a wider group of stakeholders. The

respondents were also asked to explain any other actions

(e.g., retaliation /complaint) they would take to demonstrate their dis-

appointment, anger, or resistance. Thereafter, we also explored the

extent to which the consumers were willing to forgive the charity

brands. During the data collection, we noted our thoughts, individual

reflections and emergent ideas for potential themes in a memo

(Saldaña, 2012). During the analytical process, we immersed ourselves

in the data through ‘reading, reflecting, questioning, imagining, won-

dering, writing, retreating, returning’ (Braun & Clarke, 2021, p.333).

Additionally, we held several discussions around the research themes,

in parallel with ongoing data collection, and made constant compari-

sons with relevant literature (Dubois & Gadde, 2002).

TABLE 2 Participant profile.

Pseudonym

Gender

identity Relationship with charity brands

Rachael Female Regular donor1 for multiple charity brands

Lisa Female Monthly donor2 for multiple charity brands.

Worked with McMillian Nurses

Kelsey Female Monthly donor for multiple charity brands

Charlotte Female Regular donor for multiple charity brands

Luke Male Irregular donor3 for multiple charity brands

Claire Female Regular donor for multiple charity brands

Dean Male Irregular donor for single charity brand

Megan Female Monthly donor for a single charity brand

Laura Female Regular donor for multiple charity brands

Tom Male Irregular donor for multiple charity brands

Patty Female Weekly donor for single charity brand

Caroline Female Monthly donor for a single charity brand

Sharon Female Regular donor for multiple charity brands

Rebecca Female Monthly donor for multiple charity brands,

has personal connection (received

donations) with one of the charity brands

Catherine Female Regular donor for multiple charity brands

Lynne Female Irregular donor for multiple charity brands

Dan Male Not supporting any charity brands currently

Jamie Male Irregular donor for single charity brands

Linda Female Monthly donor for single charity brand

Tracey Female Monthly donor for multiple charity brands

Emma Female Irregular donor for single charity brand

Katy Female Monthly donor for a single charity brand as

the participant work associates with the

charity

Mark Male Regular donor for a single charity brand

Jeff Male Regular donor for multiple charity brands

Tony Male Irregular donor for a single charity brand

1Regular donor means that the participant is donating regularly to the

charity brands; however, they have not set up a monthly direct debit. The

frequency of donating could be more than once a month.
2Monthly donor means that the participant is donating via direct debit to

the charity brands.
3Irregular donor means that the participant's donating is less frequent (less

than once per month); however, they were still donating when the

interview was conducted.
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All interviews were recorded and fully transcribed afterwards to

enhance the accuracy and rigour of the data gathered

(Krippendorff, 2013). Following transcription, the data were analysed

using thematic analysis to identify and describe patterns and themes

within the gathered data set (Braun & Clarke, 2021). The thematic

analysis procedure we followed involved six phases: (a) familiarisation

with data, (b) generating initial codes, (c) identifying themes amongst

the codes, (d) reviewing the themes, (e) defining and naming the final

F IGURE 2 Three levels of themes from data analysis (created by the authors of this paper).

F IGURE 3 Summary of overall research findings (created by the authors of this paper).

REN ET AL. 13 of 21



themes, and (f) writing the final report. In the first phase, all tran-

scribed data were read multiple times by three of the authors, who

made notes on initial ideas and observations for coding, both in rela-

tion to each individual data item (interview transcript) and in relation

to the entire data set. Initial codes were then developed by coding

interesting features of the data in a systematic manner, which

involved looking at each data item (interview) with equal consider-

ation, and identifying aspects that were interesting and could be infor-

mative in developing themes (Bryne, 2022) across the whole data set

while organising the data that were relevant to each code.

The coding process progressed through open coding and through

constant comparison (Williams & Moser, 2019). The three coders first

independently coded a sample of interview transcripts (five each).

After completing the coding of the first five transcripts, the three

coders discussed emerging patterns with each other. The data were

read and reread to confirm the initial codes.

Having three coders involved in the analysis process allowed us

to take a collaborative approach to ‘develop a richer, more nuanced

reading of the data, rather than seeking a consensus on meaning’
(Braun & Clarke, 2019, p. 594). Once all data were coded and agreed

amongst the coders, the codes were aggregated into potential themes

by combining different codes.

In the fourth phase, the themes were further reviewed and

refined at the level of coded data extracts. Thereafter, the themes

were reviewed against the entire data set to explore the validity of

each individual theme in relation to the data set. The fifth phase

involved defining and naming themes by determining the essence and

aspects captured by each theme. Finally, in the sixth phase, the key

findings were written, covering the key themes.

The next section outlines the key findings which emerged from

this analysis. Overall, three overarching themes were identified

from the thematic analysis: antecedents of charity brand hate, con-

sequences of charity brand hate, and charity brand forgiveness.

Figure 2 shows the different levels of themes that emerged from

data analysis.

4 | FINDINGS

In this section, we introduce the findings reflecting the main

themes identified in the data analysis stage. The first of the three

main themes is ‘Antecedents of charity brand hate’, which explores

the two main factors that trigger participants' negative attitudes

towards charity brands. The second theme is the ‘Consequences of
charity brand hate’, which discusses the two stages of behavioural

reactions to hated charity brands. Third, the theme of ‘Charity
brand forgiveness’ demonstrates how charity brands are forgiven.

These three themes appeared to be interrelated as they influenced

and informed each other: the relationships between them are dis-

cussed below and demonstrated in Figure 3, a process-based dia-

gram that shows that the first theme (antecedents) triggers the

second theme (consequences) and is further developed into theme

3 (forgiveness).

4.1 | Antecedents of charity brand hate

There are two main sources of charity brand hate which are identified

in this research. They are ideological incompatibility, meaning that

consumers disagree with charity brands' wrongdoings, and consumers'

emotional disappointment when charity brands fail to maintain the

expected moral standard.

4.1.1 | Ideological incompatibility

Participants in this study highlighted that ideological incompatibility

(consumers' disapproval of a brand's set of beliefs, including legal,

social, or moral corporate wrongdoings) triggers negative feelings,

even hate, towards charity brands. For example, their comments show

that when they disagree with charity brands' wrongdoings (for exam-

ple, charity brand scandals, which were shared during the interview),

consumers are disappointed as those charity brands are not perform-

ing what was initially promised. Therefore, negative feelings are devel-

oped towards the charity brand due to the gap between ‘what was

promised’ and ‘what was produced’. For example, Jeff mentioned that

charity brands ‘aren't doing what they say they are’, so that Jeff feels

disappointed and disrespected, as the performance of the charity

brands is different from what the brands stand for.

4.1.2 | Moral expectation and emotional
disappointment

Consumers' expectations of charity brands' performance, which were

mentioned in the previous section, are identified as the second source

of charity brand hate. The expectations of charity brands are mainly

focused on brands' moral performance rather than their operations;

for example, Charlotte mentioned that there is no ‘bad charity’, mean-

ing charities should follow the moral standard to do ‘the right thing’.
Clearly, charity brands are to be always helpful and supportive to peo-

ple who are in need and charity brands are expected to ‘fix
things’ (Dean).

Consequently, consumers believe that it is against the nature of

any charity brand's moral standard to engage in any wrongdoing.

Therefore, any wrongdoing from the charity brands will lead to con-

sumers' disapproval, and emotionally, consumers will develop a higher

level of disappointment and negative feelings than when the perfor-

mance of the charity brands is different to what these brands stand

for (ideological incompatibility), as the wrongdoings also suggest that

charity brands failed to follow their moral standards and consumers'

moral expectations.

During the interviews, we felt the disappointment and frustra-

tion of participants; for example, Mark accused charity brands who

engage in wrongdoings of causing more harm than for-profit

brands, due to the moral expectations placed on them by people in

need. Charity brands are said to abuse the power derived from

being trusted and being helpful when they fail to deliver the level
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of support which meets the expectations people develop of charity

brands:

And I suppose because they're in a position of trust…

they're supposed to be there helping them and the fact

that they've abused them, that it is shocking…they're

abusing their power, and they're actually making these

people's lives worse, aren't they? Then causing them

more harm when they're there. Their entire job is to

reduce harm.

4.2 | Consequences of charity brand hate

Different from the behavioural reactions consumers develop with a

hated for-profit brand (discussed in the literature review), a new pat-

tern of behavioural reactions is identified towards a hated charity

brand. The new pattern involves two stages of reactions. First, suspi-

cions about the charity brand's financial spending are developed, and

second, the behaviour of disengagement from charity brands is

shown.

4.2.1 | Emotional: Suspicions about spending and
feeling hurt

The emotion of suspicion is mainly developed when participants

question charity brands' financial spending; specifically, whether

the donated money has reached people in need. The special rela-

tionship between consumers and charity brands, as a donor-

recipient relationship, is the reason why such suspicion is triggered.

For example, Rachael (participant in this study, donor of a charity)

was concerned about the wrongdoing and questioned whether the

financial donation had been used for a good purpose, including its

distribution to people in need. Rachael asked in the interview:

‘Does the money actually go there (people in need)?’ Patty shared

a similar view, that charity brands' wrongdoings encourage donors

to suspect the brands' financial spending, since charity brands are

funded by donors: ‘I think you've just got to be a bit wary…where

your money is going’.
The emotion of suspicion can also go beyond questioning charity

brands' ability to manage the donated money, so that further suspi-

cion is developed of the overall reputation of charity brands. For

example, Lisa explained that they have developed further suspicion of

charity brands' actions and requested a further investigation beyond

checking the brands' financial spendings: ‘It makes you question what

else…happens…you know, what else happens’. The different levels of

suspicion placed on charity brands' spending and reputation eventu-

ally damage the relationships between consumers and the charity

brands. For example, Kelsey mentioned that they feel hurt and the

suspicions of charity brands ‘corrupts the relationship’ between them

and the brands.

4.2.2 | Behavioural: Disengagement and
reconnecting

The second stage of reactions towards charity brand transgressions is

disengagement, which involves two behavioural reactions: immedi-

ately stopping financial support to the charity brands and slowly

reconnecting with them. First, once charity brands are found to

engage in wrongdoing, consumers would immediately end financial

support by stopping purchasing from and donating to the transgres-

sing charity brands. Lisa, for example, shared that stopping purchases

and donations is a way to financially punish charity brands' wrongdo-

ings: ‘I would potentially never buy or give to an Oxfam charity

because of it (wrongdoings)’.
However, the financial punishment (stopping purchasing and

donating) was found to be temporary in nature, meaning that financial

punishment was an immediate reaction to the charity brands' wrong-

doings. This shows that consumers are willing to reconnect with char-

ity brands through financial support in terms of purchasing and

donating. For example, Charlotte re-connected as the brand (who

committed wrongdoings) only failed to help certain groups of people,

rather than failing to help the entire populations of people in need.

Consequently, the charity brand should only be punished temporarily

over their wrongdoings and further support should continue, as these

received donations will sponsor future good practise. Charlotte high-

lights that it is unwise to encourage further financial punishment to

the charity brands: ‘You wouldn't tell people to not give to them’, as
further support to the charity brands is ‘helping someone somewhere

down the line’.
Additionally, consumers were also found to refuse to take any

further behavioural actions, including hurt or revenge on the brand

through private or public complaining, or to damage the reputation of

the brands, which the literature (Alvarez et al., 2023; Bayarassou

et al., 2021; Fetscherin, 2019; Zarantonello et al., 2016) identified as

consumers' behaviour reactions to a hated for-profit brand. Partici-

pants explained that hurt or revenge on charity brands is unnecessary;

punishing the entire charity is inappropriate since the wrongdoings

committed were led by the responsible individuals. This engages the

theme of attribution of blame discussed in the literature review. For

example, Kelsey highlighted that the ultimate punishment to charity

brands in scandals is to punish the responsible individual (who works

for charity brands and is directly responsible for the wrongdoing).

There should be no further punishment to the whole charity organisa-

tion, to allow them to continue practising their good initiatives of

helping and supporting: ‘I would never stop supporting the charity as

a whole, just because of one individual’ (i.e., the person who is directly

responsible for the wrongdoings, often the CEOs or senior managers

of the charity brands).

Therefore, considering the consequences of charity brand hate

and consumers' willingness to re-establish the relationship with a

charity brand who committed wrongdoing, it seems that the level of

charity brand hate is lower than the lowest level of hate developed

with a for-profit brand who committed wrongdoings (cool hate).
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4.3 | Charity brand forgiveness

When asked if charity brands that committed wrongdoing could be

forgiven, participants in this study mentioned that hated charity

brands should be forgiven and deserve to be given a ‘second chance’.
Three perspectives are identified to explain how and why forgiveness

is given to charity brands.

First, participants distinguish between the role of ‘charity brands’
and ‘responsible individuals (who work for the organisation)’ in the

event of wrongdoing; therefore, the responsible individuals' actions

which lead to charity brands' wrongdoing are not seen as a reflection

of the charity's overall value. Consequently, ‘forgiveness’ is given to

the charity brand, not the individuals who are directly responsible for

the brand's wrongdoing. For example, Kelsey mentioned that only the

responsible individuals should be ‘fired immediately’, but charity

brands as a whole, according to Charlotte, should not be punished.

Katy shared that charity brands are usually innocent, as the unfor-

givable individuals (identified as the director of the charity by Katy)

not only authorised the wrongdoing, but also led the team who had

direct involvement in the wrongdoings. Therefore, this individual was

to take the main responsibility and there was a need to minimise the

possibility of the same director being appointed by other charity orga-

nisations, in case of any repeated wrongdoing. This charity director,

according to Katy, ‘should have just been sacked, meaning that other

charities or organisations that he would try to go into would have

some knowledge of his actions’.
Second, forgiveness is given with the expectation that the charity

brand will fix their wrongdoings. For example, Claire confirms that

charity brands should be given a second chance if ‘they acted and

dealt with it’ (i.e., with the wrongdoing). Mark further confirmed that

forgiveness should be given to charity brands when ‘they try to fix

everything that has gone wrong’. Once the wrongdoings are fixed, it

was found that charity brands were expected to continue practising

helping and supporting people in need through their good nature. This

is the third step of forgiveness, as charity brands are forgiven for the

benefit of their service recipients; for example, Katy mentioned that

there is a need to avoid the situation of charity brands being unable

to continue offering long-term support and help to people in need:

therefore, charity brands ‘should all be forgiven’.

4.3.1 | Not forgiving: Brand switching

Some participants, however, refused to forgive the charity brands for

their wrongdoings. There were various reasons for not forgiving them;

for example, participants found it unforgivable when charity brands

denied their wrongdoings. Luke mentioned that, when the charity

‘continues to deny that there has been any scandals or issues inter-

nally then that is where they shouldn't be forgiven’. Additionally, if
forgiveness is given to charity brands, the possibility of the same char-

ity brand being involved in a similar scandal is high. Tony, for example,

explained that forgiving charity brands is to encourage them to not

learn from their mistakes, so the possibility of making the same

mistakes is high: ‘Are lessons really learnt? Because things happen

again and again and again’.
Consequently, this study found that some participants would

switch to different charity brands for donation, as a behavioural con-

sequence of a brand's wrongdoing. For example, Laura mentioned that

she would look at different charities, and Tom indicated that: ‘I'd just

try to find a different alternative’. However, it is worth noting that

although switching donating charity brands shows a level of cool hate

(low level of hate, similar to the hate consumers develop with for-

profit-brand hate), a new follow-up behaviour is developed for unfor-

givable charity brands. Participants in this study highlighted that they

would actively look for alternative charity brands who are practising

the same level of help and support. For example, Laura mentioned

that she would ‘look at different charities who were also supporting

Haiti’. Sharon also mentioned that she would seek ‘others (charity

brands) that easily do the same thing’ (the same supporting activities).

Clearly, participants recognise the good nature of charity brands' prac-

tise, and they are looking for a way to extend the same level of sup-

port to people in need, but through a different (alternative) charity

brand.

Overall, Figure 3 is a summary of the research findings, demon-

strating the process of ‘charity brand hate and forgiveness’ in an

order similar to that in the literature about for-profit-brand hate: ante-

cedents of brand hate; the emotions developed in association with

brand hate; the immediate behavioural consequences of brand hate;

and, finally, the long-term behavioural consequences of brand hate.

For example, it was demonstrated in this study that charity brand hate

can be triggered by ideological incompatibility and consumers' emo-

tional disappointment and frustration (antecedents of brand hate).

The figure also shows that consumers develop feelings of suspicion

and hurt when charity brands commit wrongdoing. Consequently, the

different types of behavioural consequences a consumer can engage

in due to charity brand transgressions are immediate distancing from

charity brands and imposing financial punishment on the hated charity

brand. However, in the long term, consumers display the intention to

rebuild their relationship with the charity brand and ultimately blame

the responsible individuals for causing the brand transgression,

whereas forgiving the charity brand overall. The figure also highlights

that consumers who disagree with charity brands' wrongdoing and

decide not to forgive the brands may switch to an alternative charity

brand offering the same level of support and help towards vulnerable

people who are in need.

5 | DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

The objectives of this study were two-fold. First, it aimed to develop a

framework that demonstrates the antecedents of charity brand hate.

Second, it aimed to determine the consequences of charity brand hate

from an emotional and behavioural perspective. In response to these

objectives, our study reveals that antecedents of charity brand hate

are somewhat different from those of for-profit-brand hate, except

for the influence of ideological incompatibility. More specifically, in
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addition to ideological compatibilities, our findings suggest that char-

ity brand hate is also triggered by the moral expectations that the

donors and employees have of charity brands. Concerning the conse-

quences of charity brand hate, in contrast to earlier research results

which argue in the context of for-profit brands, that consequences

include negative emotions of disgust, anger, and contempt

(Fetscherin, 2019), our research identified a completely new pattern

of behavioural and emotional consequences of charity brand hate. For

instance, we found that when charity brands are linked with scandals,

consumers develop suspicion of charity brands' financial spending,

and later, the level of suspicion escalates to questioning the brands'

overall reputation. Moreover, charity brand consumers immediately

disengage from the hated charity brands by stopping financial support

(purchase or donating). Thus, in the context of charity brands, the feel-

ing of suspicion leads to discontinuation of patronage of the charity

brands. Therefore, we argue that the emotions expressed towards a

brand after a transgression and subsequent behavioural consequences

differ according to the nature of the brand (for-profit brand vs. charity

brand). More specifically, in the context of charity brands, consumers

tend to distance themselves from the charity brands as a consequence

of suspicion. This suggests that the emotional reactions to charity

brand scandals are driven through suspicion, in contrast to disgust,

anger, fear or contempt that are identified within for-profit brand

contexts.

We also explored the process of consumers restoring their rela-

tionship with the hated charity brands. Our findings suggest that the

level of hate that consumers associate with charity brands is lower

and such hate may only lead to a temporary discontinuation

of patronage, with the potential to re-establish the brand relation-

ship. This is unique to charity brands, as prior research

(e.g., Fetscherin, 2019; Kucuk, 2019) suggests that, in the context of

for-profit brand scandals, consumers demonstrate a diverse range

of brand hate types that are linked with different, discrete, negative

emotions as presented in Figure 1. However, consumers are found to

refuse to take any further behavioural actions towards charity brands,

beyond stopping purchasing or donating to charity brands; they reject

brand retaliation, revenge and private or public complaining, or dam-

aging the reputation of the brands. As mentioned in the literature, let-

ting go of the resentment and negative judgement sometimes even

leads to consumers having loving feelings for brands (Tsarenko &

Tojib, 2015). Hence, such willingness to re-establish brand relation-

ships could be an outcome of letting go of resentment through dis-

continuing donation.

Additionally, consumers often attribute blame when a brand

transgression happens. The findings of this study suggest that, in the

context of charity brands, blame is attributed to the management

team and staff who are directly involved in the wrongdoings. Hence,

in the content of charity brands, the attribution of blame is more

direct and specific to the responsible individuals. This is significantly

different from the case of for-profit brands, where blame is attributed

to managers even when those managers were not actually involved in

the wrongdoings (Kessler et al., 2019) Therefore, charity stakeholders

clearly draw a distinction between the responsible individual and the

charity brand.

Our study also revealed the feeling that forgiveness of charity

brands by consumers encourages the brand to continue their practises

of helping people in need. Hence, forgiving a charity brand could be

considered a response to the benevolent nature of the charity brands,

which also supports the view that warm brands' failing communal

attributes reinforces their credibility and can foster forgiveness

(Hassey, 2019). Even when some participants are not willing to forgive

a charity brand's wrongdoings, the consequence is limited to switch-

ing to other charity brands who offer the same level of support and

help, which further highlights the special connections consumers have

with charity brands, due to their benevolent nature.

Overall, the findings suggest that the antecedents of charity

brand hate and the emotional and behavioural reactions towards char-

ity brand transgression are different from those in for-profit brand

transgressions. The findings also highlight that the attribution of

blame differs between charity and for-profit brands. Finally, forgiving

charity brands helps those brands to continue their practises. Con-

sumers' emotional reactions to charity brands are more driven by sus-

picion than by fear or disgust. Thus, from a theoretical perspective,

our study contributes to the limited body of knowledge on charity

brand hate literature by highlighting the need to distinguish between

the emotional reactions towards charity brand scandals and for-

profit-brand scandals. Our study also extends the current understand-

ing of brand hate features, its antecedents and consequences (which

have predominantly focused on for-profit brands in previous research)

by presenting a new framework which captures the key features of

charity brand hate, including its antecedents and its emotional and

behavioural consequences. Additionally, this study also extends the

current research on ‘brand hate behavioural outcomes’ by adding

the action of ‘brand forgiveness’.
From a practical perspective, the findings of our study highlight

that charity brands should pay attention to the role played by emo-

tions such as suspicion, which could trigger negative behavioural con-

sequences including financial punishment (e.g., ceasing to purchase or

donate). To avoid consumer suspicion, our findings suggest that it is

important for the charity brand to disclose its financial spending (over

the period when the wrongdoing was committed) to the public. More-

over, our study revealed that consumers blame individuals at manage-

rial level, when charity brands commit any wrongdoing. Therefore,

managers need to take corrective and immediate actions by taking

responsibility for transgressions in order to avoid any further damage

to brand reputation. Especially since the responsible individuals are

less likely to be forgiven, maintaining corporate benevolence will help

to protect the charity's brand image to minimise the level of brand

hate and to maximise the possibility of brand forgiveness.

This study is exploratory in nature and thus merits further

research. The main limitation relates to the scope of studying the con-

cepts of hate and forgiveness. For instance, further research is

required to understand the role played by cultural and personal values

in shaping consumers' perceptions of charity brands, as prior research
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argues individuals with different cultural origins may attribute blame

and hate differently (see the previous discussion on ‘Attribution in

transgressions’). Additionally, forgiveness is a subjective feeling

shaped by emotional and social factors. We therefore suggest two-

dimensional research to consider how cultural and social context

impact on consumers' willingness to forgive a charity brand. Addition-

ally, it would be beneficial to investigate how the donor's emotions

and characteristics, such as compassion and personality, influence

reactions and outcomes associated with charity brand transgressions.

Furthermore, our sample comprises charity brand employees and

donors. As charity brand employees are more involved and may feel

attachment to the brands, the views shared by these employees may

be biassed. Future research should therefore investigate if there is a

significant difference in brand hate perceptions and willingness to for-

give between employees and donors, ideally, using a quantitative

approach.

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

We would like to acknowledge the research assistants for their contri-

bution to data collection.

CONFLICT OF INTEREST STATEMENT

On behalf of all authors, the corresponding author states that there is

no conflict of interest.

DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The data that support the findings of this study are available on

request from the corresponding author. The data are not publicly

available due to privacy or ethical restrictions.

ORCID

Chen Ren https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8405-7968

Dmytro Moisieiev https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8643-7435

Padmali Rodrigo https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0965-1793

REFERENCES

Aaker, J., Vohs, K. D., & Mogilner, C. (2010). Nonprofits are seen as warm

and for-profits as competent: Firm stereotypes matter. Journal of Con-

sumer Research, 37(2), 224–237. https://doi.org/10.1086/651566
Aaker, J. L., Garbinsky, E. N., & Vohs, K. D. (2012). Cultivating admiration

in brands: Warmth, competence, and landing in the “golden quadrant”.
Journal of Consumer Psychology, 22(2), 191–194. https://doi.org/10.
2139/ssrn.1961808

Adams, A. (2018, June 21). Medecins sans Frontières staff ‘used local prosti-

tutes’. BBC News https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-africa-44523086

Alvarez, C., David, M. E., & George, M. (2023). Types of consumer-brand

relationships: A systematic review and future research agenda. Journal

of Business Research, 160, 113753. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.

2023.113753

Attiq, S., Hasni, M. J. S., & Zhang, C. (2023). Antecedents and conse-

quences of brand hate: A study of Pakistan's telecommunication

industry. Journal of Consumer Marketing, 40(1), 1–14. https://doi.org/
10.1108/JCM-04-2021-4615

Aziz, R., & Rahman, Z. (2022). Brand hate: A literature review and future

research agenda. European Journal of Marketing, 56(7), 2014–2051.
https://doi.org/10.1108/ejm-03-2021-0189

Banerjee, S., & Pal, A. (2023). I hate ads but not the advertised brands: A

qualitative study on internet users' lived experiences with YouTube

ads. Internet Research, 33(1), 39–56. https://doi.org/10.1108/intr-06-
2021-0377

Barton, K. C. (2015). Elicitation techniques: Getting people to talk about

ideas they don't usually talk about. Theory & Research in Social Educa-

tion, 43(2), 179–205. https://doi.org/10.1080/00933104.2015.

1034392

Batchelor, T. (2018, February 22). Ex-save the children boss Justin Forsyth

resigns from UNICEF after allegations of inappropriate behaviour. The

Independent https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/

save-the-children-unicef-charity-scandal-misconduct-justin-forsyth-

resigns-a8223901.html

Bayarassou, O., Becheur, I., & Valette-Florence, P. (2021). “Fight or flight”:
Coping responses to brand hate. Journal of Product & Brand Manage-

ment, 30(3), 492–511. https://doi.org/10.1108/jpbm-08-2019-2519

BBC. (2021, April 7). Oxfam). UK halts funding over new sexual

exploitation claims. BBC News https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/health-

56670162

Bennett, A. M., & Hill, R. P. (2012). The universality of warmth and compe-

tence: A response to brands as intentional agents. Journal of Consumer

Psychology, 22(2), 199–204. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2011.

10.005

Bergen, N., & Labonté, R. (2020). “Everything is perfect, and we have No

problems”: Detecting and limiting social desirability bias in qualitative

research. Qualitative Health Research, 30(5), 783–792. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1049732319889354

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2019). Reflecting on reflexive thematic analysis.

Qualitative Research in Sport, Exercise and Health, 11(4), 589–597.
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1628806

Braun, V., & Clarke, V. (2021). Thematic analysis: A practical guide. SAGE

Publications.

Bryne, D. (2022). A worked example of Braun and Clarke's approach to

reflexive thematic analysis. Quality & Quantity, 56, 1391–1412.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-021-01182-y

Butler, P. (2022, February 10). Kids Company criticised for failures by

watchdog year after exoneration. The Guardian https://www.

theguardian.com/uk-news/2022/feb/10/kids-company-criticised-for-

failures-by-watchdog-year-after-exoneration

Chiengkul, W., & Junla, J. (2024). Have you been falling in love?: An analy-

sis of coffee shop brand love in Thailand. Journal of Foodservice Busi-

ness Research, 27(1), 61–86. https://doi.org/10.1080/15378020.

2023.2229577

Choi, I., Dalal, R., Kim-Prieto, C., & Park, H. (2003). Culture and judgement

of causal relevance. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 84(1),

46–59. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.46
Copeland, A. J., & Agosto, D. E. (2012). Diagrams and relational maps: The

use of graphic elicitation techniques with interviewing for data collec-

tion, analysis, and display. International Journal of Qualitative Methods,

11(5), 513–533. https://doi.org/10.1177/160940691201100506
Costa, C., & Azevedo, A. (2024). Antecedents and consequences of the

“cancel culture” firestorm journey for brands: Is there a possibility for

forgiveness? Journal of Marketing Management, 40(3/4), 289–312.
https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2023.2266465

Costa, J., & Azevedo, A. (2023). Beyond brand hate: Are you willing to for-

give a negative experience with your smartphone mobile communica-

tions' brand? Corporate Reputation Review, 26(2), 83–96. https://doi.
org/10.1057/s41299-022-00139-7

Dubois, A., & Gadde, L. E. (2002). Systematic combining: An abductive

approach to case research. Journal of Business Research, 55(7), 553–
560. https://doi.org/10.1016/s0148-2963(00)00195-8

Dutta, S., & Pullig, C. (2011). Effectiveness of corporate responses to

brand crises: The role of crisis type and response strategies. Journal of

Business Research, 64(12), 1281–1287. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.

jbusres.2011.01.013

18 of 21 REN ET AL.

https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8405-7968
https://orcid.org/0000-0001-8405-7968
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8643-7435
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-8643-7435
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0965-1793
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-0965-1793
https://doi.org/10.1086/651566
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1961808
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1961808
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/world-africa-44523086
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.113753
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.113753
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCM-04-2021-4615
https://doi.org/10.1108/JCM-04-2021-4615
https://doi.org/10.1108/ejm-03-2021-0189
https://doi.org/10.1108/intr-06-2021-0377
https://doi.org/10.1108/intr-06-2021-0377
https://doi.org/10.1080/00933104.2015.1034392
https://doi.org/10.1080/00933104.2015.1034392
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/save-the-children-unicef-charity-scandal-misconduct-justin-forsyth-resigns-a8223901.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/save-the-children-unicef-charity-scandal-misconduct-justin-forsyth-resigns-a8223901.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/save-the-children-unicef-charity-scandal-misconduct-justin-forsyth-resigns-a8223901.html
https://doi.org/10.1108/jpbm-08-2019-2519
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/health-56670162
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/health-56670162
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2011.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jcps.2011.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732319889354
https://doi.org/10.1177/1049732319889354
https://doi.org/10.1080/2159676X.2019.1628806
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11135-021-01182-y
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2022/feb/10/kids-company-criticised-for-failures-by-watchdog-year-after-exoneration
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2022/feb/10/kids-company-criticised-for-failures-by-watchdog-year-after-exoneration
https://www.theguardian.com/uk-news/2022/feb/10/kids-company-criticised-for-failures-by-watchdog-year-after-exoneration
https://doi.org/10.1080/15378020.2023.2229577
https://doi.org/10.1080/15378020.2023.2229577
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.1.46
https://doi.org/10.1177/160940691201100506
https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257X.2023.2266465
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41299-022-00139-7
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41299-022-00139-7
https://doi.org/10.1016/s0148-2963(00)00195-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.01.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.01.013


Ebrahim, A. (2003). Making sense of accountability: Conceptual perspec-

tives for northern and southern nonprofits. Nonprofit Management &

Leadership, 14(2), 191–212. https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.29

Escadas, M., Jalali, M. S., & Farhangmehr, M. (2019). Why bad feelings pre-

dict good behaviours: The role of positive and negative anticipated

emotions on consumer ethical decision making. Business Ethics: A

European Review, 28(4), 529–545. https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.

12240

Farhat, Z., & Chaney, D. (2024). A dynamic and comprehensive analysis of

the trajectories of destination brand hate following a negative experi-

ence. Journal of Travel & Tourism Marketing, 41(2), 208–220. https://
doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2024.2309543

Faulkner, M., Truong, O., & Romaniuk, J. (2015). Barriers to increasing

donor support. Nonprofit and Voluntary Sector Quarterly, 44(5), 1007–
1025. https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764014557205

Ferguson, E., Farrell, K., & Lawrence, C. (2008). Blood donation is an act of

benevolence rather than altruism. Health Psychology, 27(3), 327–336.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.27.3.327

Fernández-Capo, M., Fernández, S. R., Sanfeliu, M. G., Benito, J. G., &

Worthington, E. L. (2017). Measuring forgiveness. European Psycholo-

gist, 22(4), 247–262. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000305
Fetscherin, M. (2019). The five types of brand hate: How they affect con-

sumer behavior. Journal of Business Research, 101, 116–127. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.04.017

Fetscherin, M., & Sampedro, A. (2019). Brand forgiveness. Journal of Prod-

uct & Brand Management, 28(5), 633–652. https://doi.org/10.1108/
JPBM-02-2019-2087

Fiske, S. T., Xu, J., Cuddy, A. C., & Glick, P. (1999). (Dis)respecting versus

(Dis)liking: Status and interdependence predict ambivalent stereotypes

of competence and warmth. Journal of Social Issues, 55(3), 473–489.
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00128

Franks, J. (2023, October 17). Captain to foundation: What has happened

and why is there an inquiry into the charity? Sky News https://news.

sky.com/story/captain-tom-foundation-what-has-happened-and-why-

is-there-an-inquiry-into-the-charity-12915412

Frémeaux, S., & Michelson, G. (2017). The common good of the firm and

humanistic management: Conscious capitalism and economy of com-

munion. Journal of Business Ethics, 145(4), 701–7091. https://doi.org/
10.1007/s10551-016-3118-6

Fundraising Regulator. (2023). Annual Complaints Report. https://www.

fundraisingregulator.org.uk/complaints/annual-complaints-report

Gourdie, J., & Rees, J. (2009). Financial accountability relationships

between donors and recipients in the non-profit sector. New Zealand

Journal of Applied Business Research, 7(1), 41–542.
Grégoire, Y., Laufer, D., & Tripp, T. M. (2010). A comprehensive model of

customer direct and indirect revenge: Understanding the effects

of perceived greed and customer power. Journal of the Academy of

Marketing Science, 38(6), 738–7583. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-
009-0186-5

Guest, G., Bunce, A., & Johnson, L. (2006). How many interviews are enough?

An experiment with data saturation and variability. Field Methods, 18(1),

59–824. https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822x05279903
Hagaman, A. K., & Wutich, A. (2017). How many interviews are enough to

identify metathemes in multisited and cross-cultural research?

Another perspective on Guest, Bunce, and Johnson's (2006) landmark

study. Field Methods, 29(1), 23–415. https://doi.org/10.1177/

1525822x16640447

Hargie, O., Stapleton, K., & Tourish, D. (2010). Interpretations of CEO pub-

lic apologies for the banking crisis: Attributions of blame and avoid-

ance of responsibility. Organization, 17(6), 721–742. https://doi.org/
10.1177/1350508410367840

Harvey, P., Madison, K., Martinko, M., Crook, T. R., & Crook, T. A. (2014).

Attribution theory in the organizational sciences: The road traveled

and the path ahead. Academy of Management Perspectives, 28(2), 128–
146. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2012.0175

Hassey, R. V. (2019). How brand personality and failure-type shape con-

sumer forgiveness. Journal of Product & Brand Management, 28(2),

300–315. https://doi.org/10.1108/jpbm-09-2017-1563

Hegner, S. M., Fetscherin, M., & Van Delzen, M. (2017). Determinants and

outcomes of brand hate. Journal of Product & Brand Management,

26(1), 13–25. https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-01-2016-1070

Heider, F. (1958). The psychology of interpersonal relations. Wiley.

English Heritage. (2023, October 7). English Heritage and the Hamish

Ogston Foundation. https://www.english-heritage.org.uk/about-us/

search-news/pr-english-heritage-and-the-hamish-ogston-foundation/

Hornsey, M. J., Chapman, C. M., Mangan, H., La Macchia, S., & Gillespie, N.

(2021). The moral disillusionment model of organizational transgres-

sions: Ethical transgressions trigger more negative reactions from con-

sumers when committed by nonprofits. Journal of Business Ethics,

172(4), 653–671. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04492-7
Hyndman, N. (2020). UK charities and the pandemic: Navigating the per-

fect storm. Journal of Accounting & Organizational Change, 16(4), 587–
592. https://doi.org/10.1108/jaoc-08-2020-0114

Ivey, G. (2023). Interpreting hidden meaning in qualitative research inter-

view data: Opportunities and challenges. Qualitative Research in Psy-

chology, 20(1), 21–51. https://doi.org/10.1080/14780887.2022.

2067509

Jeong, S.-H. (2009). Public's responses to an oil spill accident: A test of the

attribution theory and situational crisis communication theory. Public

Relations Review, 35(3), 307–309. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.

2009.03.010

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect theory: An analysis of deci-

sion under risk. Econometrica, 47(2), 263–292. https://doi.org/10.

2307/1914185

Kessler, S. R., Mahoney, K. T., Randolph-Seng, B., Martinko, M. J., &

Spector, P. E. (2019). The effects of attribution style and stakeholder

role on blame for the Deepwater horizon oil spill. Business & Society,

58(8), 1572–1598. https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650317717495
Kim, P. H., Ferrin, D. L., Cooper, C. D., & Dirks, K. T. (2004). Removing the

shadow of suspicion: The effects of apology versus denial for repairing

competence-versus integrity-based trust violations. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 89(1), 104–118. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.

1.104

Kim, Y., Park, K., & Lee, S. S. (2019). The underdog trap: The moderating

role of transgression type in forgiving underdog brands. Psychology &

Marketing, 36(1), 28–40. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21155

Kressmann, F., Sirgy, M. J., Herrmann, A., Huber, F., Huber, S., & Lee, D.

(2006). Direct and indirect effects of self-image congruence on brand

loyalty. Journal of Business Research, 59(9), 955–964. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.06.001

Krippendorff, K. (2013). Content analysis. An introduction to its methodology

(3rd ed.). SAGE Publications.

Kucuk, S. U. (2019). Consumer brand hate: Steam rolling whatever I see.

Psychology & Marketing, 36(5), 431–443. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.

21175

Lang, B. (1994). Forgiveness. American Philosophical Quarterly, 31(2),

105–117.
Lee, M. S. W., Motion, J., & Conroy, D. (2009). Anti-consumption and

brand avoidance. Journal of Business Research, 62(2), 169–180. https://
doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.024

Lincoln, Y. S., & Guba, E. G. (1985). Naturalistic inquiry (Vol. 9, pp. 438–
439). SAGE Publications.

Martinko, M. J., Harvey, P., & Dasborough, M. T. (2011). Attribution theory

in the organizational sciences: A case of unrealized potential. Journal

of Organizational Behavior, 32(1), 144–149. https://doi.org/10.1002/
job.690

Martinko, M. J., Harvey, P., & Douglas, S. C. (2007). The role, function, and

contribution of attribution theory to leadership: A review. The Leader-

ship Quarterly, 18(6), 561–585. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.
09.004

REN ET AL. 19 of 21

https://doi.org/10.1002/nml.29
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12240
https://doi.org/10.1111/beer.12240
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2024.2309543
https://doi.org/10.1080/10548408.2024.2309543
https://doi.org/10.1177/0899764014557205
https://doi.org/10.1037/0278-6133.27.3.327
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000305
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.04.017
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.04.017
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-02-2019-2087
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-02-2019-2087
https://doi.org/10.1111/0022-4537.00128
https://news.sky.com/story/captain-tom-foundation-what-has-happened-and-why-is-there-an-inquiry-into-the-charity-12915412
https://news.sky.com/story/captain-tom-foundation-what-has-happened-and-why-is-there-an-inquiry-into-the-charity-12915412
https://news.sky.com/story/captain-tom-foundation-what-has-happened-and-why-is-there-an-inquiry-into-the-charity-12915412
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3118-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-016-3118-6
https://www.fundraisingregulator.org.uk/complaints/annual-complaints-report
https://www.fundraisingregulator.org.uk/complaints/annual-complaints-report
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0186-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0186-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822x05279903
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822x16640447
https://doi.org/10.1177/1525822x16640447
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508410367840
https://doi.org/10.1177/1350508410367840
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2012.0175
https://doi.org/10.1108/jpbm-09-2017-1563
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-01-2016-1070
https://www.english-heritage.org.uk/about-us/search-news/pr-english-heritage-and-the-hamish-ogston-foundation/
https://www.english-heritage.org.uk/about-us/search-news/pr-english-heritage-and-the-hamish-ogston-foundation/
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04492-7
https://doi.org/10.1108/jaoc-08-2020-0114
https://doi.org/10.1080/14780887.2022.2067509
https://doi.org/10.1080/14780887.2022.2067509
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2009.03.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.pubrev.2009.03.010
https://doi.org/10.2307/1914185
https://doi.org/10.2307/1914185
https://doi.org/10.1177/0007650317717495
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.1.104
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.89.1.104
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21155
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2006.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21175
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21175
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.024
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.024
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.690
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.690
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.09.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2007.09.004


McCullough, M. E. (2001). Forgiveness: Who does it and how do they do

it? Current Directions in Psychological Science, 10(6), 194–197. https://
doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00147

McCullough, M. E., Fincham, F. D., & Tsang, J. A. (2003). Forgiveness, for-

bearance, and time: The temporal unfolding of transgression-related

interpersonal motivations. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,

84(3), 540–557. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.540
McGauran, J.-P., & Offer, J. (2017). A philosophy of charity and the debates

over the English and Irish poor laws in the 1830s. Social Policy & Adminis-

tration, 51(5), 719–737. https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12191
Meierhans, J. (2022, February 10). Kids Company was mismanaged, Char-

ity Commission finds. BBC News https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-

60338691

Menon, T., Morris, M. W., Chiu, C., & Hong, Y. (1999). Culture and the con-

strual of agency: Attribution to individual versus group dispositions.

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 76(5), 701–717. https://
doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.5.701

Mercier, G., & Deslandes, G. (2020). Formal and informal benevolence in a

profit-oriented context. Journal of Business Ethics, 165(1), 125–143.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04108-9

Michaelidou, N., Micevski, M., Kadic-Maglajlic, S., Budhathoki, T., &

Sarkar, S. (2019). Does non-profit brand image mean the same across

cultures? An exploratory evaluation of non-profit brand image in three

countries. International Marketing Review, 36(6), 979–995. https://doi.
org/10.1108/imr-10-2018-0284

Mushtaq, F. M., Ghazali, E. M., & Hamzah, Z. L. (2024). Brand hate: A sys-

tematic literature review and future perspectives. Management Review

Quarterly. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-023-00402-z

Nederhof, A. J. (1985). Methods of coping with social desirability bias: A

review. European Journal of Social Psychology, 15(3), 263–280. https://
doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420150303

Newman, G. E., & Cain, D. M. (2014). Tainted altruism: When doing some

good is evaluated as worse than doing no good at all. Psychological Sci-

ence, 25(3), 648–655. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613504785
Olaisen, J., & Revang, O. (2017). The dynamics of intellectual property

rights for trust, knowledge sharing and innovation in project teams.

International Journal of Information Management, 37(6), 583–589.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2017.05.012

O'Neill, S. (2018, February 9). Minister orders Oxfam to hand over files

on Haiti prostitute scandal. The Times https://www.thetimes.co.

uk/article/top-oxfam-staff-paid-haiti-quake-survivors-for-sex-mhm6m

pmgw

Park, H. S., Yun, D., Choi, H. J., Lee, H. E., Lee, D. W., & Ahn, J. (2013).

Social identity, attribution, and emotion: Comparisons of Americans,

Korean Americans, and Koreans. International Journal of Psychology,

48(5), 922–934. https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2012.692798
Perugini, M., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2004). An alternative view of pre-volitional

processes in decision making: Conceptual issues and empirical evi-

dence. In G. Haddock & G. Maio (Eds.), Contemporary perspectives on

the psychology of attitudes: The Cardiff symposium (pp. 1–50). Psychol-
ogy Press.

Pinto, O., & Brandão, A. (2021). Antecedents and consequences of brand

hate: Empirical evidence from the telecommunication industry.

European Journal of Management and Business Economics, 30(1), 18–35.
https://doi.org/10.1108/ejmbe-04-2020-0084

Preston, R. (2023, October 9). Charity to reject record £11m donation

from trust whose accused founder resigns. Civil Society https://www.

civilsociety.co.uk/news/charity-to-reject-record-11m-donation-from-

trust-whose-accused-founder-resigns.html

Rodrigo, P., Arakpogun, E. O., Vu, M. C., Olan, F., & Djafarova, E. (2024).

Can you be mindful? The effectiveness of mindfulness-driven inter-

ventions in enhancing the digital resilience to fake news on COVID-

19. Information Systems Frontiers, 26, 501–521. https://doi.org/10.

1007/s10796-022-10258-5

Rodrigues, C., Brandão, A., & Rodrigues, P. (2021). I can't stop hating you:

An anti-brand-community perspective on Apple brand hate. Journal of

Product & Brand Management, 30(8), 1115–1133. https://doi.org/10.
1108/JPBM-10-2019-2621

Rudgard, O. (2022, September 2). Oxfam's unwanted clothes are washing

up as rubbish in Africa. The Telegraph https://www.telegraph.co.uk/

news/2022/09/02/oxfams-unwanted-clothes-washing-rubbish-africa

Russell, S. (2023, October 17). Captain tom charity ‘to close down’ after
series of scandals. The Independent. https://www.independent.co.uk/

news/uk/home-news/captain-tom-moore-pool-spa-daughter-b2431088.

html

Saini, A., Kashif, M., & Platania, S. (2023). Temporary love: A love-hate

transition among luxury fashion consumers in a mediation of brand

jealousy and moderation of value-expressiveness. Journal of Global

Scholars of Marketing Science, 33(4), 513–535. https://doi.org/10.

1080/21639159.2023.2209104

Saldaña, J. (2012). The coding manual for qualitative researchers (2nd ed.).

SAGE Publications.

Sandıkcı, Ö., & Ekici, A. (2009). Politically motivated brand rejection. Jour-

nal of Business Research, 62(2), 208–217. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbusres.2008.01.028

Sarkar, A., Sarkar, J. G., Sreejesh, S., Anusree, M. R., & Rishi, B. (2020). You

are so embarrassing, still, I hate you less! Investigating consumers'

brand embarrassment and brand hate. Journal of Brand Management,

27, 93–107. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41262-019-00164-8
Saxton, J. (1995). A strong charity brand comes from strong beliefs and

values. Journal of Brand Management, 2(4), 211–220. https://doi.org/
10.1057/bm.1995.2

Schnebelen, S., & Bruhn, M. (2018). An appraisal framework of the deter-

minants and consequences of brand happiness. Psychology & Market-

ing, 35(2), 101–119. https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21073

Sison, A. J. G., & Fontrodona, J. (2012). The common good of the firm in

the Aristotelian-Thomistic tradition. Business Ethics Quarterly, 22(2),

211–246. https://doi.org/10.5840/beq201222218
Sternberg, R. J. (2003). A duplex theory of hate: Develop and application

to terrorism, massacres, and genocide. Review of General Psychology,

7(3), 299–328. https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.7.3.299
Stiegert, P., Täuber, S., Leliveld, M. C., & Oehmichen, J. (2021). The stereo-

type rub-off effect–Organizational stereotypes modulate behavioural

expectations, expectancy violation and punishment after transgres-

sions. Organizational Behavior & Human Decision Processes, 165, 127–
138. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2021.04.011

Stride, H., & Lee, S. (2007). No logo? No way. Branding in the non-profit

sector. Journal of Marketing Management, 23(1–2), 107–122. https://
doi.org/10.1362/026725707x178585

Takhar-Lail, A., & Ghorbani, A. (2014). Market research methodologies:

Multi-method and qualitative approaches. IGI Global.

The Charity Commission. (2013, September 1). What makes a charity

(CC4). UK Government, The Charity Commission for England and

Wales https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/what-makes-a-

charity-cc4/what-makes-a-charity-cc4

The Charity Commission. (2023, July 10). Charity Commission annual report

and accounts 2022 to 2023. UK Government, The Charity Commission

for England and Wales https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/

charity-commission-annual-report-and-accounts-2022-to-2023/charity-

commission-annual-report-and-accounts-2022-to-2023

The Charity Commission. (2024, January 10). Charities in England and

Wales-10 January 2024. UK Government, The Charity Commission for

England and Wales. https://register-of-charities.charitycommission.gov.

uk/sector-data/sector-overview

Tsarenko, Y., & Tojib, D. (2012). The role of personality characteristics and

service failure severity in consumer forgiveness and service outcomes.

Journal of Marketing Management, 28(9–10), 1217–1239. https://doi.
org/10.1080/0267257x.2011.619150

20 of 21 REN ET AL.

https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00147
https://doi.org/10.1111/1467-8721.00147
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.84.3.540
https://doi.org/10.1111/spol.12191
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-60338691
https://www.bbc.co.uk/news/uk-60338691
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.5.701
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.5.701
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04108-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/imr-10-2018-0284
https://doi.org/10.1108/imr-10-2018-0284
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11301-023-00402-z
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420150303
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2420150303
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797613504785
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijinfomgt.2017.05.012
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/top-oxfam-staff-paid-haiti-quake-survivors-for-sex-mhm6mpmgw
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/top-oxfam-staff-paid-haiti-quake-survivors-for-sex-mhm6mpmgw
https://www.thetimes.co.uk/article/top-oxfam-staff-paid-haiti-quake-survivors-for-sex-mhm6mpmgw
https://doi.org/10.1080/00207594.2012.692798
https://doi.org/10.1108/ejmbe-04-2020-0084
https://www.civilsociety.co.uk/news/charity-to-reject-record-11m-donation-from-trust-whose-accused-founder-resigns.html
https://www.civilsociety.co.uk/news/charity-to-reject-record-11m-donation-from-trust-whose-accused-founder-resigns.html
https://www.civilsociety.co.uk/news/charity-to-reject-record-11m-donation-from-trust-whose-accused-founder-resigns.html
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-022-10258-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10796-022-10258-5
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-10-2019-2621
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-10-2019-2621
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2022/09/02/oxfams-unwanted-clothes-washing-rubbish-africa
https://www.telegraph.co.uk/news/2022/09/02/oxfams-unwanted-clothes-washing-rubbish-africa
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/captain-tom-moore-pool-spa-daughter-b2431088.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/captain-tom-moore-pool-spa-daughter-b2431088.html
https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/captain-tom-moore-pool-spa-daughter-b2431088.html
https://doi.org/10.1080/21639159.2023.2209104
https://doi.org/10.1080/21639159.2023.2209104
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.028
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.01.028
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41262-019-00164-8
https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.1995.2
https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.1995.2
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar.21073
https://doi.org/10.5840/beq201222218
https://doi.org/10.1037/1089-2680.7.3.299
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2021.04.011
https://doi.org/10.1362/026725707x178585
https://doi.org/10.1362/026725707x178585
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/what-makes-a-charity-cc4/what-makes-a-charity-cc4
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/what-makes-a-charity-cc4/what-makes-a-charity-cc4
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/charity-commission-annual-report-and-accounts-2022-to-2023/charity-commission-annual-report-and-accounts-2022-to-2023
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/charity-commission-annual-report-and-accounts-2022-to-2023/charity-commission-annual-report-and-accounts-2022-to-2023
https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/charity-commission-annual-report-and-accounts-2022-to-2023/charity-commission-annual-report-and-accounts-2022-to-2023
https://register-of-charities.charitycommission.gov.uk/sector-data/sector-overview
https://register-of-charities.charitycommission.gov.uk/sector-data/sector-overview
https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257x.2011.619150
https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257x.2011.619150


Tsarenko, Y., & Tojib, D. (2015). Consumers' forgiveness after

brand transgression: The effect of the firm's corporate social

responsibility and response. Journal of Marketing Management,

31(17–18), 1851–1877. https://doi.org/10.1080/0267257x.2015.

1069373

Wait, S. (2023, October 3). Charities review millions from trust as chair

accused of ‘sex worker immigration scandal’. Civil Society https://

www.civilsociety.co.uk/news/charities-review-millions-from-trust-

as-chair-accused-of-sex-worker-immigration-scandal.html

Williams, M., & Moser, T. (2019). The art of coding and thematic explora-

tion in qualitative research. International Management Review, 15(1),

45–55.
Wolter, J. S., Bacile, T. J., Smith, J. S., & Giebelhausen, M. (2019). The

entitlement/forgiveness conflict of self-relevant and self-neutral rela-

tionships during service failure and recovery. Journal of Business

Research, 104, 233–246. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2019.

07.008

Wymer, W., & Akbar, M. M. (2018). Brand Authenticity's influence on

charity support intentions. Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Market-

ing, 31(5), 507–527. https://doi.org/10.1080/10495142.2018.

1526754

Xie, Y., & Peng, S. (2009). How to repair customer trust after negative pub-

licity: The roles of competence, integrity, benevolence, and forgive-

ness. Psychology & Marketing, 26(7), 572–589. https://doi.org/10.

1002/mar.20289

Zainon, S., Atan, R., Bee Wah, Y., Raja Ahmad, R. A., Amiruddin

Othman, A. M., & Sa'udah Suhadak Suhadak, N. (2014). An

integrated ritual effectiveness accountability reporting system

(i-REARs) for non-profit organizations. International Business

Research, 7(5), 156–165. https://doi.org/10.5539/ibr.v7n5p156
Zarantonello, L., Romani, S., Grappi, S., & Bagozzi, R. P. (2016). Brand hate.

Journal of Product & Brand Management, 25(1), 11–25. https://doi.org/
10.1108/jpbm-01-2015-0799

Zemba, Y., Young, M. J., & Morris, M. W. (2006). Blaming leaders for orga-

nizational accidents: Proxy logic in collective- versus individual-agency

cultures. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 101(1),

36–51. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2006.04.007
Zogaj, A. (2023). Nonprofit organizations, social media, and trust:

How self-congruence can help organisations choose the right

social media endorsers. Journal of Nonprofit & Public Sector Marketing,

35(5), 568–588. https://doi.org/10.1080/10495142.2022.2130496
Zourrig, H., Chebat, J., & Toffoli, R. (2009). Consumer revenge behavior: A

cross-cultural perspective. Journal of Business Research, 62(10), 995–
1001. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2008.08.006

How to cite this article: Ren, C., Moisieiev, D., Rodrigo, P., &

Johnson, E. (2024). Hot and cold: How do consumers hate and

forgive offending charity brands? Journal of Philanthropy and

Marketing, 29(3), e1875. https://doi.org/10.1002/nvsm.1875

APPENDIX A: INTERVIEW GUIDE

• Introduction

� Welcome and introduction

� Consent: double cheque if participant has completed consent,

and if they fully understand it

• Warm up

� Are there any organisations that you avoid using? If so, why?

• Try to compliment the shared storeys from your participants

• Discussion topics on brand hate

� Do you support any charity brands?

• Encourage participant to share their experiences with brands

� Do you avoid any charity brands?

• if so

• Encourage to share the storeys

• If not, share the case study of Oxfam

� What have disappointed you? The fact that charity brands did

not delivery what they promised, or they have bridged the trust

relationship between you and the brand? Or in this case, charity

brands are not being ‘charity’ anymore?

� Would you stop supporting/donating to charity brands, like

Oxfam?

� Do you think we should all stop supporting/donating to charity

brands, like Oxfam?

• Discussion topics on brand forgiveness

� Seems you have a mixed feeling about completely stopping sup-

porting/donating to charity brands,

• Who do you think should take the blame when a charity

brand is in crisis? Management, or employees, or even our

society or us? Or someone else?

• What could these charity brands do to make up for their

misbehaviour?

• Do you think charity brands should be forgiven, giving the

fact that charity brands are set up to ‘be good’?
• When do you think a charity brand can be forgiven, when do

you think a charity brand should not be forgiven at all?

• Close the interview

� Thank the participant

� Invite for further thoughts and we may get in touch

� Get in touch if you want to know the research findings
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