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While the marketing literature boasts numerous studies on positive consumer 

attitudes and behaviors, scholarly attention to negative consumer sentiments 

and actions has been generally limited. This disparity represents an important 

gap in the marketing literature because despite companies’ extensive efforts at 

improving their customer experiences, many consumers still end up having 

negative consumption experiences with their brands. Some recent studies on 

consumer brand negativity have linked consumer resentments for one type of 

companies to their patronage behavior towards another business entity. Yet, few 

studies have investigated how consumers’ animosity toward top companies in 

an industry could translate into their support for underdog companies. We 

tackle this important issue by conducting an empirical examination of the 

boundary conditions influencing the impact of top dog antipathy on underdog 

business support. Our key findings show that the positive influence of top dog 

antipathy on underdog support will increase as consumers’ balance 

maintenance, underdog orientation, empathic concern, need for uniqueness, 

and loyalty proneness increase. Research and managerial implications of the 

study are discussed. 

Keywords: Top Dog Antipathy, Brand Negativity, Underdogs, Balance 

Maintenance, Underdog Orientation, Empathic Concern, Need for Uniqueness, 

and Brand Loyalty Proneness.  

 

1. Introduction 
In this article, we attempt to answer Fournier and Alvarez’s (2013) call toward a 

science of negative brand relationships by studying how and when the consumer’s 

disdain for market leaders could be translated into their support for business underdogs. 

We specifically examine the impact of top dog antipathy (TDA) on underdog support 

and what boundary conditions might moderate the relationship between TDA and 

underdog support. As indicated by Fournier and Alvarez (2013), the marketing 

literature is replete with studies on positive aspects of brand relationships but is less 

concerned with negativity, even though negative relationships are more common than 

positive relationships for consumers. Nonetheless, consumer research investigating ill-

will and negativity toward brands has grown in recent years and existing studies in this 

area have discussed outcomes of negative brand associations as well as the emotions 
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driving consumers away from brands. For example, Romani, Grappi, and Dalli’s (2012) 

study on negative brand emotions demonstrates how fear and anger toward a brand 

might incite consumers to take action. Anger provokes complaints toward the 

company while fear leads consumers to avoid the company and switch to competing 

brands. Dislike also has a significant positive influence on negative word of mouth 

and switching. Zarantonello, et al. (2016) further link brand hate to consumer 

complaining, word of mouth, protest and patronage reduction and or cessation. In none 

of these cases, however, the brand or product to which they would switch, is 

specifically addressed.  

In recent years, business underdogs have garnered a fair amount of attention in the 

academic literature across disciplines (Gao & McGinnis, 2020; Jun, et al., 2015; Kim 

et al., 2008; McGinnis & Gentry, 2009; McGinnis, et al., 2017; Paharia, et al., 2011; 

Vandello, Goldschmied, & Richards, 2007). Research has revolved around identifying 

the motives for underdog support (McGinnis & Gentry, 2008; McGinnis et al., 2017) 

and exploring how consumers show support, loyalty and patronage for brands with 

underdog biographies, or storylines built around companies’ persistence and 

determination despite external disadvantages (Paharia et al., 2011). The phenomenon 

of “underdog effect” (Paharia et al., 2011) has also been explored in terms of underdog 

positioning and how such appeals are especially strong among those with empathic 

concern (Jun et al., 2015).  

Not only is the study of underdogs intriguing from an academic standpoint, but 

underdogs have long garnered the attention of the popular press, movies, and books 

(McGinnis & Gentry, 2009), as consumers fanaticize over their NCAA teams beating 

the blue bloods and cheer for underdogs such as Rudy and Rocky in their respective 

movies. Support for the underdogs is intriguing because it runs counter to the 

consumer expectation of supporting winners or basking in their reflected glory 

(BIRGing) (Cialdini et al., 1976). But what has particularly been lacking is scholarly 

attention on the extent to which the love and support for the underdog is driven by 

consumers’ dislike for the market leader. McGinnis et al. (2017) make an attempt at 

linking top dog antipathy to underdog support. While examining the motives for 

people’s underdog support, they particularly address antipathy toward the top dogs as 

a measure of brand negativity. McGinnis et al. (2017) include the motives of underdog 

orientation, materialism, need for uniqueness, nostalgia proneness, and hope under the 

self-oriented perspective. Under the other-oriented perspective were the constructs 

balance maintenance, top dog antipathy, and empathetic concern. Importantly, their 

findings indicate that ill-will consumers hold for the top dog could find ways of being 

translated into their support underdog brands or stores. 

Yet, McGinnis et al. (2017) fall short of studying a direct link between top dog 

antipathy and they do not examine how the impact of top dog antipathy on underdog 

support varies under different conditions. The impact of top dog antipathy on underdog 

support in their study is mediated by the construct of underdog affection, which 

represents the propensity certain consumers carry to show favoritism toward 

underdogs in commerce. More specifically, commerce underdog affection is defined 

as a (1) positive, (2) emotional feeling toward underdog business entities as a whole, 

that is (3) not directly based on consumption experiences or comprehensive functional 

evaluations (McGinnis et al., 2017). The conceptualization of this construct 

demonstrates that the positive feelings consumers hold toward underdog entities could 
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guide them in their decision-making. Indeed, their study shows that underdog affection 

has a positive effect on underdog support behavior, indicating that people will match 

their heart with actions despite the many disadvantages the underdogs face. 

Given the lack of prior research on the conversion of consumer negativity toward 

top brands into underdog business support, it would be worthwhile from both research 

and practice considerations to more closely investigate this relationship. Especially 

needed are studies that examine how the connection with top dog antipathy and 

underdog support will become stronger or weaker under various boundary conditions 

surrounding the focal purchase decision. In this regard, no published studies, including 

McGinnis et al. (2017), have explored the important issue of the boundary conditions 

impacting the translation of top dog antipathy into underdog support. In view of this 

notable gap in prior research, our key objective in the current study is to propose and 

test the boundary conditions related to consumer attributes for the positive impact of 

consumers’ top dog antipathy on their support for underdog businesses. We organize 

the rest of the article as follows: a literature review on top dog antipathy, formulation 

of our conceptual framework, development of relevant construct scales, tests of the 

hypotheses, and discussion of the results. 

 

2. Top Dog Antipathy: A Literature Review 
Top dog antipathy can be defined as a learned disposition in which a person dislikes 

the top dog or advantaged entity (McGinnis et al., 2017). Integral to the notion of 

antipathy is its opposition feelings, which makes this construct different from other 

consumer negativity constructs because antipathy is generated from the presence of 

another notable stimulus. In other words, antipathy needs to be juxtaposed against 

another brand or entity for it to be activated, such as the market underdogs. As stated 

in Zarantonello et al.’s (2016) review, brand hate is a theme that drives consumers to 

adopt certain behaviors, including the desire to hurt, destroy, and devalue the other. 

Top dog antipathy, we argue, will manifest its hurtful sentiments in such a way that 

support is given to the lesser competitor, or the underdog entity because it is in the 

presence of underdogs that the holders of top dog antipathy will likely recognize the 

most hurtful impacts caused by top brands.  

According to Kukuk (2007), while stronger brands have multiple advantages over 

weaker brands in terms of more customers and more loyalty, they also attract more 

negativity than their weaker counterparts in the form of negative internet sites, which 

could be viewed as a new form of consumer boycotts and protests. Hegner, Fetscherin, 

and Delzen (2017) indicate that brand hate is triggered by negative consumption 

experiences, symbolic incongruity, and ideological incompatibility. These three 

determinants then lead to brand avoidance, negative word-of-mouth, and brand 

retaliation. In the latter case, brand retaliation causes harm to brands to get even, 

though no specific mention of what consumers do in terms of specific brand switching 

strategies. In our current study, we suggest that brand negativity may or may not be a 

direct result of bad personal consumption experiences. Instead, it can be viewed as a 

personality-type trait that persists and influences support for the non-market leaders or 

underdogs.  

Additionally, what appears to be lacking in the literature is a focus on how negativity 

toward the top brands may actually lead consumers to support underdog businesses or 

those companies that are determined to succeed and enrich the market offerings despite 
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facing considerable disadvantages. In other words, we address the question as to what 

extent the negativity about a brand, specifically the top dog, drives consumers to 

desiring a brand that is considered the underdog. Furthermore, what conditions will 

moderate the relationship between top dog antipathy and underdog support? 

 

3. Hypothesis Development 
Main Effect of Top Dog Antipathy 

Although McGinnis et al. (2017) find that commerce underdog affection mediates the 

relationship between top dog antipathy and underdog support, it stands to reason that 

this relationship should occur unmediated as well because of the tendency for people 

to act in ways that they feel (Loewenstein, 2007). Many consumers have a tendency 

to support the smaller underdog stores because they feel ethical to do so (Darden & 

Reynolds, 1971), or they do not want these shops to be overrun by the big stores 

(McGinnis & Gentry, 2009). In addition, people desire to be consistent with their 

feelings and actions and will therefore have their actions follow their heart to reduce 

potential dissonance (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). Specifically, consumers tend to 

support underdog entities with purchase intentions (Paharia, et al., 2011).  

In addition, in most cases, the strength of antipathy is motivated by such strong ill-

will, similar to the emotions of anger (Romani, Grappi, & Dalli, 2012; Roseman, Wiest, 

& Swartz, 1994), that consumers should retaliate and support brands that represent the 

opposite side of such angst. While not all switching behaviors would mean that 

consumers should support underdog stores, they should at least side with other brands 

in the market space, which are most likely perceived as underdogs. Therefore, we 

propose that consumers’ top dog antipathy will have a significant, positive main effect 

on their underdog support behavior. 

Next, we examine the boundary conditions influencing the strength of the impact by 

top dog antipathy on underdog support. Drawing from McGinnis et al. (2017), we 

choose balance maintenance, underdog orientation, empathic concern, need for 

uniqueness, and brand loyalty proneness as the pertinent boundary conditions. As 

McGinnis et al. (2017) note, these consumer dispositions could have great relevancy 

to the study of consumers’ underdog support behavior in commerce.  

 

Balance Maintenance 

Balance maintenance reflects the extent to which people desire to hold the powers in 

society in check such that no entity in society (i.e., government, business, or individual) 

has too much power, thereby allowing freedom of choice in the marketplace 

(McGinnis et al., 2017). It is closely related to the notion of psychological reactance 

(Brehm, 1966; Brehm & Sensenig, 1966), or the motivational state when one’s 

expected freedoms are threatened. In a consumer behavior context, Clee and Wicklund 

(1980) suggest that the importance of the freedom influences reactance effects, in that 

the more important the freedom, the more reactance is demonstrated due to personal 

and impersonal threats.  

Balance maintenance should moderate the relationship between top dog antipathy 

and underdog support primarily because those who desire to level the playing field or 

reduce the power held by the most influential would want to redistribute power to the 

least influential. For example, if people show ill-will or anger, they will demonstrate 

their anger by supporting other, opposing entities. This will especially be the case 
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when somebody inherently believes that those who have extreme power should not 

maintain that power.  

Research has indicated that people will often overrule their own self-interests in the 

name of fairness in the marketplace (Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1986). Vandello, 

Goldschmied, & Richards (2007) maintain that fairness, equality, and deservingness 

motivate underdog support. Therefore, we maintain that those desiring equality for all, 

justice, and more freedom as exhibited through balance maintenance should therefore 

be more inclined to support underdogs, whom by definition are deprived of power 

(Prell, 2011). If one further supports justice and balance in the world, the linkage 

between antipathy and underdog support should be intensified, as one is not only 

displaying his or her ill-will toward the market leader/obliterator but is also 

demonstrating a sense of fairness. Thus, we propose the following hypothesis.  

H1: The positive effect of consumers’ top dog antipathy on their underdog support 

behavior will be stronger as the consumers’ need for balance maintenance increases. 

 

Underdog Orientation 

Underdog orientation is the extent to which one feels himself/herself as an underdog 

in life’s pursuits, measured in the context of everyday life and not in any specific 

context such as sports, business, or career (McGinnis et al., 2017). We maintain that 

those who have a high degree of underdog self-concept will show affection for other 

people and entities that are underdogs as well in order to maintain consistency (Sirgy, 

1986). Those who perceive themselves to be underdogs, or have an underdog 

orientation, will be especially supportive of other entities they perceive as underdogs 

as well; that is, birds of the feather will flock together. As stated alternately, if higher 

levels of ill-will displayed toward market top dogs drive support toward underdogs, 

this relationship will be intensified among those who feel like underdogs themselves. 

Self-concept driving buying in symbolic similarities has been widely observed in the 

marketing literature (Sirgy, 1986). 

When one shows affection for something that resonates or corresponds with his or 

her identity, this feeling will significantly increase if negative sentiments toward the 

antagonist are also present. In sports, for example, it can be argued that underdog 

affection and fan intensity for teams such as the Boston Red Sox will strengthen when 

their archenemy and top dog (in every sense of the word) the New York Yankees plays 

them as opposed to the Red Sox playing any other team of regular import. Therefore, 

we contend that if a consumer feels antipathy towards the underdogs’ enemy, his/her 

underdog identity will help channel more of that top brand animosity towards 

companies the consumer identifies with as like underdogs. Thus, we have the 

following hypothesis. 

H2: The positive effect of consumers’ top dog antipathy on their underdog support 

behavior will be stronger as the consumers’ underdog orientation increases. 

 

Empathic Concern 

Empathic concern is an “other-oriented” emotion of having a positive, non-fleeting 

regard for the welfare of other people (Batson, 1991). Furthermore, it is about 

increased sensitivity to others’ experiences and includes a constellation of emotions 

such as sympathy, compassion, sorrow, sadness, guilt, and grief, among others (Batson, 

2011). People who are empathic can feel others’ pain or plight, which certainly should 
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apply toward the underdog, whose external disadvantages are often evident despite 

their determined spirit (Paharia et al., 2011).  

Hoffman (1984) finds that the more empathetic people are, the more they will favor 

moral principle. Ultimately, this means that people who are empathetic can feel others’ 

pain or plight, especially when one is an underdog. Since the underdog is usually in 

need of help, the moral need manifest in empathy should make consumers feel morally 

good (Kim et al., 2008) and translate to support for the underdog across contexts as 

indicated in a variety of underdog studies (Kim et al., 2008; McGinnis & Gentry, 2009; 

Vandello, Goldschmied, & Richards, 2007).  

According to Shaw and Newholm’s (2002) research on ethical consumption, 

consumers may consider a range of ethical issues when making purchases, among 

which are integrity and fairness. These same consumers often engage in boycotts 

against big businesses (which are often top dogs) and will often seek out fair-trade 

products, favor small stores, or seek local purchases, or what we would assume is 

demonstrating support for the commerce underdogs. Therefore, we contend that the 

significant (positive) relationship between top dog antipathy and underdog support 

behavior will be intensified by one’s empathic concern, such that those who are 

congruent with the perceived welfare of others will identify with the underdog 

business entity, thereby allowing more top dog antipathy to be translated into underdog 

support.  

H3: The positive effect of consumers’ top dog antipathy on their underdog support 

behavior will be stronger as the consumers’ empathic concern increases. 

 

Need for Uniqueness 

The need for uniqueness is a consumer’s need to avoid choices that are similar to others 

(Tian & McKenzie, 2001), reflecting a road less traveled (Ariely & Levav, 2000). 

These choices represent counter-conformity and often unpopular choices. Supporting 

the underdog often means that consumers are selecting choices that are against popular 

choices, as consumers may inherently like to be perceived as winners (Cialdini et al., 

1976). Additionally, underdog choices by definition are brands that have less market 

share (Hoch and Deighton, 1989), so they do represent less popular choices, which 

make them susceptible to less criticism as well per the negative double jeopardy 

hypothesis (Kucuk, 2008).  

We contend that the relationship between top dog antipathy and consumers’ 

underdog support will also be moderated by the need for uniqueness. While consumers 

showing disdain for the top dog stores (e.g., Wal-Mart and other big box stores) will 

want to shop at underdog stores out of retaliation, this relationship could be enhanced 

if they also feel that underdog stores, or locally owned mom-and-pops, are more 

inclined to stock unique items and afford one-of-a-kind consumption experiences 

(McGinnis, et al., 2017). As past research shows, many consumers indeed may choose 

to shop at the smaller, locally owned stores (i.e., mom-and-pops) exactly because they 

have more unique items (Noble et al., 2006; Gao & McGinnis, 2020), including rarity 

items that meet specific needs of their narrowly defined target markets (Brennan & 

Lundsten, 2000). Thus, we establish the following hypothesis. 

H4: The positive effect of consumers’ top dog antipathy on their underdog support 

behavior will be stronger as the consumers’ need for unique increases. 
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Brand Loyalty Proneness 

Brand loyalty proneness is defined a consumer’s tendency to continued support a 

specific brand (Lichenstein, Netemeyer, & Burton, 1990). Brand loyalty can apply to 

specific categories, or in some cases, it can span across categories in what is best 

categorized as a general tendency or consumer trait to be loyal (Burton, et al., 1998). 

We argue that brand loyalty proneness, for its focus on staying loyal to a brand 

irrespective of market forces, should moderate the relationship between top dog 

antipathy and underdog support behavior. An underdog by its very nature is one that 

is externally disadvantaged (Paharia, et al., 2011), so it stands to reason that supporting 

it often comes at a sacrifice in terms of price, features, and other aspects that one might 

get in supporting the market leader or top dog. Therefore, we propose that higher brand 

loyalty tendency could allow the consumers to channel more of their animosity toward 

the top dogs into supports for the underdog. Thus, we advance the following 

hypothesis. 

H5: The positive effect of consumers’ top dog antipathy on their underdog support 

behavior will be stronger as the consumers’ brand loyalty proneness increases. 

 

4. Methodology 
Research Context 

Our study context was the contrast between large national companies such as Wal-

Mart and local retail businesses. Local merchants are often placed as the antithesis of 

Wal-Mart (Noble et al., 2006; Sobel & Dean, 2008), therefore making them underdogs. 

Paharia et al. (2011) note that consumers generally view brands as representing the 

weak side of dichotomies, such as local (vs. national) businesses and independent (vs. 

corporate conglomerate) businesses as underdogs. Numerous reports in the business 

media (e.g., Showalter, 2012) further link local businesses with underdogs and 

national chains with top dogs. Past research has associated local businesses with the 

two defining characteristics of underdog business entities, disadvantaged positions and 

perseverance, lending credence to the choice of local businesses as a research context 

for consumers’ underdog affection in commerce. In their qualitative study, McGinnis 

and Gentry (2009) find that consumers indeed typically associate business underdogs 

with small local firms. 

 

Sampling Method 

To test the conceptual model, a survey study was conducted involving respondents 

drawn from a 7,100-person electronic alumni association list from a medium-sized 

Midwestern university in the United States. The online survey via Surveymonkey.com 

yielded 365 total responses in two waves. Based upon the newsletter open rate as 

reported by the alumni organization, the response rate was 34.8 percent. Readership 

of alumni newsletters is relatively low in general, with those reporting reading most 

issues ranging from 20 to 30 percent (Jaschik, 2010). Potential non-response bias was 

checked using the test suggested by Armstrong and Overton (1977) and found no 

significant differences in any demographic variables between early and late responders.  

 

Scale Development 

We developed measures for our study constructs by drawing on relevant prior 

literature. Specifically, several antecedents for consumers’ underdog support behavior 
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were operationalized based on previous interpretive work by McGinnis and Gentry 

(2009), from which was generated the items for balance maintenance and underdog 

support behaviors. Top dog antipathy emerged as a possible motive based upon the 

McGinnis and Gentry (2009) study that revealed the voting against behavior 

consumers often exhibited when supporting an underdog. Underdog orientation 

emerged as an antecedent because the background qualitative interviews indicated that 

many consumers support underdogs because they themselves feel like underdogs. 

Each construct was represented by multiple scale items and measured on a seven-point 

Likert-type scale where 1 is “Strongly Disagree” and 7 is “Strongly Agree.” All scale 

items and their appropriate sources are shown in Table 1. 

Once all the initial items for all constructs were created or adapted from the extant 

literature, we submitted them along with their corresponding definitions to three 

consumer behavior scholars in the areas of psychometrics and measurement to ensure 

that the items matched conceptual definitions and to ensure proper wording. Several 

additional modifications, deletions, and additions were made because of these reviews. 

The questionnaire was further pre-tested among 158 undergraduate business students 

at the same Midwestern university that supplied the alumni sample discussed 

previously. All scales were purified by going through a process investigating item-to-

total correlations and exploratory factor analysis (see Gerbing & Anderson, 1988).  

 

Confirmatory Factor Analysis 

We followed the two-step procedure of Anderson and Gerbing (1988) to test scale 

validity at both the factor-level and across-construct levels. This was done in a series 

of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) using LISREL 9.30 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 

1999). This process allowed us to identify some poor performing reversely coded items 

for the EC scale, which were subsequently removed from further analyses. Table 1 

reports outcomes of the overall CFA including fit indices, Cronbach’s Alphas (’s), 

construct reliabilities (’s), and average variances extracted (AVEs) (Fornell & 

Larcker, 1981). The measurement model fits reasonably well with the data (Hu & 

Bentler, 1999). 

 
Table 1 Results of Confirmatory Factor Analyses 

Construct/Items 
Reliability and 

Validity Checks 

Balance Maintenance (BM) (Based on McGinnis and Gentry 

2009) 
(CR=.82; =.81; 

AVE=.53) 

No business should have too much power. .74 

I believe that those in power should have limits on their influence. .76 

Monopolies of any sort have a negative impact on society’s welfare. .74 

We need to make sure that the 'little guy' can compete. .67 

Top Dog Antipathy (TDA) (Based on McGinnis et al., 2017) 
(CR=.74; =.72; 

AVE=.59) 

When I go shopping, I try to avoid the large national chain stores. .76 

I hate it when the big national chains displace the locally owned 

stores. 
.78 

Underdog Orientation (UO) (Based on McGinnis et al., 2017) 
(CR=.86; =.82; 

AVE=.61) 
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I identify with those who have to try harder to succeed. .75 

I have always had to try harder to succeed compared to others. .80 

When I see an underdog in society, I generally see myself. .82 

I see myself as an underdog in many of life’s pursuits. .72 

Empathic Concern (EC) (Based on Davis, 1983) 
(CR=.82; =.80; 

AVE=.53) 

I often have tender, concerned feelings for people less fortunate than 

me. 
.75 

When I see someone being taken advantage of, I feel kind of 

protective towards them. 
.67 

I am often quite touched by things that I see happen. .82 

I would describe myself as a pretty soft-hearted person. .63 

Need for Uniqueness (NFU) (Based on Tian and McKenzie, 2001) 
(CR=.90; =.90; 

AVE=.68) 

When products or brands I like become extremely popular, I lose 

interest in them. 
.87 

I often try to avoid products or brands that I know are bought by the 

general population. 
.85 

As a rule, I dislike products or brands that are customarily purchased 

by everyone. 
.76 

When a style of clothing I own becomes too commonplace, I usually 

quit wearing it. 
.81 

Underdog Support in Commerce (CUS) (Based on McGinnis et al., 

2017) 
(CR=.87; =.84; 

AVE=.63) 

I shop almost exclusively at locally owned businesses. .86 

If given the chance, I always prefer to shop at the stores that are 

owned by members of my community. 
.70 

Even though the selection may be less at locally owned mom-and-

pops, I still shop at them rather than the national chains. 
.74 

Most of my weekly allowance for groceries is spent at the locally 

owned stores. 
.81 

Brand Loyalty Proneness (BLP) (Developed for this study) 
(CR= .90;  = .90; 

AVE =.69) 

Generally, I am someone who likes to be a regular customer of a 

restaurant and/or retail store. 
.88 

Generally, I am someone who wants to be a steady customer of the 

same restaurant and/or retail store. 
.92 

Generally, I am someone who is willing to “go the extra mile” to buy 

at the same restaurant and/or retail store. 
.76 

I would classify myself as store loyal. .76 

Model Fit Indices: 2 = 1,108.84 (d.f. =278), p = .00, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .95, NFI = .95. 

Notes: CR (Construct Reliability) and AVE (Average Variances Extracted) are Computed 

using LISREL Outputs (Fornell and Larcker 1981).  is Cronbach’s Alpha. 

 

Next, discriminant validity among the constructs was assessed using three standards. 

First, discriminant validity among the constructs is evident since all correlations are 

significantly different from 1.0 (the correlation coefficients plus two times the standard 

errors were smaller than 1; Anderson & Gerbing, 1988). Second, we tested the 

discriminant validity of the construct measures with a series of two-construct CFA 
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models for all possible pairs of constructs. In each model, the  coefficient was 

constrained to unity and then freed, and a Chi Square-difference test was performed. 

Discriminant validity was obtained for all constructs this way. Third, as Table 2 shows, 

none of the inter-construct correlations is higher than the square root of the average 

variance explained, as shown in numbers in the diagonal. This information provides 

further evidence for the discriminant validity of the constructs (Fornell & Larcker, 

1981). 

 
Table 2 Inter-Construct Correlations and Descriptive Statistics 

 UO NFU BM TDA EC BLP CUS 

UO .78            

NFU .12* .82         

BM .14** .01 .73        

TDA -.01 .11* .31** .77      

EC .08 .01 .27** .09* .73    

BLP .07 .11* .03 .08 .20** .83  

CUS .08 .25** .33** .33** .17** .12* .79 

Mean 3.64 2.83 4.77 2.61 5.41 4.88 4.19 

SD 1.24 1.02 1.06 .85 .87 1.10 1.08 

Notes: *: p < .05; **: p < .01. The responses were captured on 7-point Likert-type scales 

where 1 was “Strongly Disagree” and 7 was “Strongly Agree”. The numbers in the diagonal 

are the square roots of the average variances explained of the corresponding constructs 

(Fornell and Larcker 1981). 

Legend: 

UO: Underdog Orientation 

NFU: Need for Uniqueness 

BM: Balance Maintenance 

TDA: Top Dog Antipathy 

EC: Empathic Concern 

BLP: Brand Loyalty Proneness 

CUS: Commerce Underdog Support 

We tested common method variance (CMV) by rerunning the final CFA with a 

same-source factor added, with this extra factor having as indicators all of the 

measures (see Podsakoff et al., 2003). The impact of this additional CMV factor on 

factor loadings and inter-factor correlations was minimal. Thus, partialing out the 

effects of common method variance did not have substantial effect on the measures.  
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5. Results 
The hypotheses in the conceptual model were tested with a structural equations model 

method using LISREL 9.30 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1999). Because the five hypotheses 

all involved interaction effects, we adopted Ping (1995)’s technique for estimating 

interaction effects in LISREL. The involved variables were first mean-centered in both 

the measurement model and the latent structural model. Then the coefficients from the 

interaction terms to their indicators and the error variances of the indicators were 

calculated accordingly. Besides all the structural equations hypothesized in the study, 

the main effect paths from the independent and moderating variables to the dependent 

variable were also added to the latent model, which step was statistically necessary to 

properly analyze the interaction effects between the moderators and the independent 

variable. The fit indices (2 = 1,441.29, d.f.=373, p = .00, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .95, 

NFI = .95) collectively show adequate fit between the conceptual model and the data, 

despite the large 2 size and small p value, which are associated with large sample 

sizes (Hu & Bentler, 1999). As the results in Table 3 indicate, all five moderating 

hypotheses received significant support at the level of p < .05. 

 
Table 3 Hypotheses Testing Results from Structural Equations Modelling Analysis 

Hypotheses 
Dependent Variable 

CUS 

Main Effects  

TDA → CUS .23** 

BM → CUS .15* 

UDO → CUS .17* 

EC → CUS .12* 

NFU → CUS .09* 

BLP → CUS .06 

Hypothesized Moderating Effects  

H1: TDA*BM  .15* 

H2: TDA*UDO .18* 

H3: TDA*EC .21* 

H4: TDA*NFU .12* 

H5: TDA*BLP .16* 

R2 .41 

Notes: *: p < .05; **: p < .01; ***: p<.001. 

All parameter estimates are standardized coefficients. 

Model Fit Indices: 2 = 1,441.29 (d.f. =373), p = .00, RMSEA = .06, CFI = .95, NFI 

= .95. 
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To enhance confidence in the findings about the boundary conditions for the impact 

of top dog antipathy on underdog support, two alternative measures for consumers 

underdog business support were used to retest the conceptual model. They were 

shopping frequency (Question: How often do you shop at locally owned stores?) and 

share of wallet (Question: To what extent are the products you consume purchased 

from locally owned stores?). The initial model testing results were confirmed in this 

sensitivity analysis.  

 

6. Conclusion 
Research Contributions 

While prior studies have linked consumer resentments for one type of companies to 

their patronage behaviors towards another (Fournier & Alvarez, 2013), our study was 

the first to empirically examine the boundary conditions of how negative brand 

sentiments against top companies could be translated into support behaviors toward 

business underdogs. Our key findings show that the positive influence of top dog 

antipathy on underdog support will increase as consumers’ balance maintenance, 

underdog orientation, empathic concern, need for uniqueness, and brand loyalty 

proneness increases. These findings indicate that the role of antipathy or consumer ill-

will in developing consumer emotional attachment should not be underestimated, 

validating Zavestoski’s assertion that when consumers are stating both for and against 

preferences in making purchases (2002). The findings also indicate that consumers 

view underdog businesses as a place to purchase unique products, potentially giving 

such companies more legitimacy and more effective ways to market themselves.  

 

Managerial Implications 

One immediate implication to managers of underdog businesses is their need to realize 

the potential for identifying consumers who possess or have displayed resentment over 

top industry players and channel such negative brand feelings to their own competitive 

advantages. To do this, the underdog companies should look beyond their current 

customers and collect data on indicators for top dog resentment and develop targeted 

communication strategies to tap into that branding potential. The small companies 

could also experiment with different targeting and communication strategies on how 

to effectively reach these new potential customers (Gao & McGinnis, 2020). The 

underdog businesses should also realize that while it is possible for them to benefit 

from the negative feelings toward top brands, the consumers’ eventual buying 

decisions are likely based on their comprehensive evaluations of various attributes of 

the potential purchase including product quality, price, service, and availability. Thus, 

small companies should seek to develop a concerted marketing strategy to better 

communicate with potential customers and effectively retain them after initial 

purchases. These companies should also recognize that they might not be the only 

underdog businesses trying to strategically capitalize on customer resentments toward 

top brands and that they need to effectively differentiate themselves from like-minded 

business underdogs.  

Another relevant implication from our study is related to the development of proper 

coping strategies by leading players of various industries toward brand animosity 

among their current customers and the general market. Top companies should pay 

particular attention to the issue of brand resentments and seek to identify sources of 
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such negativities and develop retention and defense strategies to both enhance their 

customers’ brand experience and prevent them from switching to competitors of 

various sizes. For example, they could try to understand if consumer resentments are 

caused by company size factors, consumption experience factors, competitive moves 

by opposing businesses, or attributes about the consumers themselves. When armed 

with such findings, they could develop better ways of identifying customers and 

consumption contexts where negative brand feelings are more likely to emerge and 

effectively address such challenges.  

 

7. Limitations and Future Research Directions 
The boundary conditions included in our study largely pertain to the consumers’ own 

attributes, while other potential moderators could exist. Thus, future research could 

explore the existence and impacts of other boundary conditions such as customer 

retention programs adopted by top dog companies and attributes of target business 

underdogs. Future research could also extend the research context to include more 

variations of business underdogs such as those outside the retail sector (e.g., family-

owned manufacturers and technology start-ups). Our sample was geographically 

restrictive in the sense that it measured only one group of respondents in the United 

States. However, the institution sample used has a high degree of “blue collar” and 

industry workers due to its location and mission, thus probably giving it more 

representativeness than a typical alumni list. Additional research efforts could be 

undertaken to broaden the representation of the survey respondents and further include 

cross-market comparisons of the hypothesized relationships in different country 

markets. 

 

8. References 
1. Ajzen, I. & Fishbein, M. (1980), Understanding Attitudes and Predicting Social 

Behavior, Prentice-Hall, Englewood Cliffs, N.J.  

2. Ariely, D. & Levav, J. (2000), “Sequential choice in group settings: Taking the 

road less traveled and less enjoyed”, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 27 No. 

December, pp. 279-90.  

3. Anderson, J.C. & Gerbing, D.W. (1988), “Structural equation modeling in 

practice: a review and recommended two-step approach”, Psychological Bulletin, 

Vol. 103 No. 3, pp. 411-423. 

4. Armstrong, J.S. & Overton, T.S. (1977), “Estimating nonresponse bias in mail 

surveys”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 14 No. 3, pp. 396-402.  

5. Batson, C.D. (1991). The altruism question: Toward a social-psychological 

answer. Hillsdale: Erlbaum Associates. 

6. Batson, C.D. (2011), Altruism in Humans, Oxford: Oxford University Press, p. 11. 

7. Brehm, J.R. (1966), A Theory of Psychological Reactance, New York: Academic 

Press. 

8. Brehm, J.R. & Sensenig, J. (1966), “Social influence as a function of attempted 

and implied usurpation,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 4 

No. 6, pp. 703-07. 



148  AIMS International Journal of Management 16(3) 

 

9. Brennan, D.P. & Lundsten, L. (2000), “Impacts of large discount stores on small 

U.S. towns: reasons for shopping and retailer strategies”, International Journal of 

Retail and DISTRIBUTION Management, Vol. 28 Nos. 4–5, pp. 155–161. 

10. Cialdini, R.B., Borden, R.J., Thorne, A., Walker, M.R., Freeman, S. & Sloan, L.R. 

(1976), “Basking in reflected glory: Three (football) field studies”, Journal of 

Personality and Social Psychology, Vol. 34 No. 3, pp. 366-75. 

11. Clee, M.A. & Wicklund, R.A. (1980), “Consumer behavior and psychological 

reactance”, Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 6 No. March, pp. 389-405.  

12. Darden, W.R. & Reynolds, F.D. (1971), “Shopping orientations and product 

usage rates”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 8 No.4, pp. 505-508. 

13. Davis, M.H. (1983), “Measuring individual differences in empathy: Evidence for 

a multidimensional approach”, Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,” 

Vol. 44 No. 1, pp. 113-26. 

14. Festinger, L. (1957), A Theory of Cognitive Dissonance, Stanford, CA: Stanford 

University Press. 

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

unobservable variables and measurement error”, Journal of Marketing Research, 

Vol. 18 No. 1, pp. 39-50.  

16. Fournier, S. & Alvarez, C. (2013), “Relating badly to brands”, Journal of 

Consumer Psychology, Vol. 23 No. 2, pp. 253-64. 

17. Gao, T. & McGinnis, L.P. (2020), “Building a compelling underdog consumption 

experience,” Journal of Small Business Strategy, 30 (2), 93-105.  

18. Gerbing, D.W. & Anderson, J.C. (1988), “An updated paradigm for scale 

development incorporating unidimensionality and its assessment”, Journal of 

Marketing Research, Vol. 25 No. 2, pp. 186-192.  

19. Goleman, D. (1995), Emotional Intelligence, New York, NY: Bantam Books. 

20. Hoch, S.J. & Deighton, J. (1989), “Managing what consumers learn from 

experience”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 53 No. 2, pp. 1-20.  

21. Hoffman, M.L. (1984), “Empathy, social cognition, and moral action”, in Moral 

Behavior and Development: Advances in Theory, Research, and Applications, ed. 

William M. Kurtines and Jacob L. Gerwitz, New York: John Wiley and Sons, pp. 

283–302. 

22. Hu, L. & Bentler, P.M. (1999), “Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance 

structure analysis: conventional criteria versus new alternatives”, Structural 

Equation Modeling: A Multidisciplinary Journal, Vol. 6 No. 1, pp. 1-55.  

23. Jaschik, S. (2010), “What the alumni read (or ignore)”, available at: 

https://www.insidehighered.com/news/2010/07/09/alumni (accessed 12 

December 2016). 

24. Joreskog, K. & Sorbom, D. (1999), Interactive LISREL: A New Interaction for 

Windows, Scientific Software International, Chicago, IL.  

25. Kahneman, D., Knetsch, J.L. & Thaler, R. (1986), “Fairness as a constraint on 

profit seeking: entitlements in the market”, The American Economic Review, Vol. 

76 No. 4, pp. 728-741. 

26. Kim, J.H., Allison, S.T., Eylon, D., Goethals, G.R. Markus, M.J., Hindle, S.M. & 

McGuire, H.A. (2008), “Rooting for (and then abandoning) the underdog”, 

Journal of Applied Social Psychology, Vol. 38 No. 10, pp. 2550–73. 



Gao, McGinnis, Talay 149 

 

27. Lichenstein, D.R.; Netemeyer, R.G., & Burton, S. (1990), “Distinguishing coupon 

proneness from value consciousness: An acquisition-transition utility theory 

perspective”, Journal of Marketing, Vol. 54 No. 3, pp. 54-67. 

28. Loewenstein, G. (2007), “Affect regulation and affective forecasting”, in Gross, 

J.J. (Ed.), Handbook of Emotion Regulation, Guilford, New York, NY, pp. 180-

203. 

29. McGinnis, L.P. & Gentry, J.W. (2009), “Underdog consumption: an exploration 

into meanings and motives”, Journal of Business Research, Vol. 62 No. 2, pp. 

191-199.  

30. McGinnis, L. P., Gao, T., Jun, S., & Gentry, J. (2017), “Motivational bases for 

consumers’ underdog affection in commerce”, Journal of Service Management, 

Vol. 28 No. 3, pp. 563-592. 

31. Noble, S.M., Griffith, D.A. & Adjei, M.T. (2006), “Drivers of local merchant 

loyalty: understanding the influence of gender and shopping motives”, Journal of 

Retailing, Vol. 82 No. 3, pp. 177-188.  

32. Paharia, N., Keinan, A., Avery, J. & Schor, J.B. (2011), “The underdog effect: the 

marketing of disadvantage and determination through brand biography”, Journal 

of Consumer Research, Vol. 37 No. 5, pp. 775-790.  

33. Ping, R.A. Jr. (1995), “A parsimonious estimating technique for interaction and 

quadratic latent variables”, Journal of Marketing Research, Vol. 32 No. August, 

pp. 336-347. 

34. Prell, M. (2011), Underdogma: How America’s Enemies Use Our Love for the 

Underdog to Trash American Power, Dallas, TX: BenBella Books, Inc. 

35. Paharia, N., Keinan, A., Avery, J. & Schor, J.B. (2011), “The underdog effect: the 

marketing of disadvantage and determination through brand biography”, Journal 

of Consumer Research, Vol. 37 No. 5, pp. 775-790.  

36. Romani, S., Grappi, S., & Dalli, D. (2012), “Emotions that drive consumers away 

from brands: measuring negative emotions towards brands and their behavioral 

effects”, International Journal of Research in Marketing, Vol. 29 No. 1, pp. 55-

67. 

37. Roseman, I J., Wiest, C., & Swartz, T.S. (1994), “Phenomenology, behaviors and 

goals differentiate discrete emotions”, Journal of Personality and Social 

Psychology, Vol. 67 No. 2, pp. 206–221. 

38. Ruvio, A. (2008), “Unique like everybody else? The dual role of consumers' need 

for uniqueness”, Psychology and Marketing, Vol. 25 No. 5, pp. 444-464.  

39. Shaw, D. & Newholm, T. (2002), “Voluntary simplicity and the ethics of 

consumption”, Psychology and Marketing, Vol. 19 No. 2, pp. 167-185. 

40. Sirgy, M.J. (1982), “Self-concept in consumer behavior: A critical review”, 

Journal of Consumer Research, Vol. 9 No. December, pp. 287–300. 

41. Sobel, R.S. & Dean, A. M. (2008), “Has Wal-Mart buried mom and pop? The 

impact of Wal-Mart on self-employment and small establishments in the United 

States”, Economic Inquiry, Vol. 46 No. 4, pp. 676-695. 

42. Tian, K.T. & McKenzie, K. (2001), “The long-term predictive validity of the 

consumers’ need for uniqueness scale”, Journal of Consumer Psychology, Vol. 

10 No. 3, pp. 171-193.  



150  AIMS International Journal of Management 16(3) 

 

43. Vandello, J.A., Goldschmied, N.P. & Richards, D.A.R. (2007), “The appeal of the 

underdog”, Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin, Vol. 33 No. 12, pp. 1603-

1616.  

44. Zarantonello, L., Romani, S., Grappi, S., & Bagozzi, R.P. (2016), “Brand hate”, 

Journal of Product & Brand Management, Vol. 25 No. 1, pp. 11-25. 

45. Zavestoski, S. (2002), “The social-psychological bases of anti-consumption 

attitudes”, Psychology and Marketing, Vol. 19 No. 2, pp. 149-165.  

  

 
 

 

Figure 1 Conceptual Model on the Effects of Consumers’ Top Dog Antipathy 

on Their Underdog Support 

 

About Our Authors 

 

Tao (Tony) Gao, PhD, is an Associate Professor of Marketing at the University of 

Massachusetts Lowell in Lowell, MA. He has published in Journal of Business 

Research, Journal of Business Ethics, Journal of Interactive Marketing, Journal of 

International Marketing, Business Horizons, Journal of Service Research, 

Multinational Business Review, among other journals. Dr. Gao is the corresponding 

author, and he can be reached at tao_gao@uml.edu. 

 

Lee Phillip McGinnis, PhD, is a Professor of Marketing at Stonehill College in Easton, 

MA. He has published in the Journal of Business Research, Journal of Service 

Research, Journal of Consumer Behavior, Journal of Sport Management, among 

Underdog 

Support

Balance 

Maintenance

Empathic Concern

Underdog 

Orientation

Need for Uniqueness

H1 +

H2 +

H3 +

H4 +

Top Dog 

Antipathy

Brand Loyalty 

Proneness

H5 +

+



Gao, McGinnis, Talay 151 

 

others. His research interests include underdog consumption, gender and sports, ritual 

consumption, and brand communities.  

 

M. Berk Talay, PhD, is a Professor of Marketing at the University of Massachusetts 

Lowell in Lowell, MA. He has published in scholarly business journals such as 

the Journal of International Business Studies, Journal of the Academy of Marketing 

Science, Journal of Product Innovation Management, Journal of International 

Marketing, and Industrial Marketing Management, among others. 

 

 

Authors’ Note: The first two authors made equal contributions to the paper.  

 


