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The Influence of Negative Humorous Advertising on Brand Preference

— Mediating Effect of Brand Confidence
CHEN Lian-fang, HUANG Dan

Abstract: Negative humorous advertising influences the audience’s attitude towards advertising and
brand by joking about its own shortcomings (self~deprecating humorous advertising) or pointing out its
opponent’ s shortcomings humorously (aggressive humorous advertising), which caters to people’s psy-
chological demands for pressure relief and seeking novelty under present social media. Previous studies
focus on analyzing the impact of positive humorous advertising on brand. Thus, this paper analyzes the
effect of negative humorous advertising on brand preference from the perspective of brand animism, self-
dialogue theory, social comparison theory and consistency effect of personality. The results show that:
(1) Negative humorous advertising has a significant positive effect on brand preference, and self-depre-
cating humorous advertising has greater impact on brand preference than aggressive one; (2) Brand con-
fidence plays a part mediating role in the influence of negative humorous advertising on brand prefer-
ence; (3) Compared with introverted consumers, extroverted consumers and neutral consumers have
more significant brand preference on aggressive humorous advertising, while there is no significantly
different brand preference on self-deprecating humorous between introverted consumers and extroverted
ones, which is higher than that from neutral consumers.

Key words: self-deprecating humorous advertising; aggressive humor humorous advertising; brand ani-

mism; brand confidence; personality trait; brand preference
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