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EFFECTS OF BRAND HATE ON BRAND EQUITY: THE ROLE OF CORPORATE SOCIAL
IRRESPONSIBILITY AND SIMILAR COMPETITOR OFFER

Abstract. This paper summarises the arguments and counterarguments based on the assumptions of the theory
of hate. The study is aimed at testing the mediating role of brand hate elicited in the relationship among the similar
competitor offer, corporate social irresponsibility and brand equity. The study sample consisted of 550 participants
from the education sector in Pakistan. The methodological tool of the research was structural equation modelling.
Purposive sampling technique was used to reach the appropriate respondents for the study. This study was time-
lagged conducted in three times data periods: in Time 1 a total of 800 surveys were distributed, out of which 722 were
returned from respondents; in Time 2 722 surveys were distributed to same respondents, out of which 600 were
returned; in Time 3 600 surveys were again distributed to the same respondents, out of which 550 were returned. The
obtained results confirmed the mediating role of brand hate. Herewith, findings revealed that due to similar offers
individual feelings such as loss of self-individuality usually developed and be negatively perceived. Thus, it yields to
decline in product value. Likewise, corporate social irresponsibility found to have a more negative relationship with
brand equity. Results of the current study revealed that negative feelings due to the similarity in competitor offer could
stem from diverse sources. Therefore, it could result in an undesired personality self-loss, if a brand represented a
similar brand as its competitors ultimately perceived negative and yielded a decline in value of product/service. The
current study also unveiled that corporate social irresponsibility is a strong predictor of negative feelings. Corporate
social irresponsibility motivates consumers towards brand hate, thus hampering brand equity. According to the
mentioned above, there must be careful management of corporate social responsibility to avoid the negative effect on
brand equity. In turn, brand hate mediating the relationship between similarity to competitor offer and brand equity
alters consumer perception towards a brand. Thus, companies must fulfil consumers’ expectations to minimise brand
hate which eventually increases brand equity. This study stands novel and considered as the first attempt to
empirically explore the role of similarity to competitor offer and corporate social irresponsibility in eliciting brand hate
that could adversely affect on brand equity. The study provided the limitations for future researchers, implications for
managers and future directions.
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Introduction. Health and food safety issues have recently started gaining increased attention from
practitioners as well as consumers (Farooq et al., 2016). All dairy products, especially milk, have high
nutritional value and worldwide consumed daily (Schmidt et al., 2017). Despite the centrality of the benefits
mentioned above, previous studies also showed that dairy products consumption had a positive influence
on different diseases like obesity (Barrea et al., 2017), hypertension (Gopinath et al., 2014) diabetes
(Moslehi and Deininger, 2015).

According to the research (Ojha et al., 2017), in developing countries, including Pakistan, India, and
Bangladesh, adulteration of milk was the most dangerous practice. Heating of milk is done using various
technological steps which result in chemical modifications in milk proteins To preserve extending shelf-life
and microbiological safety (Arena et al., 2017). Following the above backdrops, tetra-Pak milk
consumption has declined exponentially in Pakistan for the last few years after reporting poor quality and
adulteration (Zaheer, 2017). Therefore, the consumers become consciously suspicious about tetra-Pak
milk quality. According to the Pakistan Council of Scientific and Industrial Research, just six milk brands
out of 36 tetra-Pak milk, found fit for consumption in Pakistan (Reporter, 2017). Such feelings of consumers
in dissatisfaction are more difficult to describe and usually results in consumers’ patronage
cessation/reduction, complaining/boycotting of a product or service (Zarantonello et al., 2016).

Due to such negative consumption experiences, there is the consumer state of dissatisfaction usually
arising negative emotions such as disgust, anger, fear and contempt (Khan and Lee, 2014; Zhang, 2017).
Inturn, feeling of hate which is a negative emotion towards a brand (Bryson et al., 2013) leads to a negative
effect on its brand equity (Rodrigues and Karlsson, 2015). This consumer negativity towards brands in
consumer marketing has not much-gained importance and often fallen in the back burner. Kucuk (2008)
found that feeling of hate directly or indirectly affects consumer perception of the targeted brand image,
identity and consumer purchase decision. The current study intends to shed lights on some additional
aspects why consumers feel cynical about brands and consequently, the adverse effect of these feelings
toward brand equity.

Through a theoretical perspective, this research offers the basis for researchers interested in this area
for further study. At the first time, the current study will make addition in literature by examining the role of
similar offers of the competitor and corporate social irresponsibility (CSI) activating the feeling of hate and
subsequently on brand equity. This research is an extension of the previous qualitative studies by
conducting the quantitative approach to brand hate and its negative impact on brand equity (Hegner et al.,
2017). From a managerial perspective, brand hate studies depict that brand haters have a foremost
adverse impact on firms (Zarantonello et al., 2016).

Literature Review. According to the study (Sternberg, 2003), hate is an emotion. However, there are
reasons to assume that there are multiple components of hate which may be observed on different
occasions in different ways. The duplex theory of hate provides three hate components as follows: the
negation of intimacy, passion and decision/commitment. Moreover, the negation of intimacy means
seeking distance because of repulsion and disgust. Due to this component, consumer intentionally makes
the distance from the brand, that is the reason for negative feelings. In turn, passion means fear to avoid
due to anger. The negative feelings that arise from this component are due to anger. Thus, the consumer
avoids such brand. The decision/commitment component means the devaluation and diminution through
contempt. Herewith, the consumer has the impression in the brand’s contempt against his self-image due
to which evaluation and diminution had occurred. Generated by these components feelings resulted from
the violation of moral codes. In turn, it leads to an increase in hate and subsequently decreases in brand
equity of the brand.

Brand equity is a differential effect, recognising the brand name has on consumers’ reaction towards
a product or its marketing (Kotler and Armstrong, 2010). During the last few decades, owing to the
significant role of brand equity as the valuable intangible firm asset it has become one of the main attentive
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areas for marketing practitioners and managers (Farjam and Hongyi, 2015). The brand is considered as
the most valuable asset for firms. Therefore marketers adopt various strategies to build strong consumer-
based brand equity (Emari et al., 2012). Amongst academic researchers, increasing interest in brand
equity has evidenced in immense knowledge regarding brand equity (Yousaf et al., 2017). Brand equity
depicts consumers’ self-image and the ways they think or feel about themselves as well as the ways they
suppose others perceive them when utilising brands (Shuv-Ami, 2012). A more reliable brand with positive
brand equity has many benefits like high margins, powerful communication effectiveness, brand extension
opportunities, high preference of consumers and their purchase intention (Buil et al., 2013; Su, 2016)
ultimately.

According to Brewer (1991), consumers have an innate desire for balancing their desire for
individuality with the willingness of exclusiveness. In particular condition, similarity to competitor offer also
generates a state of unwanted, thus creating a negative brand relationship. In the study (Stemberg, 2003),
it was found that negative emotions lead towards hate which in tum has adverse effects on brand equity
(Abid and Khattak, 2017). Following the mentioned above, if the brand does not meet the consumer
requirements, it would negatively impact on brand equity. In the frame of research (Zarantonello et al.,
2016), it was confirmed that the brand perceived misfit in respect of personality is the most common
antecedent leading towards hate. It should be noted that any violation committed by the brand against the
will of the customer leads to negative emotions leading to intentional avoiding the brand. It is worth
mentioning that these violations may also include similarity to competitor offers. Product similarity to
competitor offer can enhance the brand’s prestige greater if similarity with the competitor’s product is low
(Salem et al., 2014).

The researchers (Hegner et al., 2017), defined brand hate derived from Sternberg’s Triangular Theory
of Hate as being intense emotional response due to contempt, disgust or anger for the brand. The previous
studies investigated the role of similarity to competitor offer plays in combination with other factors such
as confusion and lack of knowledge (Wry and Castor, 2017). Therefore, the similarity is the primary factor
that adds up in the negative relationship due to which customer intentionally avoids a brand due to not
fulfilling the requirements and expectations of the consumers. Gierl and Huettl (2011) also postulated the
different conditions in which similarity is not favourable for the brand. While a consumer is offered to a
similar brand of competitors than negative feelings will be generated further leading towards brand hate a
severe form of negative emotions.

It is also apparent that nowadays if customers perceive themselves the object of being cheated and
betrayed (Sternberg, 2003), they give less patronage to brands which perform similar to the competitor,
trigger the feelings of anger and ashamed (Romani et al., 2015; Sarkar and Sarkar, 2017). The negative
emotions arise when any of the functions is interfering, or threatening self-image of the consumer, i.e.
brand offers similarity to its competitor. A brand that is perceived misfit to the personality of customers
also generates negative emotions like brand hate (Zarantonello et al., 2016). Thus, the brand that is similar
to its competitor may also be a reason for hate. According to Duplex Theory of Hate (Sternberg, 2003), it
leads towards dislike, thus generating hate. Corporate social irresponsibility affects more contextual and
often focuses on moral or societal actions which leads to the individual desire for self-image (Nenycz-Thiel
and Romaniuk, 2011). Studies suggest that consumers not approve such brands which damage the
environment or disrespect human rights, just like consumer boycott such brands that are engaged in
unethical business practices (Steinman and Wolfrom, 2012). In the scenario, when a brand is surmised of
corporate social irresponsibility, the consumer perceives incompatibility with that brand due to moral, social
or legal concerns (Romani et al., 2015). Any act against customer desire or self-image, whether it is moral,
legal or social generate negative emotions. Moreover, according to Sternberg (2003), any negative
emotion leads towards brand hate which further lowers brand equity of that brand (Abid and Khattak,
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2017). Thus, if the brand does not meet the moral, legal or social requirements of the customer, it would
negatively affect brand equity.

According to Preijers (2016) besides obviously avoiding any harmful act, companies must prevent any
consumer perception of irresponsible behaviour to fence off any negative moral emotions, which include
brand hate or lead to it. Corporate social irresponsibility instigates adverse reactions of consumer, which
may be extremely harmful to a company and very difficult to recover (Grappi et al., 2013). The literature
identifies that related contextual elements link to corporate social irresponsibility consumer perceive based
on social, moral or legal corporate wrongdoings which lead to negative expressions towards a brand
(Sampedro, 2017; Tsarenko and Tojib, 2015). These could arise from deceptive communication, moral
misconducts or social incompatibilities of values by the brand (Vance and Harris, 2011). Morally customer
prioritises social needs more than individual and resists to those forces that influence negatively on society
and believes to avoid such brands is the right thing (Abid and Khattak, 2017). Sternberg (2003) has
developed several prototypical stories around the topic of moral violations such as the criminal story in
which hatred object has stolen some valuable thing or a seducer story which hurt someone. According
(Sternberg, 2003), these violations in codes may sometime due to being betrayed, physically abused or
being ashamed. Applying in today’s business practices toxic work environment, unethical business
practices are the few reasons which even make the corporate public relation department scrambling. The
main motive for brand hate concerning moral and social concerns is the corporate social irresponsibility
between a fim and customer. Brand hate due to ideological incompatibility is the main reason behind
moral avoidance (Lee et al., 2009). These essential elements are resisting forces which societal emphasis
fall outside the individuals makes the consumer believe in avoiding some brands. There is scant research
on corporate social irresponsibility and its consequences, while several studies have investigated hate as
a consequence of immoral behaviour. Bryson et al. (2013) in their qualitative study found no facts
regarding moral violations may lead to hate; while several studies have revealed that moral violations can
instigate to the feeling of hate (Delzen, 2014). Therefore, it may be revealed that moral, social or societal
wrongdoings compel the customer to leave the brand intentionally. Marketers and managers adopt various
strategies to build powerful consumer-based brand equity as brands are considered as the most valuable
assets for a company (Emari et al., 2012). Brand equity also depicts the consumers’ identities and thinking
or feeling about themselves, as well as others’ thinking perceiving them in case of the brand utilising. A
more reliable brand having positive brand equity ultimately contribute to high margins, powerful
communication effectiveness, brand extension opportunities, high preference of consumers and their
purchase intention (Su, 2016). After giving a basic approach of brand equity by Aaker and Joachimsthaler
(2000), several studies have revealed a significant effect of four factors on the brand equity of a brand
(Farjam and Hongyi, 2015). Researchers posit that negative brand equity like positive one could also take
place in case when brands decrease the perceived value of the product (Keller, 2014; Shamsudin et al.,
2019). In some instances, brand avoidance elements lead the consumers being attracted by competing
brand to outstrip themselves further from the unliked brands (Rodrigues and Karlsson, 2015). It worth
noting that from the firms’ view, this could harm brand equity (Lee et al., 2009). Meanwhile relating to
behavioural consequences, brand hate directs towards disputatious actions like brand avoidance or
consumers hateful behaviour ranging from soft (negative WOM or talking badly) to severe revengeful
behaviour (Grégoire et al., 2009). Hate for brands has been discussed as deliberately avoidance or
refusing of the brand, and display of behaviours like expressing negative feelings, rejecting, or even
damage to company property. Some suggest it is consumers’ reaction to punish a brand for the damage
that has been done to them or their desire for the distraction from the particular brand (Sampedro, 2017).
Dissatisfied consumers either raise their voice through complaining against the company or exiting the
relationships with the specific brand.
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According to the triangular hate theory, particular determinants act as the causes of hate. In turn, this
hate triggers consumers to adopt hate objects and to get revenge or retaliate for the brand’s wrongdoings.
Specific causes in moral codes trigger feelings of hate among individuals and in turn, propagate adverse
outcomes. Thus, the brand hate mediates as the relationships which could be explained through the
violation of moral codes once experienced by consumers, create hateful feelings. Therefore, it compels
consumers to adopt anti-brand behaviours that ultimately damage its brand equity.

In the case of similar brands, the mediating role of brand hate persists. It worth mentioning that
consumers of current era neglecting those brands which are offering similar brands and triggers the
feelings of disappointment and anger (Romani et al., 2015; Sarkar and Sarkar, 2017), as they perceive
themselves being cheated and betrayed by that brand (Sternberg, 2003). In turn, it creates a plea of
intentionally brand avoidance, thus lowering its brand equity (Zhang, 2017). This customers behaviour
indicates negative relationships between customer and brand due to which brand decreases the perceived
value and customer distract from it. In the case of corporate social irresponsibility, the mediating role of
brand hate also exists because consumers of current age ignoring those brands which are involved in
moral or unethical wrongdoings against the will of consumers. Subsequently, the mentioned above triggers
negative consumers feelings. According to Sternberg (2003), negative feelings leads towards brand hate
and consequently lowers its brand equity (Abid and Khattak, 2017). Therefore, the brand that does not
meet the legal, moral or social requirements and expectations of customer it will adversely affect brand
equity. Previous research has also revealed that consumers didn’t accept that brand engaged in unethical
business practices and damage the self-image of consumers (Steinman and Wolfrom, 2012).

The systematisation of the scientific background has confirmed that brand hate mediates the
relationship between the brand transgressions and anti-brand activism (Romani et al., 2015), brand
avoidance and the brand equity (Abid and Khattak, 2017), perceived betrayal and anti-brand action
(Romani et al., 2015).

Methodology and research methods. The sample of the study is the individual consumers of tetra-
Pak milk. Notably, in compliance with the earlier studies, male and female tend to respond in different
ways regarding dieting behaviours and food choices (Wardle et al., 2004). Data gathered from users (male
and female teachers) teaching in different schools. Furthermore, data were collected over three-time
spans, thus making it a time-lagged study. However, for causality, temporal precedence is key (Cook and
Campbell, 1979). In social science, time lags are ascertained mainly by tradition or convenience (Cole and
Maxwell, 2003). Independent variables were tapped in time 1, mediating variable (brand hate) was tapped
in time 2, dependent variable (brand equity) was tapped in time 3.

Purposive sampling technique was used to reach the appropriate respondents of the study. Analysis
of the scholars’ scientific background in the investigating field allowed noticing the different sample sizes
ranging from 200 for the simple framework (Kelloway, 1998; Kotrlik and Higgins, 2001) and around 300-
400 to some extent for complex (Abbas et al., 2014; Jahanzeb and Fatima, 2018). The present study was
time-lagged in nature comprising of three times data. For Time 1, a total of 800 surveys were distributed,
out of which 722 were returned from respondents. For Time 2, 722 surveys were distributed to the same
respondents, out of which 600 were returned. For Time 3 600 surveys were again distributed to the same
respondents, out of which 550 were returned that seems sufficient for temporal design (Boomsma, 1983).
Based on systematic literature from scientific journals review, several hypotheses were proposed as given:

H1: Similarity to the competitor has the significant negative effect on brand equity.

H2: Similarity to the competitor has the significant positive effect on brand hate.

H3: Corporate social irresponsibility has the significant negative effect on brand equity.

H4: Corporate social irresponsibility has the significant positive effect on brand hate.

H5: Brand hate has the significant negative effect on brand equity.
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H6: Brand hate has mediating role in the relationship between a) similarity to competitor offer;
b) Corporate social irresponsibility and brand equity.

Results. In demographics, the majority of the respondents were less than 40 years age group (68%),
among them 359 male (65%) and 191 females (35%); 394 (72%) — from the government sector, and
155 - (28%) from the private sector; 8% were graduates, 79% — masters, 13% —M.Phil. and above
degree; 50% of respondents had less than 50000 monthly incomes. By using statistical software AMOS
to test the measurement model, Confirmatory Factor Analysis was carried out. Different indices were
considered in confirming the fitness of the data including Relative Chi-square (CMIN/DF), Goodness of Fit
(GF1), Comparative Fit Index (CFl) and Root Mean Square Residual (RMR). The value of the CMIN/DF is
2.309, an indication which is below 3, as recommended by Kline (1998). The values of the GFI, AGFI and
CFl are noted to be sample sensitive. The acceptable upper-lower ranges for GFI (0.88-0.94), AGFI (0.86-
0.90) and CFI (0.92-0.98) were considered for the sample of 100-200. Therefore, the present study
examined 0.9 (Sivo et al., 2006). Accordingly in this study fit indices results shown that CFI, GFI, CMIN/DF,
RMSEA, RMR are above threshold 0.929, 0.912, 2.309, 0.055 and 0.048 respectively, showing data fit
the model well. Composite reliability (CR) of all the constructs found to have values greater than 0.7 (Table
1) (Bagozzi and Yi, 1988). Additionally, all construct values for average variance extracted (AVE) found
above than 0.50, and factor loadings appear significant at p<0.001 level. Table 2 shows discriminant
validity was examined and established as constructs having the higher square root of AVE concerning
correlations with other variables (Fornell and Larcker, 1981).

Table 1. Convergent Validity

Factor Composite Avgrage
Constructs ltems Loading Reliability Variance  Cronbach a
Extracted

SCO1 0.72

Similarity to competitor offer SCO2 0.93 0.801 0.627 0.832
SCO3 0.86
CS1 0.73

Corporate social irresponsibility ~ CS2 0.77
0S3 0.86 0.729 0.608 0.788
CS4 0.68
BH1 0.78

Brand Hate BH2 0.85
BH3 0.86 0.824 0.683 0.841
BH4 0.73
BA2 0.85
BA3 0.86 0.729 0.618 0.752
BA4 0.86
BL1 0.81

. BL2 0.77

Brand Equity BL3 0.76
BAS1 0.78
BAS2 0.70
BAS3 0.61
PQ1 0.98
PQ2 0.99

Sources: developed by the authors based on own calculations (2020).
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Table 2. Discriminant Validity

S'm"?my to (.?orporate 'sc')t':lal Brand Hate  Brand Equity
competitor offer irresponsibility

Slmll?rlty to 0.518
competitor offer
(?orporate F’?‘fml 0.075 0.629
irresponsibility

Brand Hate 0.071 0.130 0.751

Brand Equity -0.097 -0.509 -0.133 0.482

The values in brackets are the square root of (AVE).
Sources: developed by the authors based on their calculations (2020).

Drawing from Table 3 results of the path model shows hypothesis testing and data fit the model well,
fit indices GFI =0.905, AGFI =0.897, CFI =0.922, CMIN/DF = 2.593. Table 3 displays the results of
hypotheses testing. Based on t-value > 1.96, analysis reveals and confirms significant path results.
Findings show that similarity to competitor offer has the significant negative effect on brand equity (8 = -
12,1=-2.40, p <0.05), and positive effect on brand hate (§ = 0.45,t =9.78, p < 0.001). Thus, H1 and H2
are supported. Also, corporate social irresponsibility has the significant negative relationship with brand
equity (B=-20, t=-3.89, p<0.001), and positive effect with brand hate (8 =67, t=7.39, p =0.002).
Herewith, brand hate has the significant negative relationship with brand equity (3 =-11, t=-2.28,
p < 0.05). Hence, H3, H4 and H5 are supported.

Table 3. Structural Model Analysis

Relationship Estimate CR. P
B_Equity < SCO -12 -2.40 027
B_H < SCO 45 9.78 b
B_Equity < CS -20 -3.89 b
B_H < CS 67 7.39 .002
B_Equity < BH -11 -2.28 041

Testing Mediation Direct without mediator Direct with mediator  Indirect Effect
B_Equity <---BH<--SCO -12(.027) -.119 (.002) .021(.017)
B_Equity <--BH<--CS -.20 (.000) -.089 (.061) .014 (.000)

Critical t-values: *1.96 (significance level = 5%), and **2.58 (significance level = 1%), N=550
Sources: developed by the authors based on own calculations (2020).

This study also tested the mediation effect of brand hate in the relationship between similar competitor
offer, corporate social irresponsibility and brand equity. To check this, the indirect effects of brand hate in
these relationships were examined. The obtained results indicated that 1) SCO and CSI significantly
related to brand equity; 2) SCO and CSl significantly associated with brand hate; 3) brand hate associated
considerably to brand equity; 4) when the mediator is added path between SCO and CSI should be
substantially reduced. First, second and third conditions are substantiated. Additionally, mediation results
revealed (Table 3) that inclusion of brand hate reduce the variance in brand equity due to similarity to
competitor offer from -0.12 to -0.11 and by corporate social irresponsibility from -0.20 to -0.089 thereby,
indicating brand hate partially mediates (Figure 1). Thus, H6 was supported.
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Figure 1. Structural Model
Sources: developed by the authors (2020).

Conclusions. The current study aimed to reveal the effect of similar competitor offer and corporate
social irresponsibility on brand equity through brand hate. The obtained results proved that firms should
not engage in immoral, social or illegal misconduct, i.e. similar competitor offer and corporate social
irresponsibility because these may cause the generation of negative feelings like anger, disgust or
disappointment among the customers. The systematisation of scientific background (Klein and Dawar,
2004) indicated that brand equity could protect against consumer switching behaviour due to the positive
brand image. Consequently, the negative brand image would be a liability for a firm brand. The negative
consumer brand relationship may damage to the company that owns the brand (Fournier and Alvarez,
2013). In turn, this study supports this notion in elaborating that similar competitor offer and corporate
social irresponsibility usually result in generating feelings of hate in customers, and they are more likely to
reduce brand equity over time. Furthermore, the current study identifies how dynamics of brand hate effect
on brand equity in the presence of hateful feelings. There is intense competition amongst tetra-Pak milk
companies, having large consumers’ volume. These customers generally look for benefits in buying in
term of quality. Due to the availability of many tetra-Pak milk brands, there is an excellent opportunity for
consumers to switch a brand if not receiving the desired benefits. It also enables companies to get
sustainable competitive advantages by having loyal customer and contribute to higher brand equity instead
of unfavourable image one which hurts brand equity. It may be assumed that customers start to hate to
tetra-Pak milk if the brand is not fulfilling their expectations, whether in quality, customer self-image and
moral or ethical codes. Dynamics of brand hate like similarity to competitor offer and corporate social
irresponsibility are the primary factors that also add up in negative relationship due to which customer
intentionally avoids to that brand. Furthermore, any brand of tetra-Pak milk not meeting the expectations
and not performing the function according to customers’ requirements (e.g. similarity to competitor offer
or corporate social irresponsibility) leading them to brand hate which further links to negative brand equity.
This article presented the mediating role of brand hate in the relationship between corporate social
iresponsibility and brand equity. Thus, violations of moral, social or ethical codes generate intense
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negative feelings like brand hate which ultimately affect the product reputation, thus reducing its brand
equity. Therefore organisations need to prevent intentionally brand avoidance behaviour to diminish
negative brand feelings. Organisations must also be cautious not to create such events that generate
consumer negativity for brands, thus damaging their brand equity (Rindell, 2013) severely. The results of
the above study provide guidelines for marketers and managers alike. From the marketing viewpoint, firms
should determine the grounds due to which customer changes his behaviour towards a brand. In turn, the
current study suggests strategies to deal with brand haters. First, it is necessary for managers to
continually measure and gauge their relationship with the customer service centre, front desk employees,
or through social media. For the purpose to keep the monitoring system active, internal/external tracking
is a vital step to manage consumer relationships with brand efficiently and effectively. Such strategies
might appear beneficial for the firms which have dissatisfied customers. Secondly, among different
individual's negative emotions trigger differently due to the intensity of the perceived value of similar
competitor offer, which needs to be managed carefully. Note that similarity to competitor offer deals
between brand and customer, whereas corporate social irresponsibility affects both consumers and non-
consumers. Furthermore, preventing any moral, social, ethical or legal wrongdoing would decrease
consumer's corporate social irresponsibility with a brand. Therefore, corporate social irresponsibility must
be dealt with first and with utmost care. It is worthwhile to mention that the firm could never satisfy its all
customers/non-customers, but the efforts must be made to handle severe cases first that may have a
profound impact on firms should be minimised.

The current research also contains some restrictions which could be the base for future research. This
study aimed only at the tetra-Pak milk industry. Herewith, the obtained result could not be generalised to
a large number of products and services. Thus such type of researchers should also be protracted to the
other industries like electronics, automobiles etc. The sample of the current study was comprised of male
and female teachers of public and private sector universities, colleges and schools. Enhancements in the
sample and sampling technique should be done to validate the findings of the present study further.
Experimental research design could be more insightful and should be incorporated to test such type of
theoretical frameworks. Future studies should also examine the role of personality traits which is much
accountable for propagating the feeling of hate. Moreover, other mechanisms and affective responses
should also be taken into account in understanding the impact of similar competitor offer, corporate social
irresponsibility and their subsequent effect on brand outcomes. For example, future studies may
investigate the concepts of brand irritation, brand opposition and brand retaliation between brand similarity
to competitor offer, corporate social irresponsibility and brand outcomes. Last but not least, the present
study is a contribution to the field of consumer marketing in a developing country context like Pakistan.
Furthermore, to validate the findings of the current research, future studies should examine such models
in non-western contexts.
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Bnnus piBHA aHTUNOANbHOCTI GpeHAa Ha MOro BapTiCTb: PONb KOPNOPATUBHOI colianbHoOi 6e3BianoBiAanbHOCTI Ta
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Lis cmamms y3azanbHioe apeyMeHmu ma KOHmpapayMeHmu 8 Mexax Haykoeoi duckycii 3 numaHb meopii aHmurnosiibHocmi
0o bpeHOa. Emnipuyre docridxeHHs nposedeHo Ha 0CHOBI naHenbHUX 0aHuXx, chopmogaHux Ans 8Ubipku 3 pecnodeHmig 0C8imHbOI
2anyasi [akucmaty, wo 6ynu 3zeHeposaHi 3a 0onomo2ok Memody uinecnpsamosaHo2o 8id6opy yyacHukis. 36ip uxidHux OaHux Onsi
OocniOxeHHs nposedeHo y mpu emanu: 1) poscunka 800 aHkem MiX ydacHUKaMu onumyeaHHsi, 3 sikux 772 6y/no 3anogHeHo i
nosepHymo; 2) pocusika 2722 aHkem (600 3anogHeHo i nosepHymo); 3) poscusika 3600 aHkem (550 3anogHeHo i nosepHymo). ns
aHanisy naHesnbHUX aHuX 3acmoco8aHo MOOEMo8aHHS CMPYKMYPHUX PiHsHb. 3a ompumMaHuMu pe3ynbmamamu O0CHiOKeHHS
nidmeepdxeHo ennue aHmunosnbHocmi 00 bpeHda Ha lioeo 8apmicmb. Y cmammi 6cmaHo8/eHo, Wo empama iHOugidyansHocmi
6peHOa npogoKye HezamueHe 8IOHOWEHHS cnoxugayig 00 Hb020. Sk Hacnidok, eapmicmb 0aHo20 6peHda 3HUXyembcs. Aemopamu
3a3HaYeHo, WO KopnopamusHa couiasbHa 6e38idnosidanbHicmb € NomyXHuUM npeduKMopoM HezamusHUX eMoyiti cnoxusadig. Tak,
KopnopamueHa couianbHa 6e3eidnogi0anbHicmb S8NSEMbCS MPU2EPOM 3pOCMaHHs pigHs aHmuosnbHoCmi cnoxugadig 0o
6peHda, WO CNPUYUHSIE 3HUXEHHS (020 eapmocmi. Aemopamu 3a3HaYyeHO, WO HeBineaHHs1 KOpnopamueHoi couianbHol
6e3gionosidansHocmi 00380/1UMb YHUKHYMU HE2amusHOo20 ensiugy Ha eapmicmb 6peHdy. Y ceoto 4epey, aHmumnossHicms Ao
6peHOy 8nnugae Ha CMaeneHHs choxugadig 00 Hb020. Y cmammi Ha2omoweHo, Wo KoMnaHism HeobXidHo enposadxysamu
MapKemuHa0808i npoepamu NPOCy8aHHs 8iacHo2o 6peHdy ma nocumogamu KOMYHikauiio 3i cnoxueayamu 3 MEmOK 3HUKEHHS
pigHs ix aHmunosnbHocmi do 6peHOy. Aemopamu 8UOKDEMIIEHO OCHOBHI MapKkemuHeo8i KaHanu, siki 3abe3neyyoms (opmysaHHs
NO3UMUBHO20 MOy KomnaHii 3a yMoBU Hasi8HOCMI IHOEHMUYHUX KOHKYPEHMUX nepesae Ha puHKy. Lns nodanbwux docmioxeHsb
HeobXiOHUM € aHani3 binbLwoi 8ubipku daHUX 3 ypaxysaHHsM 2eo2pagdidHOi 03HaKU.

KntoyoBi cnoBa: jBopiBHEBa TEOpist HEHABWCTI, CMIOXWBAY TeTPanaky, CXOXICTb NPONO3NLl KOHKYPEHTIB, HEHaBUCTb OpeHAa,
GpeHaoBuiA kanitar, kopnopaTeHa coljianbHa 6e3sinoBifanbHicTb.
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