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Abstract. Many individuals accuse brands of hypocrisy for lacking transparency and sincerity, which 
could harm the brands’ image and lead to negative evaluations. Accusations of hypocrisy can also result 
in negative behavioral outcomes, such as brand distance and negative word of mouth (nWOM). This 
is particularly true for food brands, as it depends on individuals’ nutrition consciousness. Therefore, 
this study aims to explore the serial mediating effect of brand image and brand evaluations of the ef-
fect of the brand (mission) hypocrisy on both brand distance and nWOM, and the moderating role of 
nutrition consciousness on these indirect effects. Data was collected from 463 Turkish participants, and 
moderated serial mediation analyses were performed to test the research hypotheses. As a result, brand 
hypocrisy has a direct effect on brand evaluations, brand distance, and nWOM; nutrition consciousness 
has a moderating role on the effect of brand hypocrisy on brand image, and finally, brand image and 
brand evaluations serially mediate the effect of brand hypocrisy on brand distance and nWOM, where 
nutrition consciousness moderates both indirect effects. Thus, the current study theoretically and empiri-
cally advances the limited literature on brand hypocrisy and nutrition consciousness, and focuses on the 
assessment process of individuals and its behavioral outcomes. 
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1. Introduction

Since many consumers have become more suspicious of brands, they critically examine 
brands’ statements and behaviors (Guèvremont, 2019). One of the main reasons for 
this situation is that most individuals do not find many brands transparent or sincere 
enough (Maehle et al., 2011; Portal et al., 2019) and think that there are inconsistencies 
between their words and actions (Wagner et al., 2009). This can lead to a perception of 
hypocrisy (Zhigang & Haoming, 2020). Evaluating brands as hypocritical mainly leads 
to negative perceptions, attitudes, and behaviors towards them (Zhigang et al., 2020). 
Recently, brands such as McDonald’s, Volkswagen, and H&M have suffered negative 
consequences due to the perception of hypocrisy (Arli et al., 2019; Jung et al., 2021; 
Stender et al., 2006).

The concept of hypocrisy has attracted the attention of many researchers from both 
fields of business and marketing. However, most research has a similar scope and ap-
proach, where hypocrisy is investigated at the corporate level (Guèvremont, 2019). To 
truly understand perceptions and attitudes of individuals, it would be more accurate 
to evaluate hypocrisy in the context of the brand (Keller, 1993). Examining the rela-
tionship between brand hypocrisy and individuals in this context can provide a deeper 
understanding of the impact of hypocrisy. Besides, little is known about the behavioral 
outcomes of brand hypocrisy yet (Hur & Kim, 2020). Although brand hypocrisy is 
expected to lead to negative behavioral outcomes (Wagner et al., 2020), identifying 
alternative behaviors of individuals will provide new insights into the possible conse-
quences of the hypocrisy perception. In this context, Weiner’s (1980) attribution-emo-
tion-action model explains that individuals may reveal passive and proactive behavioral 
outcomes, respectively, in the form of avoidance or punishment in response to negative 
situations such as brand hypocrisy. Additionally, while many studies examine the direct 
consequences of hypocrisy, it is important to also investigate its indirect effects in order 
to gain a deeper understanding of how individuals make decisions (Zhigang & Haom-
ing, 2020). The Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980) posits that in-
dividuals form attitudes based on their perceptions, which then influence their behav-
ioral outcomes. Thus, examining the impact of brand-related perceptions and attitudes 
on behavioral outcomes is crucial for understanding the consumer-brand relationship. 
Previous studies have established a strong link between brand image and perceptions of 
the brand (Aaker, 1991; Faircloth et al., 2001; Keller, 1998) as well as between evalu-
ations of the brand and attitude (Assiouras et al., 2013; Dawar & Pillutla, 2000; Lei et 
al., 2012; Low & Lamb, 2000). Therefore, it is beneficial to investigate the serial me-
diating role of these structures in the relationship between brand hypocrisy and be-
havioral outcomes. Finally, as people become increasingly conscious of health-related 
issues (Hwang & Cranage, 2010), and food brands are increasingly facing accusations 
of brand hypocrisy (Guèvremont, 2019; Stender et al., 2006), it would be beneficial to 
investigate the relationship between brand hypocrisy and nutrition consciousness. This 
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is because an individual’s level of nutrition consciousness is likely to influence their 
relationship with food brands that they perceive as hypocritical (Aboulnasr & Sivara-
man, 2010; Bower et al., 2003; Lockie et al., 2002; Mai & Hoffmann, 2012;). Thus, 
the current study aims to investigate the serial mediating effect of brand image and 
brand evaluations on the relationship between brand hypocrisy and brand distance and 
nWOM, as well as the moderating effect of nutrition consciousness on these indirect 
relationships.

This research makes several important contributions to the hypocrisy literature. 
First, by examining hypocrisy at the brand level, it will provide a better understanding 
of individuals’ perceptions and decisions (Keller, 1993). Second, by focusing on both 
passive (brand distance) and proactive (nWOM) behavioral outcomes, it will enhance 
the knowledge about the results of brand hypocrisy (Grégoire et al., 2009). Third, in-
vestigating the mechanism that explains the process between brand hypocrisy and be-
havioral outcomes will provide insight into the roles of brand-oriented associations, 
such as brand image and brand evaluations, in the relevant assessment process. Finally, 
this research is one of the first to explore the role of nutrition consciousness and the 
effect of brand hypocrisy on behavioral outcomes. The findings will clarify how indi-
viduals with different levels of nutrition consciousness differ in their perceptions, atti-
tudes, and behaviors in the face of brand hypocrisy (Lee et al., 2014). Hereby, while the 
majority of previous studies considered that healthy nutrition issues are a concern of 
developed regions such as Europe and America (Iqbal et al., 2021), this study presents 
an alternative perspective from a developing country (i. e., Turkey). Results of the study 
will not only contribute to the improvement of the theoretical background for brand 
hypocrisy but also provide substantial managerial clues for practitioners, particularly 
those operating in the food sector.

2. Literature Review and Hypothesis Development

2.1. Effects of Brand Hypocrisy on Individuals’ Assessment Process 
and Behavioral Outcomes

It is well known that brand crises can cause massive damage to firms (Dutta & Pullig, 
2011). Previous studies have revealed that crises resulting from the violation of ethical 
values cause more negative results for brands than crises resulting from offering de-
fective and unsafe products (Baghi & Gabrielli, 2019; Grégoire et al., 2010; Kübler et 
al., 2019; Trump, 2014). This reflects the importance that consumers place on issues 
such as honesty, transparency, sincerity, and ethics in their relationships with a brand 
(Maehle et al., 2011; Portal et al., 2019).

The increasing transparency and ethical practice expectations may cause some 
brand behaviors to be considered as “hypocrisy” by consumers, even though these be-
haviors do not violate regulations or cause a crisis. In this context, hypocrisy refers to 
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negative perceptions attributed by consumers as a result of contradictions between stat-
ed business ethics and actual business practices (Wagner et al., 2009). In other words, 
hypocrisy is a dissimulation of one’s true nature or goals (Shklar, 1984). The concept 
of hypocrisy has been examined in the business and marketing literature through the 
lens of corporate hypocrisy, with a focus on corporate social responsibility (Arli et al., 
2019; Kim et al., 2015; Wagner et al., 2009; Zhigang & Haoming, 2020). However, 
the hypocrisy can be attributed to both corporations and brands as long as consumers 
believe that they claim to be something that they are not (Arli et al., 2019). Besides, 
based on the well-known importance of brand-level information on individuals’ deci-
sions about the brands (Keller, 1993), addressing hypocrisy through brand-specific un-
derstanding is vital in understanding the evaluations and reactions of consumers. The 
concept of ‘brand hypocrisy’ could be defined as “the deliberate creation of an incorrect 
or unrealistic image by brands, thus imitating and/or manipulating features, motiva-
tions or beliefs” (Guèvremont, 2019, p. 599). While brand hypocrisy occurs as a result 
of a violation of own communicated ethical or moral standards of a brand (Hoffmann 
et al., 2020), based on the purpose and form of the violation, the hypocritical behavior 
of brands could be actualized in various ways. Wagner et al. (2020) claim that such 
differing reflections of brand hypocrisy could be caused by different conceptual routes 
driven by deceptive practices and mere inconsistent behaviors. In order to understand 
the different types of brand hypocrisy, Guèvremont (2019) suggests four dimensions: 
image, message, social, and mission hypocrisy. Image hypocrisy refers to a brand’s decep-
tion and failure to follow through on its promises. Message hypocrisy refers to a brand’s 
communications that promote unrealistic principles and unattainable aspirations for 
customers. Social hypocrisy refers to a brand’s social actions that are unrelated to its core 
values and are viewed as solely strategic. Finally, mission hypocrisy, which this research 
focuses on, refers to a brand pretending that negative effects on people or society do not 
exist, even though it has negative, unknown effects on people or society.

According to the Theory of Planned Behavior (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980), people 
perceive events and develop attitudes based on those perceptions, which then influ-
ence their behavioral outcomes. This theory can help understand the indirect effects of 
various factors, such as brand hypocrisy, on behavioral outcomes through perception 
and attitude. Therefore, the Theory of Planned Behavior provides a useful framework 
for understanding the relationship between brand hypocrisy and behavioral outcomes 
(He & Lai, 2014). When brands do not align their actions with their claims, individuals 
perceive them as hypocritical, and this negatively impacts their attitudes, and behaviors 
towards the brand (Wagner et al., 2009). Thus, hypocrisy is an important determinant 
of the assessment process and behavioral outcomes of individuals, where it mostly has 
destructive effects (Arli et al., 2017; Gabrielli et al., 2021). For the assessment process, 
brand image and brand evaluations stand out as important factors. Since the brand im-
age is “perceptions about a brand as reflected by the brand associations held in consum-
er memory’’ (Keller, 1993, p. 3), it strongly expresses individuals’ perceptions (Aaker, 
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1991; Faircloth et al., 2001; Keller, 1998). On the other hand, brand evaluations, which 
are “the consumer’s overall assessment of a brand – whether good or bad” (Low & 
Lamb, 2000, p. 352), clearly indicate the attitude of individuals attached to the brand 
(Assiouras et al., 2013; Dawar & Pillutla, 2000; Lei et al., 2012; Low & Lamb, 2000). 
Therefore, brand image and brand evaluation play a key role in the assessment process, 
and brand hypocrisy is expected to negatively affect both concepts (Guèvremont & 
Grohmann, 2018; Hora et al., 2011; Wagner et al., 2009; Zhigang et al., 2020). 

When focused on behavioral outcomes, Wagner et al. (2020) explain them as 
boycotting, word-of-mouth (WOM), and withdrawal behavior. Weiner’s (1980) at-
tribution-emotion-action model helps to understand the potential results of brand 
hypocrisy among these behaviors, as it connects ethical and moral concerns to be-
havioral outcomes. According to the model, when individuals face a negative event 
that has occurred due to a specific reason, they assess the information based on their 
moral beliefs and attributes and generate a desire to punish the subject (Gabrielli et al., 
2021). Therefore, brand hypocrisy could result in nWOM (Grégoire & Fisher, 2006). 
On the other hand, some individuals could react more passively and prefer to avoid 
relevant brands to prevent further damage (Grégoire et al., 2009; Weiner, 1980). Such 
behavior could cause brand distance (Guèvremont, 2019). It is important to note 
that even though punishment (nWOM) and avoidance (brand distance) are differ-
ent desires, they can coexist (Grégoire et al., 2009, p. 19) and positive direct effects 
of brand hypocrisy are expected on both behavioral outcomes (Grégoire et al., 2009; 
Guèvremont, 2019; Janney & Gove, 2011; Kavaliauskė & Simanavičiūtė, 2015; Zhao 
& Zhou, 2017; Zhigang et al., 2020). Based on the explanations above, the following 
hypotheses are suggested:

H1: Brand hypocrisy has a negative direct effect on brand image.

H2: Brand hypocrisy has a negative direct effect on brand evaluations.

H3: Brand hypocrisy has a positive direct effect on brand distance.

H4: Brand hypocrisy has a positive direct effect on nWOM.

2.2. Moderating Role of Nutrition Consciousness

Nowadays, diet-related diseases such as obesity, coronary heart disease, diabetes mel-
litus type 2, hypertension, and hyperlipidemia are quite prevalent among individuals 
(Mai & Hoffmann, 2012). Furthermore, such diseases could cause mental symptoms 
of depression and emotional disorders as well (Choi et al., 2021). Therefore, diet-re-
lated problems have led to increased awareness of the issue (Thomas & Mills, 2006), 
and many people have begun to change their consumption patterns in order to lead a 
healthier life (Mai & Hoffmann, 2012). As a result, today most people pay attention to 
consuming healthy food (Neciunskas, 2022) and trying to make dieting a lifestyle since 
diets that include a range of fruits and vegetables daily, whole grains, and restricted or 
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moderate consumption of low-fat meats and dairy products have been demonstrated to 
help prevent numerous chronic diseases (Pawlak & Colby, 2009).

The path to a healthy life is through healthy behaviors, and behaving healthily is only 
possible with a consciousness of health. Therefore, health consciousness, which is the 
degree to which individuals actively engage in managing and participating in health-
related activities (Moorman & Matulich, 1993), has been studied as a key driver of 
healthy behavior (Lee et al., 2014). As people become more health-conscious, their 
consciousness of nutrition has increased, too (Hwang & Cranage, 2010) because con-
suming healthy food is one of the primary steps of engaging in health-conscious behav-
ior (Mai & Hoffmann, 2012), and ‘nutrition consciousness’ plays a vital role in individu-
als’ evaluations and choices for food (Ares et al., 2008; Thomas & Mills, 2006). Saegert 
and Young (1982) define nutrition consciousness as individuals’ general knowledge 
of food, which is independent of healthy food attitudes and reflects their broad ten-
dency towards consumption preferences. As individuals’ perceptions, attitudes, and 
behaviors towards foods can vary depending on their level of consciousness (Lee et 
al., 2014), many scholars have considered nutrition consciousness as a moderator in 
their research (Ares et al., 2008; Aydınoğlu & Krishna, 2011; Lee et al., 2014). When 
the effects of nutrition consciousness are investigated, we see that individuals’ nutrition 
knowledge affects their information processing (Steinhauser & Hamm, 2018), general 
eating behaviors (Aboulnasr & Sivaraman, 2010; Bower et al., 2003), and purchase in-
tentions (Lockie et al., 2002). Also, conscious individuals are more critical in evaluating 
food (Hwang & Cranage, 2010) and have stronger reactions to the offering of healthy 
foods compared to their counterparts (Lee et al., 2014). Furthermore, individuals with 
a higher level of nutrition consciousness also tend to have a higher engagement with 
healthy food, while individuals with lower nutrition consciousness are more likely to 
choose unhealthy foods (Huang et al., 2022; Prasad et al., 2008). Finally, nutritional 
knowledge causes people to be more concerned about food-related risks (Hsu et al., 
2019; Siegrist et al., 2022), where individuals with a higher nutrition consciousness 
make food selection more carefully to prevent potential harm to their health (Mai & 
Hoffmann, 2012). When considering the increased skeptical behaviors of individuals 
who scrutinize all types of brand actions (Guèvremont, 2019), their nutrition con-
sciousness levels may explain a lot about the results of brand hypocrisy. Therefore, I 
propose the following hypotheses:

H5: Nutrition consciousness moderates the effect of brand hypocrisy on brand image. This effect is 
only valid for a high level of nutrition consciousness.

H6: Nutrition consciousness moderates the effect of brand hypocrisy on brand evaluations. This 
effect is only valid for a high level of nutrition consciousness.

H7: Nutrition consciousness moderates the effect of brand hypocrisy on brand distance. This effect 
is only valid for a high level of nutrition consciousness.
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H8: Nutrition consciousness moderates the effect of brand hypocrisy on nWOM. This effect is only 
valid for a high level of nutrition consciousness.

2.3. Moderating Role of Nutrition Consciousness on the Indirect Effects 
of Brand Hypocrisy

Individual values and intentions may be influenced by the perception of brand hypoc-
risy (Alicke, 2000) and lead to negative behaviors such as brand distance and nWOM 
(Grégoire & Fisher, 2006; Grégoire et al., 2009; Guèvremont, 2019; Kavaliauskė & 
Simanavičiūtė, 2015; Zhigang et al., 2020). However, the proposed link may not be 
straightforward (Hur & Kim, 2020). In other words, there could be underlying mecha-
nisms that further explain the process (Zhigang & Haoming, 2020). For instance, while 
brand hypocrisy is a major determinant of customer perception and evaluations (Wag-
ner et al., 2009), brand image and brand evaluations can constitute the relevant assess-
ment process, as noted in the preceding section. This understanding also overlaps with 
the Theory of Planned Behavior, which explains the role of perceptions and attitudes 
in the process leading to behavioral outcomes (Ajzen & Fishbein, 1980). The relation-
ship between brand image and brand evaluations (Kim et al., 2017; Srikatanyoo & 
Gnoth, 2002) as well as their individual mediating functions have been well-discussed 
in the literature (He & Lai, 2014; Klein & Dawar, 2004). However, the effect of their 
serial mediation is not clearly explained. Finally, the moderating effect of nutrition con-
sciousness is discussed previously (Ares et al., 2008; Aydınoğlu & Krishna, 2011; Lee 
et al., 2014), and it is expected as indirect effects of brand hypocrisy on both behavioral 
outcomes. Therefore, I propose the following moderated mediation hypotheses to test 
both research models:

Figure 1
Conceptual Model
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H9: Brand image and brand evaluations serially mediate the effect of brand hypocrisy on brand 
distance. This effect is only valid for a high level of nutrition consciousness.

H10: Brand image and brand evaluations serially mediate the effect of brand hypocrisy on nWOM. 
This effect is only valid for a high level of nutrition consciousness.

3. Methodology

3.1. Pre-test for Determining a Brand

The increasing awareness of nutrition affects the evaluation process of individuals for 
food brands (Steinhauser & Hamm, 2018). Therefore, “food” was chosen as the prod-
uct category for the study. A pre-test was conducted to determine which food brand is 
considered hypocritical by most individuals. The results of the pre-test (n = 32) showed 
that a large proportion of participants (78%) believed the activities of a global fast-
food brand to be hypocritical. However, to avoid any ethical or legal consequences, 
the brand’s name was referred to as “A brand” and was not specified in any part of the 
research1.

3.2. Data Collection

The study was conducted with the approval of the University of Karamanoğlu Mehmet-
bey Ethics Board, and the data was collected from adult internet users living in Turkey. 
Participants were reached through convenience and snowball sampling techniques, and 
the questionnaire was directed online. According to the results of Monte Carlo power 
analysis (Schoemann et al., 2017), the sample size was determined as approximately 
500 participants. As a result of eliminating missing and improper questionnaires, the 
study was carried out with 463 participants, including 244 females (52.7%) and 219 
males (47.3%) (see Table 1).

3.3. Measures

Within the scope of the study, existing scales were used. The scales were modified and 
adapted into Turkish with the help of bilingual experts, and then retranslated into Eng-
lish to assure consistency (Munday, 2013). The survey was composed of structures in-
cluding brand (mission) hypocrisy (Guèvremont, 2019), brand image (Ansary & Hashim, 
2018; Chang & Chieng, 2006), brand evaluations (Assiouras et al., 2013; Dawar & Pil-
lutla, 2000; Lei et al., 2012), brand distance (Grégoire et al., 2009; Guèvremont, 2019), 

1	  During data collection for the main study, participants were given the following explanation: “A brand is 
one of the world’s leading fast-food brands operating in many countries, including Turkey.” They were then 
asked to respond to survey questions about the brand that came to their minds first. At the end of the survey, 
participants were asked an open-ended question, “Which brand came to your mind?” Only surveys that 
indicated the same brand name as the pre-test result were included in the research, and others were excluded.
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negative word of mouth (Alexandrov et al., 2013), general nutrition consciousness (Ay-
dınoğlu & Krishna, 2011; Saegert & Young, 1982), and demographics (including gen-
der, age, income, education, and fast-food consumption frequency). All scales (see the 
Appendix for details) were measured on a 5-point Likert-type scale and provided good 
results both for reliability and validity (see Table 2). 

Table 2
Measurement Scales

Items Means SD Cronbach’s  
alpha AVE CR

Brand (mission) 
hypocrisy 3 3.74 1.15 .929 .773 .911

Brand image 5 3.02 .91 .819 .570 .865
Brand evaluations 6 2.94 .94 .938 .610 .903
Brand distance 5 2.91 1.16 .972 .738 .933

Table 1
Demographic Characteristics (N = 463)

N % N %
Gender Education
Male 219 47.3 Secondary School 2 .4
Female 244 52.7 High School 44 9.5
Age Associate Degree 25 5.4
18-25 101 21.8 Bachelor’s 192 41.5
26-35 159 34.3 Master’s 130 28.1
36-45 117 25.3 PhD 70 15.1

46-55 59 12.7 Fast food consumption 
frequency

≥ 56 27 5.8 Never 18 3.9
Income Once a week 71 15.3
≤ 2825 TRY 110 23.8 2-4 times a week 49 10.6
2826-5000 TRY 100 21.6 Once in 2 weeks 111 24
5001-8000 TRY 143 30.9 Once a month 89 19.2
8001-11.000 TRY 39 8.4 A few times a year 125 27
≥ 11.001 TRY 71 15.3

Note. TRY= Turkish Lira (1 Euro= 16.30 TRY)
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Items Means SD Cronbach’s  
alpha AVE CR

nWOM 3 3.09 1.04 .901 .708 .877
Nutrition con-

sciousness 5 2.89 .89 .864 .579 .873

Note. Confirmatory factor analysis results (χ2/df= 3.742 (p <.001), GFI= .841, NFI= .907, IFI= .930, 
CFI= .930, RMSEA= .077).

3.4. Analysis and Results

Before testing the hypotheses, discriminant validity and variance inflation factor (VIF) 
were tested. The Fornell-Larcker criterion for discriminant validity was applied, and it 
was found that the square root of the average variance extracted by the construct was 
greater than the correlation between the construct and any other construct (Fornell 
& Larcker, 1981). Additionally, to avoid the issue of multicollinearity, the VIF values 
should be below a threshold value of 5 (Hair et al., 2021). According to the results 
of the analysis, the Fornell-Larcker criterion for discriminant validity was met, and no 
multicollinearity problem was found (see Table 3).

Table 3
Discriminant Validity and VIF Values

1 2 3 4 5 6 VIF
1. Brand (mission) hypocrisy .879 1.417

2. Brand image -.070  .754 1.830

3. Brand evaluations -.391** .641**  .781 2.603

4. Brand distance .445** -.346** -.583**  .859 2.534

5. nWOM .420** -.328** -.575** .737** .841 2.435

6. Nutrition consciousness .339** -.274** -.410** .484** .470** .760 1.407

Note. ** represents p<.01.

Then, Process macro (Hayes, 2012; Muller et al., 2005) was used for hypothesis 
testing. The analysis was performed with 10,000 bootstrap estimation resamples, 95% 
confidence intervals, and model 85 was applied in the macro. The fast-food consump-
tion frequency of individuals was included in the analysis as the control variable (Mar-
low & Shiers, 2012). Finally, even though nutrition consciousness is a continuous vari-
able, with a similar understanding to previous studies (see Aydınoğlu & Krishna, 2011; 
Lee et al., 2014; Smeesters et al., 2010), I treated it as a categorical variable, where the 
“median split” technique was used.
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3.4.1. Testing the direct effects of brand hypocrisy. Within the scope of the analysis for 
direct effects, it was unexpectedly found that brand hypocrisy did not significantly af-
fect brand image (B=.0778; t=1.6429; p=.1011). On the other hand, it is determined 
that brand hypocrisy has a significant effect on brand evaluations (B=-.3127; t=-
9.2168; p<.001), brand distance (B=.2203; t=4.2282; p<.001), and nWOM (B=.2118; 
t=4.5150; p<.001). According to these results, while the H1 hypothesis is not support-
ed, H2, H3, and H4 are supported.

3.4.2. Testing the moderating role of nutrition consciousness. According to the results 
of the analysis for moderating effects, brand hypocrisy and nutrition consciousness 
have a significant interaction effect on brand image (B=-.2209; t=-2.9522; p<.01), and 
this effect is only valid for consumers with high levels of nutrition consciousness (B=-
1430; t=-2.4722; p<.05). Thus, H5 is supported. On the contrary, the moderating ef-
fect of nutrition consciousness for the effect of brand hypocrisy on brand evaluations 
(B=.1125; t=2.0858; p<.05) is valid for both high (B=-.2002; t=-4.8145; p<.001) and 
low (B =-.3127; t=-9.2168; p<.001) nutrition consciousness levels. However, this effect 
is theoretically expected only for the high level of nutritional consciousness. Therefore, 
H6 is not supported. In addition, no significant moderating effect of nutrition cons-
ciousness was found on the impact of brand hypocrisy on brand distance (B=.0337; 
t=.4468; p=.6552), and H7 is not supported. Similarly, the interaction effect of brand 
hypocrisy and nutrition consciousness on nWOM was found to be unexpectedly insig-
nificant (B=-.0886; t=-1.2877; p=.1985). Hence, H8 is not supported.

3.4.3. Testing the moderating role of nutrition consciousness in the indirect effects of 
brand hypocrisy. Finally, the hypotheses for the moderated serial mediation effects were 
tested. Brand image and brand evaluations serially mediate the indirect effect of brand 
hypocrisy on the brand distance (CI: from .0103 to .1399). As expected, the relevant 
serial mediation effect is only valid for individuals with high nutrition consciousness 
(B=.0434; CI: from .0030 to .0986). Similarly, brand image and brand evaluations also 
serially mediate the indirect effect of brand hypocrisy on the nWOM (CI: from .0109 to 
.1325), where this effect is only valid for individuals with high nutrition consciousness, 
too (B=.0420; CI: from .0035 to .0908). Based on these results, the proposed research 
models for moderated serial mediation and hypotheses H9 and H10 are supported.

Table 4
Hypotheses Results

Relation R2 B t value LLCI ULCI Hypo­
thesis

B. hypocrisy B. image .0819 .0778 1.6429 -.0153 .1709 H1 (NS)

B. hypocrisy B. evaluations .5602 -.3127 -9.2168*** -.3794 -.2460 H2 (S)
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Relation R2 B t value LLCI ULCI Hypo­
thesis

B. hypocrisy B. distance .4456 .2203 4.2282*** .1192 .3214 H3 (S)

B. hypocrisy nWOM .4223 .2118 4.5150*** .1196 .3040 H4 (S)

B. hypocrisy*NC B. image .0994 -.2209 -2.9522** -.3679 -.0738 H5 (S)

B. hypocrisy*NCB. evalu-
ations 

.5644 .1125 2.0858* .0065 .2185 H6 (NS)

B. hypocrisy*NC B. dis-
tance

.4458 .0337 .4468 -.1146 .1820 H7 (NS)

B. hypocrisy*NC nWOM .4244 -.0886 -1.2877 -.2238 .0466 H8 (NS)
Research model for B. dis-
tance - .0434 - .0030 .0986 H9 (S) 

Research model for nWOM - .0420 - .0035 .0908 H10 (S)

FFCF B. image - -.0608 -2.2320* -.1143 -.0073 n/a

FFCF B. evaluations - -.0753 -3.8484*** -.1137 -.0368 n/a

FFCF B. distance - .0460 1.6631 -.0084 .1004 n/a

FFCF nWOM - -.0045 -.1773 -.0541 .0451 n/a

Note. B= unstandardized coefficient; LLCI or ULCI= lower level or upper level confidence intervals; 
NC= nutrition consciousness; FFCF= fast-food consumption frequency; S= supported; NS= not sup-
ported; n/a = not applicable; ***: p<.001; **: p<.01; *: p<.05.

4. Discussion and Implications

4.1. Theoretical Implications

This study aimed to investigate the serial mediation effect of brand image and brand 
evaluations of the effect of brand hypocrisy on brand distance and nWOM, and the 
moderation role of nutrition consciousness on both indirect effects. According to the 
findings of the research, individuals’ perception of a brand as hypocritical negatively 
affects their evaluations of that brand (Wagner et al., 2009; Zhigang et al., 2020), caus-
ing them to avoid the brand (Guèvremont, 2019) and arousing a desire to punish the 
brand by spreading negative information as nWOM (Grégoire & Fisher, 2006). The 
negative effects of brand hypocrisy on brand evaluations support previous findings that 
indicate negative results of brand hypocrisy on attitudes toward the brand (Wagner et 
al., 2009; Zhigang et al., 2020). The results of the research also reveal that brand hypoc-
risy affects both passive (brand distance) and proactive (nWOM) behavioral outcomes, 
as expected (Grégoire et al., 2009; Guèvremont, 2019; Kavaliauskė & Simanavičiūtė, 
2015). However, brand image is not directly affected by the hypocrisy perception of 
individuals. This result could be explained by the preference for a widely-known global 
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fast-food brand within the scope of the research. As is known, having a strong brand 
image with a significant worldwide market share could provide advantages in the face 
of negative incidents (Ansary & Hashim, 2018; Hyun & Choi, 2018; Jo et al., 2003). 
On the other hand, judgments of brand image vary depending on individuals’ level of 
nutrition consciousness. For individuals with high nutrition consciousness, brand hy-
pocrisy has a negative effect on brand image. This suggests that the protection of brand 
image is weakened for individuals who are highly aware of the importance of a healthy 
lifestyle, as they make more rigorous evaluations of the consequences of food brands’ 
behaviors (Steinhauser & Hamm, 2018). In contrast, the effects of brand hypocrisy on 
brand evaluations, brand distance, and nWOM do not differ based on individuals’ levels 
of nutrition consciousness. Finally, brand image and brand evaluations serially medi-
ate the effect of brand hypocrisy on brand distance and nWOM, and these effects are 
only valid for high nutrition consciousness conditions. This result reveals that nutrition 
conconscious individuals have a more detailed assessment process for decision-making 
(Mai & Hoffmann, 2012; Thomas & Mills, 2006). In other words, for individuals with 
high nutrition consciousness, perceptual and attitudinal components play an important 
role in the process from brand hypocrisy to behavioral outcomes. 

4.2. Managerial Implications

The findings of this study reveal that the perception of hypocrisy among individuals can 
have negative consequences for brands. For example, the perception of hypocrisy can 
lead to negative evaluations, increased brand distance, or nWOM for brands. Further-
more, since hypocrisy represents the ethical evaluation of a brand’s charitable or vir-
tuous actions (Miao & Zhou, 2020), individuals’ perceptions of hypocrisy may cause 
feelings of betrayal (Kim et al., 2015) and even lead to intentions to switch to a differ-
ent brand ( Jung et al., 2021). As a result, the best practice for brands would be to be 
sincere and transparent, pay attention to ethical issues, and avoid situations that could 
be perceived as hypocritical by individuals (Arli et al., 2019). In addition, when indi-
viduals’ increased awareness of healthy living issues is taken into account, food brands 
are particularly recommended to be honest about product ingredients and their claims. 
To achieve this, intensifying communication efforts for information sharing, especially 
for customers with high nutrition consciousness, would be an appropriate approach, 
as they consider the issue more sensitively. If, for any reason, the brand is perceived 
as hypocritical, then implementing proactive strategies to address the situation would 
help to minimize the damage (Siomkos & Kurzbard, 1994; Wagner et al., 2009). Fur-
thermore, improving brand image could provide some protection against the negative 
effects of brand hypocrisy. Finally, as seen in the cases of Volkswagen and McDonald’s, 
the actions of brands in response to accusations of hypocrisy may vary depending on 
the country in which they operate. For example, while these brands took serious actions 
in developed countries, it is observed that they did not act as seriously in developing 
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countries (Arli et al., 2019; Junk & Sharon, 2019; Stender et al., 2006; Wagner et al., 
2009). However, the findings of this study, conducted in Turkey, suggest that percep-
tions of brand hypocrisy have negative consequences in developing countries as well. 
This suggests that the issue of healthy nutrition is not limited to developed countries, 
but is also relevant in developing countries. Therefore, brands are advised to act respon-
sibly in all markets in which they operate.

4.3. Limitations and Future Research Directions

This study has several limitations that suggest directions for future research. Firstly, the 
current study only focuses on food as a product category. Secondly, the results of this 
study only reflect the responses of individuals to one existing brand. Yet, individuals’ 
behaviors may vary across different products or brands. Finally, this study was only con-
ducted in Turkey, and more research is needed to verify the findings in other develop-
ing countries to strengthen the developing country perspective.

It would be also beneficial to make additional suggestions for future research re-
gardless of limitations. For instance, focusing on other dimensions of brand hypocrisy 
(image, message, and social hypocrisy) will enhance the understanding of the results of 
different types of hypocrisy. Additionally, testing alternative behavioral outcomes such 
as boycotting could provide further insight into the possible consequences of brand 
hypocrisy. Furthermore, exploring alternative mediators and moderators in the rela-
tionship between brand hypocrisy and consumer behaviors could expand our under-
standing of the topic. For example, investigating individuals’ emotional reactions such 
as negative emotions or perceived betrayal as potential mediators, or looking at intangi-
ble factors such as brand equity and corporate reputation as potential moderators could 
provide a more comprehensive understanding of the effects of brand hypocrisy.
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Appendix 1 
Measurements Used in the Study

Measurement Items Authors

Brand (Mission) Hypocrisy 
•	 A brand that positively promotes a product associated with harmful consequenc-

es.
•	 A brand that professes to be good for people but is not.
•	 A brand that has negative consequences for people or society.

Guevremont, 2019

Brand Image
•	 This brand focuses on product quality.
•	 This brand offers me a sense of group belonging.
•	 This brand meets my sensory enjoyment.
•	 This brand satisfies my desire.
•	 This brand is one of the best brands in the sector.

Ansary & Hashim, 
2018; Chang & 
Chieng, 2006

Brand Evaluations
•	 Unfavorable/favorable
•	 Bad/good
•	 Negative/positive 
•	 Not at all trustworthy/very trustworthy
•	 Not at all dependable/very dependable
•	 Not at all reliable/very reliable

Assiouras et al., 
2013; Dawar & 
Pillutla, 2000; Lei 
et al., 2012

Brand Distance 
•	 Keep the largest distance between this brand and me.
•	 Avoid buying this brand in the future.
•	 Not consume this brand.
•	 Avoid this brand.
•	 Stay away from this brand.

Grégoire et al., 2009; 
Guevremont, 2019

Negative WOM 
•	 Warn my friends and relatives not to buy this brand.
•	 Complain to my friends and relatives about this brand.
•	 Say negative things about this brand to other people.

Alexandrov et al., 
2013

General Nutrition Consciousness 
•	 I read the nutrition labels on packaged foods for nutritional content and to ensure 

fat and salt are at or below an acceptable level.
•	 I try to make sure for the food that I eat to have high nutritional value.
•	 I eat the recommended daily amount of the food groups in the food pyramid.
•	 I watch and listen for the latest information about nutrition practices.
•	 I limit the amount of fat in my diet to one-third or less of my total daily calorie 

intake.

Aydınoğlu & Krishna, 
2011; Saegert & 
Young, 1982
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