How greenwashing forestalls intention to purchase shopping goods: the detrimental impact of green confusion, green perceived risk, and green skepticism
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ABSTRACT
           Shopping goods is one of the most greenwashed product categories by the reduction of actual green attributes. Therefore, this study aims to explore how greenwashing evokes consumer doubts, manifested as green confusion, green perceived risk, and green skepticism, and thereby how these psychological responses collectively hinder purchase intentions in the category of shopping goods. Employing a quantitative approach through a survey of 300 Vietnamese consumers who had encountered greenwashing in shopping goods, the findings are desired to enrich understanding and offer implications for mitigating deceptive green practices and fostering genuine sustainability efforts. Specifically, greenwashing demonstrates its destructive force to erode confidence by increasing consumer doubts, including green skepticism, perceived risk, and confusion. All three paths have been shown to reduce intention, with green skepticism having the strongest influence, while green confusion appears to be less severe. On top of that, the study provides evidence that greenwashing has far-reaching negative effects on consumer behavior, not merely failing to sell products but also poisoning the confidence that green marketing must depend upon. Since greenwashed claims are firms’ self-destruction, the study encourages efforts of transparent and verifiable actions along with strict sanctions instead of fabricating language.
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1. INTRODUCTION
In recent years, the global rise in environmental consciousness has significantly shaped consumer behavior, with more attention gravitating toward eco-friendly products (or services) and supporting companies that promote sustainable practices. Many businesses, in response to the requirement of facing environmental-related challenges, have adopted green strategies to appeal to eco-conscious buyers [1], including in the shopping goods sector (fashion and beauty, electronics, furniture, household items, etc.). Nonetheless, while some businesses truly invest in sustainability, many merely pretend to be green and fail to deliver their environmental commitments, raising the alarm about “greenwashing” [2]. This negative reality also makes it difficult for consumers to distinguish between genuine and “fake” green products [3], even though the nature of shopping goods consumption requires much more comparison and consideration from buyers than being purchased immediately with little effort like convenience goods [4]. For instance, 59% of sustainability claims made by fashion brands were misleading or unsubstantiated, with clothing items made from plastics despite the eco-labels attached to the products [5]. A widespread presence of greenwashing has also been found in the furniture industry, stemming from deforestation and irresponsible manufacturing and sourcing that is hard to recognize [6]. It can be conceivable that shopping goods have complex and hard-to-observe production and supply processes, in addition to false certifications and lack of standardized laws, making it easier for businesses to manipulate perceptions.

Research on greenwashing has risen enormously in recent years, yet there remain some knowledge gaps that need to be addressed. First and foremost, earlier studies on greenwashing, including within the context of Vietnamese, limit themselves to specific commercial sectors or product types. In terms of shopping goods, notably, the most greenwashing empirical research was concentrated in the fashion and beauty sector, such as clothing and cosmetic items [7]-[9]. However, shopping goods include many different categories that, although some are still receiving attention, such as in electronics and furniture [10], [11], many are present to a lesser extent or being overlooked. In other words, an examination of consumer behavior, with greenwashing as a key issue, in the entire classification of shopping goods has not been explored. Secondly, prior literature has proven that greenwashing can lead to consumers’ negative responses as a result of their diminished trust, along with the brand image having been damaged [10], [12]. Conversely, how greenwashing raises consumer psychology obstacles remains focused around whether it generates green confusion or risk perceptions [13]-[15]. Though also a manifestation of doubt in green claims, green skepticism has not previously been integrated within a consolidated framework, and its addition not only broadens the measuring of cognitive barriers but also helps fully understand the causes of green consumption breakdowns.

The current study aims to fulfill the aforementioned gaps and provide valuable insights by examining the influence of greenwashing on consumer doubts, including green confusion, green perceived risk, and green skepticism, thereby figuring out how they forestall purchase intention of shopping goods. The study employed a quantitative method via a survey questionnaire distributed to consumers that had purchased or been exposed to greenwashing information or practices of a brand (or business) in the category of shopping goods. On top of that, Vietnam was chosen as the scope for the investigation based on it being expected to be one of Asia’s fastest-growing in the consumer market, with the increase of social media and e-commerce influence, as well as spending on shopping goods [16], which easily causes greenwashing scenarios to arise, and indeed it already exists. The findings drawn from the study’s formal analysis are desired to provide theoretical and practical implications related to consumer response to greenwashing, directing towards eliminating greenwashing and towards sustainable development.
2. LITERATURE REVIEW
2.1. The notion of greenwashing

Greenwashing has been discussed from various perspectives, yet its inherent complexity and unpredictability continue to challenge the formulation of a universal definition. The notion of greenwashing is characterized by the contradiction between a firm’s positive communication regarding environmental performance and their poor environmental performance [17]. On this front, such greenwashing practices purposely confuse attention to minor issues and advocate “green talk” through statements intended to fulfill stakeholder expectations for sustainability yet deliver no substantive actions [18]. Worse, they distort perceptions of environmental performance or benefits by downplaying negative aspects and exaggerating positive aspects of an organization, product, or service [19]. As for now, consumers are struggling in an extreme scenario, where greenwashing is no longer a phenomenon but has evolved into “a tactic in which businesses make untrue or misleading statements about the environmental impact of a product, service, or their business, generally to gain a commercial advantage” [20].
Given the determinants of greenwashing are not a single cause but can come from both operation’s internal and external factors [21], consumer value is being disregarded and traded for the economic and commercial interests of fraudulent businesses. Meanwhile, it is not easy for consumers to detect greenwashed products or services because the phenomenon has many levels, forms, and shades, and depending on them, businesses choose different washed tools, such as vague claims or false claims [3], [22]. This may occur even in sectors that we assume have low environmental impact. On top of that, the stronger the consumer culture, the higher the political stigma and boycotts, which can act as a more powerful deterrent [23]. In relationships with consumers, greenwashing is widely recognized for its adverse consequences, most notably reduced positive responses and weakened behavioral intentions [22], yet in an emerging economy and still-maturing consumer culture such as Vietnam, these catalysts need to be further examined.

2.2. Greenwashing and consumer doubts

As clarified, consumer doubts that are identified include green confusion (cognitive), green perceived risk (defensive), and green skepticism (attitudinal). First, the intricate nature of green marketing can render consumers prone to green confusion [24], and firms can exploit this by producing credible and optimistic expectations to influence consumers’ approach to a product [25]. Together with false claims, consumers’ restrictions in accessing green information are likely to confuse and mislead consumers regarding the actual benefits offered. The mechanism presented is that consumers may already be aware of the environmentally unfriendly nature of a particular product/service, but the brand’s emphasis on sustainability as part of its identity leads to confusion with the claims [14]. Several prior investigations have demonstrated the impact of greenwashing on green confusion [14], [25], [26]. Therefore, the proposed hypothesis is:

H1: Greenwashing has a positive impact on green confusion.

Second, the more consumers are aware of greenwashing, the higher their perceived risk. Under the influence of greenwashing, consumer perception of green risk amplified due to the situations of information asymmetry, where consumers may question whether a product is genuinely eco-friendly [15]. This arises from consumers’ recognition that using greenwashed products from deceptive green marketing may damage their pro-environmental image or reputation [27]. In turn, heightened awareness of greenwashing can lead consumers to adopt more cautious decision-making processes, prompting them to find ways to reduce risks. Greenwashing is thus shown to positively influence green perceived risk, which has been proven in numerous earlier studies [15], [28], [29]. As a result, the proposed hypothesis is:

H2: Greenwashing has a positive impact on green perceived risk.

Third, the spread of greenwashed information and claims has fueled skepticism about the actual sustainability of the product or service among consumers. If green claims appear inconsistent or poorly evidence-supported, consumers often respond with skepticism, and the higher environmental doubt could lead to negative word-of-mouth [30]. On the other hand, though credible evidence could mitigate skepticism toward green claims, the prevalence of greenwashing has overshadowed such assurances and deeply eroded trust in firms’ green initiatives [31]. It was asserted that consumers are becoming increasingly skeptical of firms that profit unethically from environmental protection trends through greenwashing [27]. With the acknowledgment that greenwashing drives higher green skepticism in recent years [30]-[32], the proposed hypothesis is:

H3: Greenwashing has a positive impact on green skepticism.

2.3. Green confusion, perceived risk, and skepticism toward purchase intention

Green confusion denotes the uncertainty (or even inability) consumers encounter when evaluating product attributes and environmental claims, largely stemming from vague, unclear, or misleading messages [24]. In other words, it involves cognitive doubt about information. Delving deeper, Moon et al [33] compiled green confusion as a three-dimensional concept, encompassing similarity (misjudgment), overload (excessive information under time constraints), and ambiguity (discrepancy between prior knowledge and reality). Such confusion may also weaken consumers’ confidence in green purchases, making them more hesitant about sustainability choices. Even at a low level, this uncertainty can still reduce purchase intentions and increase boycott intentions [26]. In this vein, the destruction of purchase intention by the increased confusion has also been found significant in prior research, as their trust is destroyed [25], [34]. Hence, the proposed hypothesis is:

H4: Green confusion has a negative impact on purchase intention.

Green perceived risk captures consumers’ sense of uncertainty and possible unfavorable outcomes when purchasing a green-claimed product or service, with the belief that pursuing desired outcomes may involve potential losses [29]. That is, it involves defensive doubt about the outcome. In response to rising environmental concerns and eco-friendly consumption trends, perceived risk theory suggested that consumers prioritize reducing potential risks over maximizing utility [35]. Green consumers consider whether the green-claimed products are harmful to the environment, and that higher risk will lead to a reduction of purchase intention [36]. Information asymmetry makes it difficult for consumers to fully evaluate the products or services, and greater perceived risk will reduce their purchase intention. The negative relationship between green perceived risk and purchase intention has also been proven in previous studies [25], [36]. Thus, the proposed hypothesis is:

H5: Green perceived risk has a negative impact on purchase intention.

Green skepticism refers to consumers’ tendency to doubt the environmental claims or performance of green-claimed products, which is considered caused by situational factors rather than personality traits [37]. Despite the rising environmental awareness and concerns, green skepticism has emerged as a major barrier to consumer behavior, as greenwashing discourages many from purchasing green products [32]. Marketers are criticized for overstating and exaggerating their products’ environmental attributes and benefits [38], so that consumers deliberately withdraw from purchasing to avoid the possibility of supporting firms engaged in fraudulent practices [37]. It can be seen that, unlike other concepts, it expresses attitudinal doubt about hidden agendas of firms. Even sincere green initiatives may be faced with consumers’ purchase hesitation, since they approach environmental claims with caution. Green skepticism was found as a factor that directly reduces purchase intention, not just a moderator [31], [39]. Consequently, the proposed hypothesis is:

H6: Green skepticism has a negative impact on purchase intention.

Drawing from the above arguments, the conceptual framework is shown in Figure 1.
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Figure 1. Conceptual framework

3. RESEARCH METHOD
3.1. Measurement items and questionnaire
The study employed a quantitative method using a questionnaire survey to empirically assess how greenwashing forestalls purchase intention of shopping goods, with green confusion, green perceived risk, and green skepticism serving as mediators. The measurement items for all identified constructs were adapted from prior validated studies and had some adjustment via the pilot test to ensure that the statements were appropriate to the study’s context and would not cause any confusion for participants. The study’s official scale applied consisted of 23 items, accordingly, perception of greenwashing was measured with 5 items [13], [40]; green confusion with 5 items and green perceived risk with 5 items [13], [25]; green skepticism with 4 items and purchase intention with 4 items [39].
The questionnaire was designed on Google Forms with three separate parts, including: (i) an introduction and screening question to ensure that participants had purchased or been exposed to greenwashing information or practices of a brand/business in the category of shopping goods; (ii) demographics to classify and ensure the comprehensiveness of the sample; and (iii) questions related to the constructs identified in the study via a 5-point Likert scale, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree).

3.2. Data collection and analysis

The questionnaire was first tested with 20 participants, including researchers and random consumers consistent with research subjects, and some adjustments were made to ensure it was easy to understand. Thereupon, the official survey was widely distributed to respondents through non-probability sampling methods, with convenience sampling and snowball sampling techniques. As clarified, the subjects include consumers who had purchased or been exposed to greenwashing information or practices of a brand/business in the category of shopping goods. Given the scale consisted of 23 items, 230 is the recommended number of observations specified to be obtained for this study. All participants were affirmed that their engagement was completely voluntary and that the provided information would only be used for research purposes. The data was collected from March to May 2025, and 300 valid responses were recorded that were appropriate for formal analysis. The SmartPLS-3 software was used to analyze data, with the PLS-SEM structure utilized to test the established hypotheses. The authors claim that the study was conducted truthfully, without leaving out any essential parts during the research process.
4. RESEARCH FINDINGS 

4.1. Demographic

Table 1 presents the demographic characteristics of the respondents. In terms of gender, 56% of participants were male, while 44% were female, showing a relatively balanced distribution. Regarding age, most respondents were between 25 and 34 years old (50%), followed by those aged 18-24 (29.3%) and 35-44 (13.7%), and only a small proportion of participants are above 45 (7%). On top of that, 43% of respondents earned more than 10,000,000 VND per month, while 41.7% had an income between 5,000,000 and 10,000,000 VND, and only 15.3% reported earnings below 5,000,000 VND. Finally, when considering shopping frequency, 43.7% of respondents purchased shopping goods 1-2 times monthly, and 28.3% did so 3-4 times, while only 10.7% reported shopping more than four times and 17.3% made purchases less than once a month, indicating that most respondents engage in shopping activities regularly but not excessively.
Table 1. Demographic description
	Identification
	Frequency
	Proportion
(%)

	Gender
	Male
	168
	56.0

	
	Female
	132
	44.0

	Age
	18-24
	88
	29.3

	
	25-34
	150
	50.0

	
	35-44
	41
	13.7

	
	From 45 above
	21
	7.0

	Income
	<5,000,000 VND
	46
	15.3

	
	5,000,000 - 10,000,000 VND
	125
	41.7

	
	>10,000,000 VND
	129
	43.0

	Purchase frequency per month (shopping goods)
	1-2 times
	131
	43.7

	
	3-4 times
	85
	28.3

	
	More than 4 times
	32
	10.7

	
	Less than once per month
	52
	17.3


(Source: Proposed by the authors)

4.2. Quality of measurement model

Table 2 reveals that all constructs met the accepted thresholds for reliability and convergent validity. In more detail, all Cronbach’s Alpha and rho_A values exceed 0.7, in addition to all CR values being greater than 0.8, indicating the scale is reliable and there is good internal consistency among items within each construct. Furthermore, all constructs’ AVE values were above 0.5, ranging from 0.610 (PI) to 0.868 (GC), showing the convergent validity is affirmed as more than 50% of the variance in the indicators is captured by the respective constructs.
Table 2. Construct reliability and convergent validity
	
	Outer loadings
	Cronbach’s Alpha
	rho_A
	CR
	AVE

	Greenwashing (GW)

	GW1
	0.830
	0.934
	0.934
	0.951
	0.795

	GW2
	0.804
	
	
	
	

	GW3
	0.940
	
	
	
	

	GW4
	0.939
	
	
	
	

	GW5
	0.936
	
	
	
	

	Green confusion (GC)

	GC1
	0.932
	0.962
	0.962
	0.970
	0.868

	GC2
	0.941
	
	
	
	

	GC3
	0.909
	
	
	
	

	GC4
	0.934
	
	
	
	

	GC5
	0.941
	
	
	
	

	Green perceived risk (GPR)

	GPR1
	0.922
	0.956
	0.965
	0.966
	0.851

	GPR2
	0.938
	
	
	
	

	GPR3
	0.883
	
	
	
	

	GPR4
	0.942
	
	
	
	

	GPR5
	0.926
	
	
	
	

	Green skepticism (GS)

	GS1
	0.842
	0.849
	0.863
	0.898
	0.687

	GS2
	0.824
	
	
	
	

	GS3
	0.847
	
	
	
	

	GS4
	0.803
	
	
	
	

	Purchase intention (PI)

	PI1
	0.774
	0.785
	0.799
	0.862
	0.610

	PI2
	0.752
	
	
	
	

	PI3
	0.862
	
	
	
	

	PI4
	0.728
	
	
	
	


(Source: Proposed by the authors)
Discriminant validity thereupon was examined using the Fornell-Larcker criterion and the Heterotrait-Monotrait ratio (HTMT), as shown in Table 3. The results satisfied the Fornell-Larcker criterion since the Square Roots of the AVE values for all constructs were higher than the corresponding inter-construct correlations. Besides, all HTMT ratios were below the conservative threshold of 0.85, providing further evidence of discriminant validity. Furthermore, collinearity statistics were also evaluated to ensure there is no multicollinearity of independent variables, and since all inner VIF values fall below the conservative cut-off of 3.3 (Table 3), no multicollinearity issues exist among the constructs. Together, these findings demonstrate that the constructs are conceptually and statistically distinct from one another, reinforcing the overall validity of the measurement model and the robustness of structural analysis.
Table 3. Examination of discriminant validity and collinearity statistics
	
	Green confusion
	Green perceived risk
	Green skepticism
	Greenwashing
	Purchase intention

	Fornell-Larcker Criterion

	Green confusion
	0.932
	
	
	
	

	Green perceived risk
	-0.004
	0.922
	
	
	

	Green skepticism
	0.063
	0.208
	0.829
	
	

	Greenwashing
	0.167
	0.183
	0.209
	0.892
	

	Purchase intention
	-0.250
	-0.285
	-0.320
	-0.321
	0.781

	Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)

	Green confusion
	
	
	
	
	

	Green perceived risk
	0.018
	
	
	
	

	Green skepticism
	0.068
	0.229
	
	
	

	Greenwashing
	0.175
	0.190
	0.229
	
	

	Purchase intention
	0.282
	0.326
	0.386
	0.380
	

	Collinearity Statistics (VIF)

	Green confusion
	
	
	
	
	1.004

	Green perceived risk
	
	
	
	
	1.046

	Green skepticism
	
	
	
	
	1.050

	Greenwashing
	1.000
	1.000
	1.000
	
	

	Purchase intention
	
	
	
	
	


(Source: Proposed by the authors)
4.3. Hypotheses testing and structural model

To obtain stable outcomes, all hypotheses were tested with the performed bootstrapping of 5,000 subsamples, and thereupon a hypothesis is supported when its p-value is less than 0.05. The results from Table 4 reveal that all proposed hypotheses are supported since all p-values were less than 0.05. Specifically, greenwashing arose as a significant antecedent of consumer doubt, exerting positive associations with green skepticism (β = 0.209), green perceived risk (β = 0.183), and green confusion (β = 0.167), indicating that deceptive green claims tend to intensify consumers’ skepticism, heighten their sense of risk, and create confusion regarding the genuine environmental attributes of products. In turn, all three mediators exhibited negative impact on purchase intention, with green skepticism having the strongest coefficient (β = -0.257), followed by green perceived confusion and green perceived risk, which were not too different (-0.235 and -0.233, respectively). This finding further confirms that consumers’ purchase intention is substantially disrupted by their psychological responses to greenwashing.

Table 4. Results of testing research hypotheses
	Hypothesis
	Original Sample (O)
	Sample Mean (M)
	Standard Deviation (STDEV)
	T -Statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	P-Values
	Remark

	H1: Greenwashing -> Green confusion
	0.167
	0.169
	0.062
	2.682
	0.007
	Supported

	H2: Greenwashing -> Green perceived risk
	0.183
	0.186
	0.066
	2.750
	0.006
	Supported

	H3: Greenwashing -> Green skepticism
	0.209
	0.215
	0.050
	4.148
	0.000
	Supported

	H4: Green confusion -> Purchase intention
	-0.235
	-0.236
	0.060
	3.901
	0.000
	Supported

	H5: Green perceived risk -> Purchase intention
	-0.233
	-0.236
	0.053
	4.431
	0.000
	Supported

	H6: Green skepticism -> Purchase intention
	-0.257
	-0.260
	0.056
	4.616
	0.000
	Supported


(Source: Proposed by the authors)

Furthermore, to validate the robustness of the structural model, indirect effects were also assessed. As demonstrated in Table 5, all indirect paths are statistically significant, confirming the mediating role of consumer doubts and showing that greenwashing is the determining factor that forestalls purchase intention. However, the indirect path through green confusion lies exactly in the 0.05 threshold, suggesting that minor variations in the sample may alter this result. The PLS-SEM results are depicted in Figure 2 with all proposed relationships between key variables.

Table 5. Specific indirect relationships
	Indirect relationship
	Original Sample (O)
	Sample Mean (M)
	Standard Deviation (STDEV)
	T-Statistics (|O/STDEV|)
	P-Values

	Greenwashing -> Green confusion -> Purchase intention
	-0.039
	-0.041
	0.02
	1.963
	0.050

	Greenwashing -> Green perceived risk -> Purchase intention
	-0.043
	-0.045
	0.02
	2.075
	0.038

	Greenwashing -> Green skepticism -> Purchase intention
	-0.054
	-0.057
	0.02
	2.634
	0.008


(Source: Proposed by the authors)
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Figure 2. PLS-SEM results of the study
5. DISCUSSION AND IMPLICATIONS

First and foremost, the analysis highlights the most concerning path: greenwashing directly fuels consumer skepticism and thereby severely weakens purchase intention. Once consumers begin doubting firms’ hidden agendas, they become cautious of environmental claims, even from genuinely responsible firms, leading to their withdrawal from purchasing to avoid the possibility of supporting fraudulent practices. This study aligns with previous findings [30], [32], [37], [39], and affords confirming that greenwashing can overshadow provided credible evidence [31]. The study extends the literature by claiming that skepticism functions as an enduring attitudinal barrier rather than a temporary reaction, as this erosion results in a broader question of responsibility in business. In practice, green initiatives should be supported by measurable progress and two-way transparent communication. More specifically, firms should move beyond long-winded narratives and demonstrate measurable progress via traceable data, long-term sustainable reporting, external verification, and stakeholder engagement. Such efforts can allow consumers to see environmental claims as a lived commitment rather than a marketing “trick” and prevent them from totally losing trust in shared sustainability goals.

In the second place, consumers were found to have defensive doubt since greenwashing makes their perceived risk arise and subsequently weakens their purchase intention. This path shows agreement with earlier research [15], [25], [28], [29], [36]. The mechanism can be explained as misleading green messages are likely to question product attributes, as well as raise consumers’ recognition of bad outcomes if using greenwashed products, and such fears discourage purchase intention. Furthermore, this defensive reaction reflects a lack of psychological assurance in the exchange process, indeed highlighting that greenwashing does not merely cause informational distortion but also surges uncertainty about sustainability promises. Since perceived risk involves potential loss, firms should manifest their credibility through audits and supply chain reporting, certification by reputable externals, and exemplification of information in not only a transparent but also verifiable manner about environmental benefits. Moreover, accompanying educational campaigns on sustainability can be an idea to reduce the likelihood of consumers being influenced by misleading claims from other fraudulent companies. In short, to mitigate this defensive doubt, it is better to recognize long-term orientation rather than short-term promotional gains.

Lastly, greenwashing increases green confusion, which in turn diminishes consumers’ intention to purchase shopping goods. These results are consistent with prior studies in showing the harmful effects of greenwashing and confusion [14], [25], [26], [34]. When businesses exaggerate or falsely claim ecological benefits, they blur the line between truly sustainable attributes and the “fake cover” by generating informational ambiguity that disrupts consumers’ ability to process environmental cues accurately, resulting in reduced green purchasing. Not solely a cognitive issue, such confusion also exhibits a breakdown of informational transparency in the market. However, when it comes to the mediating role of confusion, results can vary, suggesting that the influence of this cognitive doubt may become less serious and that consumers can overcome these confusions, despite the prior finding that the false emphasis confounds their prior awareness [14]. For practices, minimizing confusion is essential to restore confidence and stimulate more consistent purchasing behavior. Efforts may include simplifying and clarifying sustainability communication that is closely aligned with what the brand has actually done or is striving for without fabricating information, avoiding excessive use of unverifiable claims, and standardizing environmental practices.

It is not by accident that greenwashing reduces purchase intentions; it does so by raising consumer doubts and destroying their confidence, which green marketing relies on. The research findings support all 6 hypotheses and therefore demonstrate that, across all three mediating paths, including green confusion, perceived risk, and skepticism, clear evidence of greenwashing as a destructive attendance is drawn. What may appear as exaggeration for competitive gain actually undermines the moral fabric of sustainable business. A critical perspective that can be concluded: while businesses aim to appear more sustainable, their deceit drives consumers further away. As implicated above, it is crucial for business marketers and practitioners to grasp the mechanisms by which greenwashing can cause them to lose customers and to establish ethical business practices to (re)build trust. This phenomenon also underscores for policymakers the urgent need for strict sanctions against practices that disregard consumers and compromise environmental well-being.

6. CONCLUSION

This study met its research objectives by empirically examining how greenwashing triggers consumer doubts, including green confusion, green perceived risk, and green skepticism, and how these barriers collectively diminish intention to purchase shopping goods. The findings advance theoretical understanding by demonstrating how different forms of consumer doubt together act as a mechanism through which greenwashed claims disrupt pro-environmental consumption, not only from informational distortion but also from fostered emotional uncertainty of sustainability promises. Green skepticism was highlighted as the biggest obstacle grounded in shopping goods’ contexts, with confusion perhaps becoming less severe. This contributes to the growing literature on consumer psychology and sustainable communication by emphasizing that the damage caused by greenwashing extends beyond individuals’ information distrust to a broader level. On the other hand, the study provides a strong practical warning to businesses that greenwashing is not merely an ethical concern but also a self-destructive movement, as once consumers perceive deception, their confidence declines. In other words, greenwashing ultimately alienates consumers by eroding their sense of trust and moral alignment with brands. Therefore, it thus reinforces the urgent call for transparent, evidence-based green communication and genuine sustainability actions.

Though this study offers meaningful insights, some limitations should be acknowledged. Firstly, the data were collected merely in Vietnam, which may limit the generalizability of the findings to other cultural or market contexts. Future studies can extend the framework to different countries or regions to validate the cross-cultural robustness of the proposed model. Secondly, the present research focused mainly on the detrimental influence of consumer doubts, while consumer psychology is much further complicated and multi-dimensional, suggesting some additions, such as disappointment or self-ascription, may further explain consumers’ responses to greenwashing. In parallel, while this study centered on purchase intention, subsequent research could broaden the scope by exploring more advanced behavioral outcomes such as avoidance or boycott tendencies to grasp a stronger comprehension of the harmfulness of greenwashing to the competition markets.
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TÓM TẮT

Hàng hóa mua sắm là một trong những danh mục sản phẩm bị tẩy xanh nhiều nhất với việc cắt giảm các thuộc tính xanh thực tế. Nghiên cứu này nhằm khám phá cách thức hành vi tẩy xanh khơi gợi nghi ngờ của người tiêu dùng, thể hiện qua sự nhầm lẫn xanh, nhận thức rủi ro xanh và hoài nghi xanh, và cách những phản ứng tâm lý này cùng cản trở ý định mua hàng hóa mua sắm. Sử dụng phương pháp định lượng với khảo sát 300 người tiêu dùng Việt Nam đã từng tiếp xúc với hành vi tẩy xanh, kết quả kỳ vọng làm giàu thêm hiểu biết và đưa ra các hàm ý nhằm giảm thiểu các hành vi lừa dối và thúc đẩy các nỗ lực bền vững. Cụ thể, tẩy xanh thể hiện tính hủy hoại của nó khi làm xói mòn niềm tin bằng cách gia tăng sự hoài nghi, nhận thức rủi ro và nhầm lẫn của người tiêu dùng. Cả ba con đường này đều được chứng minh là làm giảm ý định mua hàng, với hoài nghi xanh có ảnh hưởng mạnh nhất, còn sự nhầm lẫn dường như ít nghiêm trọng hơn. Nghiên cứu còn cung cấp bằng chứng cho thấy tẩy xanh có những tác động tiêu cực đối với hành vi tiêu dùng, không chỉ thất bại trong thúc đẩy tiêu thụ sản phẩm, mà còn làm suy giảm niềm tin - nền tảng của marketing xanh. Do các tuyên bố tẩy xanh là hành vi tự hủy hoại của doanh nghiệp, nghiên cứu khuyến nghị các nỗ lực hướng tới hành động minh bạch, có thể kiểm chứng, với các chế tài nghiêm khắc thay vì sử dụng ngôn ngữ ngụy tạo.

Từ khóa: tẩy xanh, sự nhầm lẫn xanh, nhận thức rủi ro xanh, hoài nghi xanh, ý định mua hàng
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