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TapacoBa KpucTtuHa IropiBHa, Cano AHa BikTopiBHa,
HoBak NaHHa B’AauecnaBiBHa
OfecbKnii HaLioOHaTbHUI EKOHOMIYHWUI YHIBEpPCUTET

Consumer resistance has emerged as a defining force in contemporary marketing, reshaping traditional brand-
consumer dynamics. This paper examines how empowered consumers are increasingly rejecting or challenging
marketing practices perceived as intrusive, unethical, or inconsistent, driven by social media, declining trust, and
heightened ethical awareness. Drawing on theoretical insights and global case studies, the analysis highlights
how resistance manifests along a spectrum, ranging from quiet avoidance to collective activism. At the same
time, resistance is positioned as a feedback mechanism, signalling shifts in societal expectations and offering
opportunities for authentic, transparent, and dialogic brand strategies. The article argues that navigating resistance
requires moving from persuasion to participation, embedding accountability, responsiveness, and value alignment
into communication and long-term brand positioning.
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Y cTatTi JoCniMKYETbCSA (DEHOMEH CMOXMBYOIO ONOPY MAPKETUHTY SIK HOBITHIW BUKMK Cy4YaCHUM MigNpuemMcTeam
y undpoBOMY Ta CoLjasibHO YyT/IMBOMY CepeaoBULLi. ABTOPU akLEHTYHOTb yBary Ha TOMY, L0 CNOXKBaYi nepectanm
6yTM NacvBHUMU peumnieHTamy peknaMHUX NoBigOMEHb i Aefasi YacTile BUCTYNaloTb KPUTUKAMK, SIKi aKTUBHO
CTaBAATb Mif CYMHIB €TUYHICTb, MPaBAMBICTb Ta BiANOBIAHICTL OPEHAOBUX KOMYHIiKaLii BNaCHWM LiHHOCTSIM. Y po-
60Ti cucTemaTn3oBaHo Niaxoam 3apyoikKHUX i BITYU3HAHUX LOCAIAHVKIB 40 BUBYEHHA (HOPM Ta MOTMBIB CMOXWBYOTO
ornopy, cepeq, AKNX — i4e0sI0rYHi, NCUXOSIOTIYHI, COLOKY/IBTYPHI Ta ETUYHI YAHHUKW. 3pO6/IEHO OrNAL, akTyaslbHUX J0-
CNiKeHb | NPaKTWK, WO BMUCBIT/IOITL NafiHHA PiBHSA AOBIPU 40 KOPMOPATUBHUX KOMYHiKaLiid, MOWMPEHHS GOMKOTIB,
aHTUCMOXMBYMX KaMNaHiil Ta coLjasibHOr0 akTUBI3My B Mepexi. Ocobnuea yBara npuainseTscs keincam Starbucks,
H&M, Shell, Gillette, a Takox kamnaHii Stop Hate for Profit, aki 4eMOHCTPyYIOTb pi3HOMaHITHI NPosiBM Onopy — BifA
iHAMBIAYa/TbHOTO YHUKHEHHS peKamMn A0 MaCOBUX PYXIB Y COLjia/ibHUX Mepexax, 34aTHUX CNPUYMHATY 3HauHI pe-
nyTauiiiHi Ta hiHaHCOBI BTPaTK KOMMaHiid. Y CcTaTTi NiAKPEC0ETLCA, WO ONip He BapTO TPakKTyBaT BUK/OYHO 5K
3arposy. Hasnakw, BiH MOXe CTaTyi BaX/IMBMM MeXaHi3MOM 3BOPOTHOTO 3B'SA3KY, LLIO CUrHaUuTi3ye NPO 3MiHM CyCifIbHNX
OuiKyBaHb | BUMarae Bif 6peHziB 6isibLUOi NPO30POCTi, aBTEHTUYHOCTI Ta BiANOBIAHOCTI 3a4€K1apOBaHNX LiHHOCTEN
peanbHUM npakTukam. O6rpyHTOBaHO HEOOXigHICTb Nepexoay Bif OAHOCTOPOHHLOrO NepPeKOHaHHs A0 ABOCTOPOH-
HbOrO Ajanory, PO3BUTKY afanTUBHUX MAPKETUHIOBWX CTPATETIA, MOCUSIEHHA ETUYHOT Y3roKeHOCTi Ta (DOPMYBaHHS
[LOBrOCTPOKOBMX BiJHOCWUH [OBIpU 3 LiSIbOBO ayauTopieto. 3po6/eHo BUCHOBOK, L0 edekTUBHE ynpaBniHHA 6peH-
[lOM y Cy4acCHUX ymMmoBax NoTpebye cTpaTeriyHoro 3cyBy: Bif AJOMiHyBaHHS PEKIaMHOT0 BNAMBY — A0 aKTUBHOT y4acTi
cnoxwusaya y (hopMyBaHHI KOMYHiKaLiiHOro NPOCTOpY. Y LibOMY KOHTEKCTI CMOXUBYMIA OMip CTAE HE NINLLE BUKIIMKOM,
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ane /i MOX/MBICTIO /1 KOMNAHIA YAOCKOHANNTY CBOI MPaKTUKK, NIABULLMTM PIBEHb COLia/IbHOI BiAMOBIAA/TIbHOCTI
Ta nobygysaTy CTiMKiLWi BiGHOCWHM 3i CNiSIbHOTaMU. 3POCTaHHS MacLUTabiB i BN/IMBY CMOXMBYOrO OMOPY B/MAarae Bif
KOMMaHii He nuwe nepernsay KOMyHiKaliitHuX cTpaTeriid, ane il rMbuHHOT TpaHcdopmalii KOpnopaTuBHOI KyNbTy-
pv y HanpsIMKy BiAKPWUTOCTI, BiANOBIAa/IbHOCTI Ta CTa/I0ro PO3BUTKY.

KntouoBi cnoBa: onip cnoxueavis, foBipa 40 6peHay, akTBI3M Y COLia/ibHUX Mepexax, MapkeTUHroBa eTuka,

BGONKOTH.

Statement of the problem. In today’s
highly connected and media-saturated world,
consumers are no longer passive recipients
of marketing messages - they are increasingly
critical, empowered, and willing to reject,
guestion, or actively oppose marketing practices
they find unethical, misleading, or culturally
tone-deaf. While traditional marketing theory
has often emphasized persuasion and message
effectiveness, growing evidence suggests
that a large segment of modern consumers
actively resist such efforts, whether by ignoring
advertisements, calling out brands on social
media, or organizing large-scale boycotts
[1, p. 182-183].

Despite the increasing visibility of this
phenomenon, consumer resistance remains
underexplored in both academic research and
practical marketing strategy [2; 3]. There is a
need to better understand not only the forms and
motivations behind consumer resistance, but
also its implications for brand communication,
trust, and long-term strategy. This is especially
urgent as resistance behaviors are becoming
more organized, visible, and impactful -
amplified by social media, political polarization,
and heightened ethical awareness [4; 5].

Analysis of Recent Research and
Publications. Recent scholarly literature
has increasingly addressed the complexities
of consumer resistance. Pefaloza, L., and
Price, L. L. (1993) [6], and Kozinets, R. V., and
Handelman, J. M. (2004) [7] emphasized the
sociocultural dimensions of resistance, where
consumers act not only as market participants
but as cultural critics. Cherrier, H. (2009) [1]
and Roux, D. (2007) [2] identified various
psychological and ideological motivations for
resistance, from anti-consumption to ethical
activism.

Meanwhile, marketing analysts such as
Edelman (2019, 2021) [4; 5] and Harris Poll
(2023) [8] highlighted a steep decline in
consumer trust toward corporate messaging.
Empirical studies show that a significant portion
of consumers — particularly among Gen Z —
actively avoid advertising or boycott brands that
fail to align with their values [9]. Research into

social media activism (e.g., StopHateForProfit
[10], #BoycotiGillette [11]) further illustrates
how digital platforms have facilitated collective
resistance with real economic consequences [12].

Despite this growing body of work, gaps
remain in understanding how companies
can strategically respond to resistance while
maintaining authenticity and trust [3; 13]. This
article seeks to bridge that gap by integrating
theoretical classifications, global case studies,
and managerial recommendations.

Despite this growing body of work, gaps
remain in understanding how companies
can strategically respond to resistance while
maintaining authenticity and trust [3; 13]. This
article seeks to bridge that gap by integrating
theoretical classifications, global case studies,
and managerial recommendations.

Formulation of the article’s objectives
(problem statement). The purpose of this article
is to provide an original perspective on consumer
resistance to marketing in today’s digital and
socially conscious landscape. The research
aims not only to outline the key factors behind
resistance — such as ethical considerations,
declining trust, and media overload — but also
to offer a conceptual framework for interpreting
these dynamics. In addition, the article proposes
actionable strategies that companies can adopt
to preserve authenticity and remain relevant
amid rising consumer scepticism.

Presentation of the main research
material. Consumer resistance has emerged
as a significant and complex phenomenon in
contemporary marketing discourse [2; 3]. As
markets have become increasingly saturated
with persuasive messages, and consumers
more digitally literate and value-conscious, the
traditional dynamics of marketer-consumer
interaction have undergone a profound
transformation. No longer passive recipients of
advertising, consumers now actively assess,
reinterpret, and often reject marketing narratives
that they perceive as intrusive, unethical, or
disconnected from their own beliefs [7; 13].

At its core, consumer resistance reflects an
act of agency. It represents a response to the
perceived overreach of marketing into spheres
of identity, ethics, and everyday life. While early
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marketing models were built on the assumption
of rational, persuadable consumers, current
research highlights the growing tendency of
individuals and communities to question the
legitimacy of brand claims and to oppose
corporate practices they deem unacceptable.
Resistance can manifest in various ways,
ranging from subtle behavioural adjustments
to open confrontation. Some consumers may
disengage quietly by ignoring advertisements
or shifting toward alternative products that align
with their values. Others adopt more visible
forms of opposition, such as publicly criticizing
brands on social media, initiating boycotts, or
participating in activist campaigns aimed at
exposing manipulative or exploitative marketing
tactics [6; 14].

These behaviours exist along a continuum
that includes both individual and collective
expressions. Individual resistance may take
the form of personal lifestyle choices, such as
reducing consumption or avoiding specific brand
categories. However, in the digital age, even
isolated acts can rapidly scale into collective
resistance through the mechanisms of online
sharing and social amplification. Hashtags, viral
content, and influencer engagement have made
it possible for personal dissatisfaction to evolve
into coordinated public movements, which can
substantially impact a company’s reputation and
market performance.

Resistance is also influenced by broader
sociocultural and technological trends. The
erosion of trust in corporate communication,
growing ethical and ecological concerns,
heightened sensitivity to issues of representation
and fairness, and increasing awareness of
surveillance and data misuse have all contributed
to the climate in which consumer resistance
thrives [15]. Moreover, the oversaturation of
marketing across all media channels has led to
fatigue and scepticism, encouraging consumers
to actively avoid or subvert commercial content.

In recent years, several high-profile cases
have demonstrated the force of consumer
resistance. The backlash against perceived
greenwashing, such as in the case of H&M’s
sustainability claims or Shell's renewable energy
advertisements [12], revealed how quickly
consumers can mobilize when they detect
inconsistency between messaging and actual
business practices. Similarly, campaigns like
#BoycottStarbucks or the polarized response
to Gillette’s “The Best Men Can Be” ad highlight
the reputational risks associated with misaligned
brand positioning or tone-deaf engagement with

social issues [11]. These examples illustrate not
only the diversity of resistance forms but also their
potential to reshape corporate communication
strategies [9; 10].

It is increasingly evident that consumer
resistance should not be interpreted solely as
a threat. For brands willing to listen and adapt,
it serves as an important feedback mechanism,
indicating shifts in societal expectations and
signalling areas where alignment with consumer
values may be lacking. Engaging constructively
with resistance can lead to more authentic,
transparent, and responsive  marketing
approaches, ultimately fostering stronger brand-
consumer relationships.

Contemporary consumer resistance
manifests through various high-profile cases
that demonstrate how marketing strategies
can provoke backlash, particularly when they
conflict with public expectations around ethics,
transparency, or authenticity [16].

A notable case involves Starbucks, which
faced intense criticism in 2018 following the
arrest of two Black men in a Philadelphia
café. The viral video of the incident sparked
the #BoycottStarbucks movement, forcing
the company to issue a public apology, close
over 8,000 stores for racial bias training, and
revise its in-store policies. The brand's swift
and transparent response helped restore some
public trust, yet the case remains a powerful
reminder of how local incidents can escalate into
national crises when amplified by social media.

Another  prominent example is the
2020 Stop Hate for Profit campaign, which
targeted Facebook’s advertising platform in
response to its perceived inaction on hate
speech and misinformation. A coalition of
civil rights groups, supported by hundreds of
brands including Coca-Cola, Unilever, and
Ford, suspended their ad spend on Facebook
and Instagram. Although Facebook’s financial
impact was limited due to small advertisers,
the reputational damage and media scrutiny
pressured the platform into engaging with
campaign organizers and announcing changes
to its content moderation policies.

Consumer backlash against greenwashing
has also intensified. H&M’'s “Conscious”
collection, which  featured sustainability
scorecards, was exposed in 2022 for presenting
misleading environmental data. As a result,
the company faced lawsuits and regulatory
warnings, ultimately removing the claims from its
website. Similarly, Shell’'s campaignh promoting
its renewable energy investments was banned
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in the UK for omitting the fact that its core
operations remain fossil fuel-based. Both
cases reflect growing consumer intolerance
toward brands that exaggerate or misrepresent
environmental responsibility.

Resistance also arises in response to cause-
related marketing. In 2019, Gillette’s campaign
addressing toxic masculinity received both praise
and strong backlash. While some supported the
brand’s message, others viewed it as accusatory
or condescending, leading to calls for a boycott.
The campaign illustrates the risks companies
face when engaging in social commentary,
especially when the tone or messaging is
perceived as inauthentic or divisive.

Collectively, these examples underscore
how consumer resistance can quickly mobilize
online audiences, impact brand reputation, and
force corporate responses ranging from public
apologies to policy changes. They demonstrate
the increasing power of consumers not just to
reject marketing messages, but to shape them —
demanding that brands align their communi-
cations with credible action and shared values.

The growing wave of consumer resistance
fundamentally reshapes how companies
approach brand strategy and marketing
communication. In an era of heightened
transparency and accountability, consumers
are no longer passive recipients of messages
but active agents capable of scrutinizing,
questioning, and challenging brand behavior.
This demands a strategic shift in how brands
operate and communicate.

First, authenticity has become central to
trust. Marketing messages must align closely
with a company’s actual operations, values, and
impact. Discrepancies between what a brand
claims and what it does — particularly in areas
such as sustainability or social responsibility -
are increasingly met with public skepticism or
backlash. Cases like H&M's flawed sustainability
claims or Shell's “green” advertising show
that even well-intentioned campaigns can
trigger resistance if perceived as insincere or
misleading [12].

Second, marketing communication must
become more dialogic and transparent. In
contrast to top-down persuasion, modern
consumers respond better to honest, two-
way engagement. Brands are expected to
acknowledge mistakes, communicate corrective
actions clearly, and listen actively to public
concerns. Companies that engage in this way -
such as Starbucks during the 2018 racial bias
controversy — are more likely to retain consumer

trust, even amid crisis.

Third, marketers must adapt to fatigue and
resistance to advertising overload. Instead of
bombarding audiences, brands should prioritize
relevance, value, and authenticity in messaging.
Practices such as user-generated content, peer
recommendations, and educational storytelling
are often more effective than traditional
promotions. Moreover, trusted voices —
employees, experts, or customers — can lend
credibility that standard advertising lacks.

The rise of consumer resistance also
underscores the need for agile crisis response.
Companies should be prepared for reputational
challenges by building internal mechanisms for
rapid, coordinated action. Missteps - whether in
ad campaigns, executive statements, or supply
chain issues — can escalate quickly on social
media, as seen in the backlash against United
Airlines or Gillette. Timely, sincere responses
can mitigate reputational damage, while delays
or defensive messaging may deepen public
distrust.

Finally, long-term  brand  positioning
increasingly relies on clearly defined values.
While not all brands must engage in activism,
maintaining consistency between brand identity
and public positioning is essential. As neutrality
becomes difficult to sustain, companies need
to anticipate how silence or action on sensitive
issues will be interpreted by different segments
of their audience. Brands like Patagonia that
have long embraced a clear value stance tend to
generate loyalty even in controversial moments,
whereas those perceived as opportunistic may
provoke consumer pushback.

In sum, consumer resistance is not just
a communication challenge but a strategic
one. Brands that prioritize transparency,
responsiveness, and value alignment are
better positioned to build resilient relationships
with consumers and nhavigate resistance
constructively.

In an era defined by empowered and vocal
consumers, marketing is no longer a one-way
projection of brand identity. Today, it is a dynamic,
two-way engagement in which consumers not
only interpret messages but actively question,
reshape, and at times, resist them. This new
reality calls for a transformation in how marketers
think, communicate, and respond.

First and foremost, transparency has
become a foundational requirement. Modern
consumers are highly informed and deeply
skeptical of claims that appear inconsistent
with corporate behavior. When brands present
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themselves as sustainable, inclusive, or socially
responsible, these values must be reflected in
tangible practices, not just polished messaging.
Marketing can no longer function as a facade
to mask deeper organizational contradictions.
Instead, successful brands ensure that their
communication aligns with their internal values,
strategies, and actions. Authenticity is not just
desirable — it's essential. When a gap between
messaging and reality is exposed, trust erodes
quickly, often fueling collective resistance.

This shift also demands a more human
approach to communication. The traditional
top-down tone of corporate advertising -
impersonal, overproduced, and overly positive —
tends to breed suspicion. In contrast, brands that
speak honestly, admit mistakes, and engage
with their audiences in a candid, relatable
voice often earn greater trust. In the face of
controversy, vague responses or defensive
positioning can exacerbate tension, while clear
acknowledgments and concrete corrective
actions help reestablish credibility. The most
resilient brands are those that prioritize
conversation over control, encouraging open
dialogue and making themselves accessible
across platforms.

When criticism arises — and it will — the
instinct to dismiss or ignore should be replaced
by a willingness to listen. Even vocal critics can
be valuable stakeholders, offering insights into
shifting consumer expectations. A respectful
engagement strategy, where concerns are
acknowledged and responded to thoughtfully,
often diffuses anger and prevents escalation.
In fact, some of the most transformative brand
moments arise from listening closely to dissenting
voices and adapting accordingly.

Trust, however, is not built in moments of
crisis alone. It is the result of consistent, long-
term relationship-building. Brands that regularly
demonstrate a genuine commitment to their
communities, to social values, and to customer
well-being are more likely to be granted grace
when they falter. Consumers remember acts of
responsibility, empathy, and generosity — and
these impressions can serve as buffers when
scrutiny intensifies. The emotional capital brands
accumulate through meaningful engagement
often translates into a kind of resilience, making
them less vulnerable to transient backlash.

In this environment, adaptability becomes
a strategic asset. Marketing plans that are too
rigid — developed months in advance without
room for course correction — risk becoming
liabilities. Public sentiment can shift rapidly,

and the ability to pivot messaging or campaign
strategy in real time can make the difference
between relevance and reputational damage.
Agile marketing teams, closely integrated with
communications, customer service, and social
listening units, are better equipped to respond
thoughtfully and quickly.

Finally, a clear articulation of brand values
is no longer optional. In a polarized world,
neutrality itself is interpreted as a stance.
Consumers increasingly expect brands to
stand for something — and to do so consistently.
This doesn't mean every brand must become
politically active, but it does require a coherent,
authentic identity that guides actions across
all touchpoints. Brands that understand what
matters to their audiences, and that communicate
those commitments sincerely, are more likely to
withstand controversy. In contrast, brands that
attempt to speak to everyone during moments of
tension often end up convincing no one.

Consumer resistance should not be seen
as a threat to avoid but as a mirror reflecting
the values, anxieties, and hopes of society.
For marketers, the challenge — and opportunity —
lies in responding not with defensiveness, but
with curiosity, integrity, and a genuine desire
to connect. In doing so, resistance becomes
not a barrier, but a bridge — toward stronger
relationships, sharper strategies, and more
resilient brands.

Conclusions. The phenomenon of consumer
resistance represents a significant paradigm
shift in marketing, challenging long-held
assumptions about the relationship between
brands and consumers. In a landscape shaped
by social media amplification, heightened
ethical awareness, and a growing demand for
transparency, resistance should not be seen
merely as a threat to neutralize but as a signal —
a call for deeper alignment between brand
values, communication, and real practices.

Consumer resistance clearly shows that
inconsistency, inauthenticity, or opportunism in
marketing messages can lead to reputational
and financial losses. At the same time, these
situations reveal opportunities: brands that
approach resistance with openness, humility,
and genuine responsiveness are capable not
only of restoring trust but also of strengthening
consumer loyalty.

In this context, effective marketing requires a
reorientation from persuasion to participation —
fostering dialogue, embracing accountability,
and ensuring ethical coherence across all
dimensions of brand activity. Companies that
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invest in trust-building, internal alignment, and
strategic agility are better prepared to respond
to the evolving expectations of empowered
consumers.

Ultimately, consumer resistance offers
businesses a valuable opportunity to listen,

adapt, and evolve. When resistance is perceived
as constructive feedback rather than as
opposition, marketing transforms into a more
responsive, inclusive, and resilient practice - one
that resonates with today’s critical and socially
conscious audiences.
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