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Abstract: This article aims to explore how the response strategy of a scandalized brand and the type of cri-
sis can interactively affect the trust ratings of brands competing with the scandalized brand. Hypotheses
were tested through an experimental methodology. The findings showed that the impact of scandalized
brand response strategies on trust in competing brands was moderated by the type of crisis. For compe-
tence crises, an apology strategy of the scandalized brand led to a higher trust rating of competing brands
than did strategies of justification or denial. However, for morality crises, there were few variances among
the trust ratings of competing brands regardless of the response strategy used by the scandalized brand.
Additionally, the results showed that perceived brand differences mediated the effect of the apology re-
sponse of the scandalized brand. The study contributes to enriching theories about the interactive effect of
crisis response strategy and crisis type by exploring this effect within the multi-brand context of crisis spill-
over.
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