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Abstract 

In today’s highly globalized world, while country-of-origin (COO) still remains a relevant 

information for consumers’ brand responses, the role of corporate social responsibility (CSR) 

also gains importance for consumers. However, empirical evidence on the connection between 

the brand’s origin, corporate social responsibility (CSR) and consumer’s willingness to pay 

(WTP) is still limited, particularly with regards to social issues. Therefore, what is of particular 

interest for marketers is in what way COO and CSR are perceived by consumers and how this 

behavior can be monetized. Therefore, the purpose of this research was to investigate the impact 

of COO favorability on consumers’ WTP while considering brand’s responsible and 

irresponsible business practices. By conducting an experimental study in the product category 

of smartphones, it is revealed that, surprisingly, the brand’s COO does not influence consumers’ 

WTP. As expected, brands’ (ir) responsible activities were found to significantly negatively 

(positively) impact consumers’ WTP. The results also show a stronger negative influence of 

irresponsible practices in a more favorable COO on WTP compared to a less favorable COO, 

while the positive impact of responsible actions on WTP is the same for a more or a less 

favorable COO. Findings further demonstrate that a brand from a less favorable COO that 

engages in responsible activities is less punished in terms of WTP as opposed to the size of the 

reward given to a brand from a more favorable COO. Based on these findings, implications for 

research and practice and suggestions for future research are presented.  
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1. Introduction 

The first chapter aims to introduce the topic of this master thesis as well as to provide an 

overview of the currently existing research gaps. This is followed by the presentation of the 

research question and the structure of the thesis.   

 

1.1 Background and research gaps 

In a globalized world, consumers have access to a variety of products originating from 

different countries with strong or weak reputation. Consumers are also often aware of brands’ 

corporate actions and initiatives through institutional reports, media news, etc. For instance, in 

telecommunications sector, the most popular smartphone brands include Apple (USA), 

Samsung (South Korea), and Huawei (China) (Tenzer, 2022). Through its broad range of 

smartphones within every price range, Huawei quickly evolved to a global player (Goodwin, 

2021). To inform about its corporate actions and initiatives, Huawei voluntarily publishes its 

sustainability report every year since 2008 (Huawei, 2018). In the report of 2018, which was 

published mid-2019, one of the focus areas was called “Security and Trustworthiness” with 

aspects like cyber security, privacy protection, and openness and transparency (Huawei, 2019). 

At the same time the report was created and published, Huawei was accused of sharing sensitive 

information and privacy data of their customer in a collaboration between Huawei and the 

Chinese government. As a result, numerous countries, including for example the United States, 

Canada, Australia, the U.K., and the Czech Republic, issued a ban against Huawei or conducted 

security inspections (Cilluffo and Cardash, 2018).  

Country-of-origin (COO) refers to “the country where the corporate headquarters of the 

company marketing the product or brand is located” (Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka, 1985, 

p. 389).  The investigation of the preference from a brand of one country rather than another is 

enabled through the country image construct (Nagashima, 1970; Roth and Diamantopoulos, 

2009). Country image is defined as “the overall perception consumers form of products from a 

particular country, based on their prior perceptions of the country’s production and marketing 

strength and weaknesses” (Roth and Romeo, 1992, p.480). Favorable perceptions of a country 

lead to the favorable perceptions and evaluations of its products (Paswan and Shawn, 2004). 

Thus, a product from a COO with a more favorable image is often associated with a higher 
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benefit than a product from a country with a less favorable country image (Koschate-Fischer, 

Diamantopoulos, and Oldenkotte, 2012). Consequently, a product from a COO with a more 

(less) favorable image results in positive (negative) consumer responses towards a brand such 

as brand attitudes (e.g. Bartikowski, Fastoso, and Gierl, 2019), brand equity (e.g. Han and 

Terpstra, 1988), quality perceptions (e.g. Hamzaoui and Merunka, 2006), and willingness to 

pay (e.g., Balcombe, Bradley, Fraser, and Hussein, 2016; Koschate-Fischer et al., 2012; 

Semaan, Gould, Chao, and Grein, 2019), i.e., “the maximum amount of money a customer is 

willing to spend for a product or service” (Homburg, Koschate, and Hoyer, 2005; p. 85). 

The actions the brand takes towards the environment, society, and its employees, for 

example, also have consequences on consumers and can be both positive and negative. 

Specifically, a distinction can be made between Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) and 

Corporate Social Irresponsibility (CSI). For both terms, no universally accepted definition 

exists (Vyas and Raitani, 2015). What can be stated is that CSR “reflects the social imperatives 

and the social consequences of business success. Thus, CSR (and its synonyms) empirically 

consists of clearly articulated and communicated policies and practices of corporations that 

reflect business responsibility for some of the wider societal good” (Matten and Moon, 2008, 

p. 404). In contrast, CSI “should be seen as an antonym of social responsibility. […] As an 

antonym of social responsibility, social irresponsibility […] might well accept the notion that 

it includes such ideas as showing no sense of responsibility, as being undependable, unreliable, 

or even untrustworthy.” (McMahon, 1999, p.108). The focus on the corporate gain and 

neglection of the environment and/or society refers to socially irresponsible actions 

(Magnusson, Westjohn, and Zdraykovic, 2015) which have long-term negative effects on the 

company’s stakeholders (Chiu and Sharfman, 2016). CSR is an increasingly important topic for 

consumers which has influence in their decision making (Cowan and Guzman, 2020; Mason 

and Simmons, 2011). By buying products from a brand that is involved in CSR activities, 

consumers perceive that they themselves support these social actions and altruistic motivations 

are released (Zasuwa, 2018). Consequently, companies increasingly include CSR in their 

business practices and, nowadays, it has become an important strategic consideration (Rahman 

and Norman, 2016). CSR itself is seen as a competitive advantage with which relations to 

employees, stakeholders, and customers can be improved and strengthened (Almeida and 

Coelho, 2018).  
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Literature has already shown a positive relationship between the company’s CSR actions 

and consumers’ responses to that company and its products (e.g., Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004; 

Ellen, 2006; Smith and Langford, 2009), such as increased consumer identification (Sen and 

Bhattacharya, 2001), satisfaction (Luo and Bhattacharya, 2006), loyalty (Du, Bhattacharya, and 

Sen, 2007), trust (Stanaland, Lwin, and Murphy, 2011), price premiums (Marquina and 

Morales, 2012), and purchase intentions (Sen, Bhattacharya, and Korschun, 2006). Moreover, 

the consumers’ willingness to pay (WTP) more for a product is impacted by the organization’s 

attitude towards social responsibility (Auger, Burke, and Devinney, 2003; Marquina and 

Morales, 2012). On the other hand, CSI associations harm consumers’ product evaluations 

(Brown and Dacin, 1997). When consumers perceive CSI actions, they are willing to punish 

firms (Williams and Zinkin, 2008), engage in negative word-of-mouth (Grappi, Romani, and 

Bagozzi., 2013; Wetzer, Zeelenberg, and Pieters, 2007), and boycott corporations 

(Lindenmeier, Schleer, and Pricl, 2012).  

The current master thesis is positioned at the intersection of the above two influential 

research areas in international marketing literature (i.e., COO and CSR) and aims at addressing 

three important research gaps. First, while both COO and CSR/CSI influence consumers’ 

responses towards a brand, research fails to address the interplay between COO and CSR/CSI, 

particularly in impacting outcomes closer to actual behavior, such as consumers’ willingness to 

pay (WTP), i.e., “the maximum amount of money a customer is willing to spend for a product 

or service” (Homburg, Koschate, and Hoyer, 2005; p. 85). Research focused on the combination 

of COO and sustainability/organic aspects (see Cowan and Guzman (2020); Götze and Brunner 

(2019); Hsu, et al., (2016); Thøgersen et al., (2016)), without explicitly including CSR/CSI 

actions. Further, extant studies rather focused on investigating the role of CSR as a dependent 

variable (e.g., al Jarah and Emeagwali, 2017; Ferreira and Ribeiro, 2017; Magnusson, 

Westjohn, and Zdravkovic, 2015). However, Magnusson et al. (2015) were the only ones to 

explicitly consider the connection between COO favorability and CSR/CSI. However, the 

authors focus on consumer attitudes, which enhances the need to look at actual brand-related 

behavior. Indeed, while several COO studies employed price-related outcomes, the use of such 

outcomes in CSR research is less pronounced. This is regrettable, since there seems to be a 

contradiction between consumers’ intentions to buy brands with CSR features and their actual 

purchasing decisions (Devinney, Auger, Eckhardt, and Birtchnell, 2006). Consequently, this 

enables the monetization of both COO and CSR/CSI signals and exposes what a consumer is 
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actually willing to pay for a brand that is associated with (ir) responsible practices and a certain 

COO.  

Moreover, the aspect of socially irresponsible actions is included within this research. The 

extent to which CSR and CSI are addressed, differs significantly. While CSR is included in 

many studies (Ferreira and Ribeiro, 2017), CSI and its implications receives little recognition 

(Atay and Terpstra-Tong, 2019; Lin-Hi and Müller, 2013). Based on the strong interrelation of 

CSR and CSI (Kang, Germann, and Grewal, 2016), a combined investigation is of importance.  

Lastly, the focus of this study is on the social CSR context, which is widely neglected when 

comparted to the most common included environmental aspect (e.g., Gupta, 2015; Magnusson 

et al., 2015; Peloza and Shang, 2011).  

Against this background, we examine the impact of brands’ COO favorability on consumers’ 

willingness to pay (WTP), considering the latter’s interplay with CSR. Thereby, we focus on 

the less researched dimension of social (compared to environmental) CSR.  

On the theoretical front, this thesis can provide evidence on the interplay of CSI/CSR, COO, 

and WTP. By including CSR/CSI as a moderator, it is possible to make assumptions about the 

extent, how engaging in (ir) responsible business practices influences the relationship of COO 

and WTP. Specifically, it adds to extant literature on the connection between these constructs 

by investigating whether the positive (negative) moderating effect of CSR (CSI) on consumers’ 

WTP is stronger for a brand from a less favorable (more favorable) country. This is important 

because it can offer a more detailed understanding on how COO and CSR/CSI interact and 

when the consumers’ WTP changes. 

Furthermore, we corroborate to previous research by contrasting consumers’ WTP for a 

brand from a favorable COO that engages in CSI activities versus a brand from a less favorable 

COO that engages in CSR activities. With this composition, it is possible to extend the literature 

on the role of CSR/CSI as a moderator, while also a more precise examination of WTP as the 

dependent variable in the context of CSR is conducted (Magnusson et al., 2015). The findings 

can also be used to decide on whether investing in CSR is valuable, depending on the prevailing 

combination of country and social activities (Ulke and Schons, 2016).  
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From a managerial point of view, insights can be derived, for example, on how price 

premiums or discounts can be applied. With this study it can be identified if it is possible for a 

brand that that is engaged in CSR activities to charge a premium price, even if the country 

image is less favorable. In the case of CSI, we can check whether even with a more favorable 

COO, price discounts could be needed to counteract these irresponsible activities. Moreover, 

this study can reveal whether a brand from a more favorable country can profit more from CSR 

than a brand from a less favorable country. Also, it can be discovered in which COO case 

(more/less favorable) CSI harms consumers’ WTP more. These considerations give an 

indication in which case price discounts or price premiums can be applied (Gupta, 2015; 

Dekhili, Crouch, and Moussawel, 2021). Furthermore, contributions can be made for the 

communication or advertising strategy of a company. When the COO of a company is less 

favorable, but the company is engaging in CSR activities, it could be advisable to stress the 

positive aspect, being here the CSR activities, and not focusing too much on the COO (Ahmed, 

Johnson, Yang, Kheng Fatt, Sack Teng, and Chee Boon, 2004; Dekhili et al., 2021; Verlegh, 

Steenkamü, and Meulenberg, 2005). This study can discover whether the mentioning of only 

the COO is sufficient or if it needs to be complemented by the aspect of CSR to be effective. 

Questions like “Would the investment into CSR be profitable, when having a less favorable 

COO and currently no, or even CSI, activities?” are being considered. Further, advice for brand 

managers can be given, from a company that experiences the interplay between a less favorable 

country and CSR. Here, the current study can contribute by revealing whether the mention of 

CSR activities is beneficial.  
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1.2 Research question 

The current study aims to answer the following research question:  

 

“To what extent does COO favorability influence consumers’ willingness to pay for 

a brand, considering the role of corporate social (ir)responsibility?” 

 

Based on this research question, this study focuses on the relationship between COO (more 

favorable/less favorable) and consumers’ willingness to pay when a company is either engaged 

in responsible (CSR) or irresponsible (CSI) business practices.  
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1.3 Structure of this thesis 

The master thesis is divided into seven chapters. Chapter 1, which has already been 

elaborated and is finished in this section, contained the introduction into the topic, research 

gaps, research question, and structure of the thesis.  

Chapter 2 includes a detailed literature review with the relevant topics of country-of-origin 

(COO), corporate social (ir) responsibility (CSR and CSI), and consumers’ willingness to pay 

(WTP).  

This is followed by chapter 3, that comprises the underlying conceptual model and the 

derived hypotheses, developed under the lens of Equity Theory (ET) and Theory of Impression 

Formation (ToIF). 

Chapter 4 introduces the methodological approach. Specifically, this chapter describes the 

research design, variables and measures, the pre-tests, as well as the structure of the main 

questionnaire and data collection procedures.  

In chapter 5, the results of the analyses are provided, followed by the hypotheses verification. 

In chapter 6 the discussion of the findings of the study is presented.  

Finally, theoretical and managerial implications are indicated as well as limitations and 

directions to future research.  
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2. Literature review 

The literature review constitutes the basis of the empirical part of this thesis. It provides an 

overview of the already existing literature on COO, CSR/CSI, and WTP.  

 

2.1 Country of origin and country image 

This section contains the evolvement of the COO literature and the COO concept, highlights 

the main research on COO effects and explains the connection between COO and the country 

image construct. 

2.1.1 Development of the COO construct 

With nearly 600 articles that have been published in the past 35 years (Lu, Heslop, Thomas, 

and Kwan, 2016), country-of-origin (COO) is a widely researched topic in the context of 

international marketing. Mainly, COO research has investigated the role the origin of a product 

as a determinant of consumer preferences (Koschate-Fischer et al., 2012; Usunier, 2006).  

The first researcher to note the influence of a product’s COO was Dichter in 1962. He stated 

that for being successful in the future, marketing managers should take into consideration the 

similarities and differences from consumers coming from different parts of the world (Roth and 

Diamantopoulos, 2009). However, the starting point of COO research lies within the studies of 

Schooler (1965) and Reierson (1966) who can be identified as the pioneers to publish papers 

on COO and the effect that a “Made in” label has on consumer behavior (Usunier, 2006). 

Significant differences were identified regarding product evaluations when varying country 

names were presented on product labels. Specifically, by exposing consumers to products 

differing only on the country names on labels, Schooler (1965) showed substantial variations 

in consumers’ product evaluations.  

Reierson (1967) investigated how COO influences product quality. Schooler and Wildt 

(1968) took a step further to discover why COO influences consumers’ evaluations. This is seen 

as the “founding COO experiment” as it provides the first empirical proof on the influence of 

COO on consumer evaluations (Usunier, 2006).  
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Despite demonstrating the presence of a COO effect particularly on consumer evaluations, 

these studies started to be criticized for overrating country-of-origin effects as the focus was 

only on COO (Phau and Prendergast, 2000), which was later referred to as a single cue study 

(Maheswaran, Chen, and He, 2013). To overcome these limitations, Bilkey and Nes (1982) 

insisted on multi-cue COO research, including cues such as brand, design, store, price, and 

quality (Lu et al., 2016). Subsequently, the authors draw attention to the fact that a product is 

not only characterized by one attribute. More specifically, these attributes can be classified into 

intrinsic (e.g., quality, color, and size) and extrinsic (e.g., price) ones.  

Overall, the COO construct received a lot of attention in the literature. Therefore, different 

perspectives exist regarding its definition. Initially, country-of-origin was associated with the 

“Made in” country, i.e., the country, where the process of final assembly of the product takes 

place (Nebenzahl, Jaffe, and Lampert, 1997). However, with the growth of multinational 

companies and hybrid products it was no longer possible to accurately determine where the 

products were “made in” (Ahmed et al., 2004). Thus, the COO concept expanded, and other 

COO-related concepts emerged, such as the country where the design and development take 

place, the so-called “country-of-design” (COD); “the country where the corporate headquarters 

of the company marketing the product or brands is located” (Johansson et al., 1985, p. 389), 

i.e., the “country-of-brand” (COB) or brand origin (BO). Facets such as country-of-ownership 

(Thakor and Lavack, 2003), country-of-parts (Chao, 2001), and country-of-assembly (Chao, 

1993) are also considered as part of the COO concept.  

Despite these many COO cues and terms for COO, consumers usually associate the origin 

with the place where the brand is from, as this does not change that often and further, the “made 

in” label is less important to consumer than the origin of the brand (Magnusson, Westjohn, and 

Zdravkovic, 2011; Usunier and Cestre, 2007). Thus, in this thesis, the COO definition of 

Johansson, Douglas, and Nonaka (1985) is taken as a reference. 

 

2.1.2 COO effect and country image  

Extrinsic and intrinsic cues are quality signals upon which consumers rely when evaluating 

brands (e.g., Han, 1990; Liefeld, 2004). Extrinsic cues can be identified through their product-

related, intangible product characteristics such as brand name, price (Bilkey and Nes, 1982; 
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Bloemer, Brijs, and Kasper, 2007; Diamantopoulos and Zeugner-Roth, 2010). They can be 

modified such that the objective nature of the product is not influenced. On the other hand, 

intrinsic cues involve physical product features such as color, material, size, tase, or design 

(Bloemer et al, 2007; Lu et al, 2016; Usunier, 2006). These features cannot be changed easily 

as this would also influence and transform the product itself (Olson and Jacoby, 1972). 

Therefore, COO is an extrinsic cue that affects consumers’ evaluations (Askegaard and Ger, 

1998; Bilkey and Nes, 1982; Han, 1990; Lawrence, Marr, and Prendergast, 1992). The so-called 

COO effect can be defined according to Diamantopoulos and Zeugner-Roth “as any influence 

or bias resulting from CoO information” (2010). Based on this effect, the COO stimulus is 

processed by the consumer, either consciously or subconsciously, within the attitude formation 

towards a product as an evaluative criterion (Bloemer et al., 2009).  

Obermiller and Spangenberg (1989) established a framework based on the distinctions 

between cognitive, affective, and normative processing of the COO cue, to explore the different 

COO effects COO on the consumers’ behavior. Within the cognitive aspect, the traditional 

hierarchy of effects is relied upon and referred to as the most common form of COO labels 

(Obermiller and Spangenberg, 1989). More specifically, in this case, COO is a cue for product 

quality and therefore is employed to access quality attributes and the overall product quality 

(Verlegh and Steenkamp, 1999) such as durability and reliability (Li and Wyer, 1994).  

The second category, affective processing, goes beyond cognitive processing by including 

emotional reactions following a COO cue (Obermiller and Spangenberg, 1989). Therefore, 

COO has an emotional as well as symbolic meaning to consumers (Verlegh and Steenkamp, 

1999). For instance, COO might be an attribute that links national pride or social status to the 

product, generating a benefit by the consumers (Askegaad and Ger, 1998).  

Normative processing refers to personal and social norms related to COO and held by 

consumers (Verlegh and Steenkamp, 1999). In such a case, purchasing domestically is favored 

and supported as this is perceived as beneficial for the country’s economy (Shimp and Sharma, 

1987). Furthermore, consumers tend to not purchase a product from a country that is far distant 

from one’s own beliefs especially with regards to objectionable activities or regimes (Klein, 

Ettenson, and Morris, 1998).  
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In fact, these three groups can be seen as interdependent processes that constantly interact 

and determine behaviors and preferences (Verlegh and Steenkamp, 1999). However, to further 

explain behavior and the direction (positive or negative) of the COO effect, studies shifted from 

merely evaluating differences in product evaluations and preferences based to include a more 

complex construct, namely the image of the countries (Roth and Diamantopoulos, 2009). Thus, 

with the country image (CI) construct it is possible to investigate why consumers prefer a 

product from one country more than another and determine which countries can have a positive 

or negative influence on consumers’ preferences. 

By conducting an extensive literature review on the COO image, Roth and Diamantopoulos 

(2009) elaborated that, in general, the COO image can be separated into three groups, that differ 

regarding their focal image object. The first group is named “country image” and deals with the 

general image of countries (Roth and Diamantopoulos, 2009). Here, country image is composed 

of generalized images, at which culture, the degree of economic and political maturity and 

industrialization play a role (Allred, Chakraborty, and Miller, 1999). Thus, COO image refers 

to “the total of all descriptive, inferential and informational beliefs one has about a particular 

country” (Martin and Eroglu, 1993, p.193). 

The next group, i.e., “product-country image”, refers to the image of countries and their 

products (Roth and Diamantopoulos, 2009). Product and country image are perceived as two 

differing, albeit linked concepts, in so far that country image has an influence on the product 

image (Ittersum, Candel, and Meulenberg, 2003). Thus, product-country image can be defined 

as the overall perception consumers form of products from a particular country, based on their 

prior perceptions of the country’s production and marketing strength and weaknesses.” (Roth 

and Romeo, 1992, p.480).  

The “product image” group dates back to Nagashima (1970, p. 68) and is defined as “the 

picture, the reputation, the stereotype that businessmen and consumers attach to products of a 

specific country”.  

Despite the criticism on the lack of clarity on what is being measured, as countries, products, 

and consumer are included at the same time (Usunier, 2011), country image is widely accepted 

as the main driver of the COO effect. Specifically, COO favorability has a critical role to 

consumers’ responses. “From a consumer’s perspective, a product from a COO with a favorable 
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country image is likely to be associated with a higher benefit than a product from a COO with 

a less favorable country image.” (Koschate-Fischer et al. 2012, p. 23). Moreover, with a 

favorable CI, the behavior of consumers is positively impacted so that their attitude towards the 

country’s products is more positive (Tseng and Balabanis, 2011), they prefer these products 

and are even willing to pay a higher price for them (Koschate-Fischer et al., 2012). Additionally, 

a positive country image is able to enhance the competitiveness of a country’s products while 

a negative country image may hinder it (Li, Lu Wang, Jiang, Barnes, and Zhang, 2014). Further, 

customers’ expectations for price discounts increase, when the CI decreases (Nebenzahl and 

Jaffe, 1993).  

As this study is conducted in a specific product category and that the product and CI are 

strongly linked, which implies that the performance of the product is decisive for COO effects 

(Maheswaran et al., 2013), we use Roth and Romeo (1992, p. 480)’s definition for country 

image (CI) as a reference in this thesis.  
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2.2 Corporate social responsibility and corporate social irresponsibility 

This chapter contains the evolvement of CSR/CSI literature, underscoring its conceptual 

domain, its underlying dimensions, and effects on consumers’ responses.  

 

2.2.1 The development of corporate social responsibility and irresponsibility 

The emergence of the corporate social responsibility (CSR) literature dates back to Howard 

Bowen (1953) who is seen as the father of the CSR movement (Murphy and Schlegelmilch, 

2013). According to Bowen (1953), managers should make decisions that include the larger 

society and not only address obligations to the internal business. This is still eligible today, as 

CSR “emphasizes larger corporate and institutional practices rather than the decision making 

of individual managers” (Murphy and Schlegelmilch, 2013, p. 1807).  

Similarly, Archie Carroll states that CSR includes the belief that companies need to go 

beyond the stockholder orientation and address the responsibilities towards society (Carroll, 

1979, 1999). This author is also responsible for developing the four types of social 

responsibilities of business: economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic (Carroll, 1979). 

Additionally, according to Carroll (1993), two aspects of social responsibility do exist: 

protecting and improving. “Protecting” means that negative impacts on society are hindered, 

while “improving” refers to the creation of positive benefits for the society (McMahon, 1999).  

During the 1980s-1990s, CSR was divided into the fields of environmental protections and 

sustainability and the institutionalization of business ethics (Balderjahn, 1988; Langlois and 

Schlegelmilch, 1990; Robertson and Schlegelmilch, 1993) and, only later, combined to a more 

holistic approach (Schlegelmilch, 1994).  

With globalization and a changing power balance, the area of responsibility for CSR seems 

to transit from governments to corporations (Rothkopf, 2012; Wühle, 2007). In the past years, 

CSR has gathered great emphasis which resulted in the concept becoming a major concern for 

academics and especially for companies (Al Jarah and Emeagwali, 2017; Magnusson et al., 

2015).  
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Despite the extensive historical path and the fact that corporate social responsibility (CSR) 

was always connected with a company’s impact on the main stakeholders (i.e., shareholders, 

investors, consumers, collaborators, proprietors, and communities), there is no universal 

definition of CSR (Vyas and Raitani, 2015) as well as a lack of consensus about the issues 

covered (Al Jarah, and Emeagwali, 2017). According to Matten and Moon (2008) the lack of a 

common definition can be led back to CSR being perceived as being a broad concept, an 

umbrella term for many related concepts, as well as the evolvement of CSR due to ever 

changing values (Al Jarah and Emeagwali, 2017).  

In this thesis, the understanding of Matten and Moon (2008, p. 404) is called upon, in which 

CSR “reflects the social imperatives and the social consequences of business success. Thus, 

CSR (and its synonyms) empirically consists of clearly articulated and communicated policies 

and practices of corporations that reflect business responsibility for some of the wider societal 

good”. Further, it reflects “the responsibility of enterprises for their impacts on society” 

(European Commission 2011, p. 6). CSR includes social and environmental concerns that go 

beyond the business’ profit maximization with the goal of improving its impact on society 

(Matten and Moon, 2008; Su, Huang, van der Veen, and Chen, 2014). Examples of responsible 

business practices (CSR actions) include for example fair working conditions and a fair work 

relation with suppliers and consumers, community involvement, compliance and initiatives that 

go beyond the legal requirements, integrating sustainability goals that concern the environment, 

business, and community (Murphy and Schlegelmilch, 2013).   

Conversely, corporate social irresponsibility (CSI) “should be seen as an antonym of social 

responsibility. […] As an antonym of social responsibility, social irresponsibility […] might 

well accept the notion that it includes such ideas as showing no sense of responsibility, as being 

undependable, unreliable, or even untrustworthy.” (McMahon, 1999, p.108) – this is the 

definition of CSI employed within this thesis. Furthermore, CSI relates to the negative effects 

that corporate activities have on a variety of stakeholders in the long-term (Chiu and Sharfman, 

2016). CSI is also called “negative CSR” and can be found when firms neglect the environment 

and/or the society for corporate gain (Magnusson et al., 2015). Thus, a company is involved 

with social irresponsibility when it knows and understands that its actions might harm 

stakeholders and no steps are taken by this company to correct these wrongdoings (Campbell, 

2007).  
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Similar to CSR, CSI also does not have a clear and universe definition. More importantly, 

CSI is rarely addressed in research when compared to CSR (Atay and Terpstra-Tong, 2019). 

Between 1962 to 2012 only 22 articles dealt with CSI (Lin-Hi and Müller, 2013), despite of the 

first step of Ferry’s already in 1962 to allocate different forms of irresponsibility. He identified 

the areas where irresponsibility occurs and builds on them the following forms: planned 

obsolescence, political short views, common law of the corporation, corporate government, and 

conflict of interest. Armstrong (1977) was the first to formalize the idea of CSI in the literature 

by providing an examination of CSI and an attempt to define CSI. Karmen (1981) approached 

the topic of CSI via the example of auto theft where automobile manufacturers intentionally 

facilitate auto theft to maximize profits. That shareholder wealth is significantly decreased 

through illegal and socially irresponsible activities was found by Frooman (1997) through a 

meta-analysis of event studies. Based on the Chrysler Kenosha plant closing, McMahon (1999) 

depicts the change from irresponsible business behavior to responsible reactions based on 

public pressure. Later, the prevention and reduction of CSI was addressed by Sarre, Doig and 

Fiedler (2001) and Schwarze (2003) who suggest that both, legal regulation, and the publicity 

should exert control and promote CSR. Further, Brammer and Pavelin (2005) concluded that 

through insurance-motivated social investment, both, CSR and CSI, are engaged which may 

lead to overall negative consequences especially for the social welfare. That stakeholder 

engagement can also be perceived an irresponsible activity if stakeholders are only 

instrumentalized for the company’s own self-interest was found by Greenwood (2007). One 

year later, in 2008, Wagner, Bicen, and Hall developed 14 dimensions of US consumers’ 

perceptions of CSI. These included for example societal rules, employee discrimination, 

dishonesty, pricing policies, and local working conditions. DeMacarthy (2009) analyses the 

financial results of CSR and CSI based on the evolutionary game theory and nature. He found 

that CSR and CSI offer, on average, equal financial returns. This can be based on the state of 

equilibrium and supposed to be caused not by CSR itself but management skills within a 

company. Lin-Hia and Müller (2013) and Popa and Salanta (2014) offer a comparison and 

summary of previous CSI literature and contrast it with existing CSR literature.  

Many examples for irresponsible actions exist, such as the unfair treatment of supplier and 

employees, pollution, selling substandard products (Murphy and Schlegelmilch, 2013), as well 

as violation of labor standards, mismanaging of production resources and the violation of 

corporate governance standards (Küberling-Jost, 2019). These irresponsible actions can be 
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divided further into intentional and unintentional CSI. According to Lin-Hi and Müller (2013, 

p. 1932) “intentional CSI implies that corporations deliberately perform actions that 

disadvantage and/or harm others”. This includes for example bribery, issuing excessive bills, 

and tax evasion. The reason behind this is to achieve higher profits and specific objectives.  

Usually, these actions are disguised, as they are only beneficial if they remain unrecognized 

(Lin-Hi and Müller, 2013). The disadvantages that result from unintentional CSI, on the 

contrary, are not intentionally caused by the company. It is much more that these negative side 

effects appear unexpectedly and do not fulfill a specific goal (Lin-Hi and Müller, 2013).  

 

2.2.2 Corporate social responsibility and irresponsibility influence on consumers’ responses 

CSR and CSI actions can have numerous consequences for companies and brands, which is 

why these topics are nowadays increasingly researched upon. According to Magnusson et al. 

(2015), growing evidence exists that proves that enterprises and brands positively benefit from 

CSR actions. These are reduced price sensitivity (Sen and Bhattacharya, 2001), better access to 

finance (Cheng, Ioannou, and Serafeim, 2014), and consumers’ increase in loyalty, trust, and 

identification with the firm (Homburg, Stierl, and Bornemann, 2013). Additionally, studies that 

focused on individual behavioral outcomes found, that CSR activities lead to greater 

willingness to pay (Marquina and Morales, 2012), loyalty (Du et al., 2007), and purchase 

intentions (Sen et al., 2006). These positive CSR activities, are then called upon by the 

customers to evaluate the company (Magnusson et al., 2015) and offer competitive advantage 

through differentiation (Marquina and Morales, 2012). 

According to Porter and Kramer (2006), there are four main reasons for companies to engage 

into responsible business practices and adopt CSR: sustainability, license to operate, moral 

obligation, and reputation. Thus, CSR is more than a cost or charitable deed; it can serve as a 

competitive advantage and generate opportunities, while also addressing, and in the best case 

solving, social problems (Porter and Kramer, 2006).  

On the contrary, companies that engage into irresponsible business practices and thus have 

a negative CSR (i.e., CSI), face negative effects that largely impact the company’s reputation 

(Magnusson et al., 2015).  Furthermore, the consumer’s evaluations are negatively influenced 
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through CSI actions (Vaaland, Heide, and Grønhaug, 2008). Specifically, corporate 

misbehavior can generate intense adverse reactions from consumers towards the brand (e.g., 

Grappi, Romani, and Bagozzi, 2013), such as negative attitudes toward the company and the 

brand (Folkes and Kamins, 1999; Vaaland et al., 2008), and consumer disidentificiation 

(Elsbach and Bhattacharya, 2001).  
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2.3. Country-of-origin, corporate social responsibility, and willingness to pay 

This section covers the interplay between country-of-origin, corporate social responsibility, 

and consumers’ willingness to pay.  

2.3.1. The interplay between country-of-origin and corporate social responsibility 

Despite the great amount of research in COO and COO effects on consumers’ responses, the 

interaction effect between CSR/CSI and COO has received little attention in extant literature. 

Research focused on the combination of COO and sustainability/organic aspects (see Cowan 

and Guzman (2020); Götze and Brunner (2019); Hsu, et al., (2016); Thøgersen et al., (2016)), 

without explicitly including CSR/CSI actions. This is regrettable, as states, the effects of CSR 

messages may be different depending on the COO of the brand (Magnusson et al., 2015). With 

globalization, also CSR needs to be internationalized and further included into literature 

(Connelly et al., 2011). Only few studies have so far explicitly investigated the interaction 

between COO and CSR/CSI. 

 Magnusson et al. (2015) looked to the influence of CSR messages on consumer attitudes 

and purchase intentions. Specifically, using an experimental study and drawing from signaling 

theory, the authors include (environmental) CSR messages, both of positive and negative 

nature, and a more favorable vs. a less favorable COO. They also verify the evaluation of the 

CSR signal based on consumers’ global identity. The authors can confirm that attitudes and 

purchase intentions are influenced by CSR and country image as well as a significant interaction 

between COO and CSR signals. Specifically, both CSR and country image are positively related 

to brand attitude. Further, Magnusson et al. (2015) found a positive CSR signal is evaluated 

much more favorably for a brand from a more favorable COO when compared to a brand from 

a less favorable COO. Consequently, a negative CSR signal is evaluated much more negatively 

for a brand from a less favorable COO when contrasted with a brand from a more favorable 

COO. Moreover, in the case of a less favorable COO, a positive message has a greater positive 

effect, while a negative message has a greater negative effect compared to a favorable country.  

The country-of-origin ecological image’s influence on evaluating eco-labelled products was 

investigated by Dekhili and Achabou (2015). Two studies were conducted with Switzerland as 

more favorable COO and Spain as less favorable COO. The authors found, that while the COO 

with a favorable ecological image has no effect on the evaluation of an eco-labelled product, 
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the COO with a less favorable ecological image negatively influences the product’s evaluations, 

particularly when no information on the brand is provided (Dekhili and Achabou, 2015).  

Recently, Dekhili, Crouch, and Moussawel (2021) linked the COO of a brand with the 

environmental and social commitment of the respective country, i.e., COO ecological image 

(CEI). Through focus-groups and semi-structured interviews, eight dimensions of the CEI were 

derived. Further, differences were found between consumers’ country expectations regarding 

sustainability. French respondents were more attached to sustainability and included it into their 

cultural values compared to the Australian respondents. Through their research, Dekhili et al. 

(2021) strengthen the link between COO and sustainable products. However, their findings are 

limited due to the focus only on eco-products and the qualitative exploratory nature of the study.  

Cowan and Guzman (2020) examine the influence of reputation signals (sustainability and 

CSR) on corporate brand performance and brand equity, while considering the moderation of 

corporate brands’ country-of-origin sustainability reputation (COSR). They find that CSR 

efforts positively contribute to corporate financial performance and CSR signals have a direct 

positive influence on the corporate brand’s international performance. Due to the moderation 

of COSR, the benefit from CSR signals is higher for brands from low/mid ranked COSR. 

The interaction of brand origin and eco-certification origin and its influence on the purchase 

intent of consumers for green products in Vietnam is explored by Dekhili and Nguyen (2021). 

By conducting a 2 x 2 between-subject experiment, the authors empirically test the impact of 

brand information on the evaluation of eco-labelled products. Overall, no main effect of eco-

certification origin on purchase intent was present. However, purchase intent is impacted for 

the combination of eco-certification origin and brand origin. Specifically, domestic brands with 

foreign eco-certifications (from developed countries) are favored by consumers. Further, a 

significant impact for brand origin on purchase intent was found, indicating that compared to 

eco-certification, brand cue is much more powerful in the influence on consumer behavior 

(Dekhili and Nguyen, 2021; Thøgersen, Pedersen, Paternoga, Schwendel, and Aschemann-

Witzel (2017)) 

Götze and Brunner (2019) investigate the market for domestically sustainably produced 

products while identifying the role of sustainability in purchasing domestic products. Analysis 

revealed consumers care about and are already involved in the topic of sustainability. Domestic 
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purchase is not based on patriotism but on the aspect of buying local to make a sustainable food 

choice. 

The aspect of COO in the hiring process with CSR as a moderator is taken up by Hong and 

Kim (2017). Drawing on signaling theory, the authors suggest for emerging-market 

multinational enterprises (EMNEs) to use CSR activities to overcome less favorable home 

country images in attracting talent abroad. In the relationship between country-of-origin image 

and job-pursuit intentions, results showed a stronger positive moderating effect of CSR on 

EMNEs compared to developed-market multinational enterprises (DMNEs). Concluding, 

“CSR is more relevant to brands from countries with a generally weaker image, while it is less 

effective for brands from countries with stronger country images” (Hong and Kim, 2017, p. 

264).  

With the focus on green skincare products, Hsu, Chang, and Yansritakul (2016), address the 

moderation of COO and price sensitivity on purchase intention by investigating whether the 

influence of a more positive COO and a greater price sensitivity strengthens the relationship 

between attitude/subjective norm/perceived behavioral control and purchase intention. Results 

support a positive association of attitude, subjective norm, and perceived behavioral control 

with the purchase of green skincare products. The relationship of these variables is further 

(positively) enhanced through COO and price sensitivity. 

Orudzheva and Gaffney (2018) investigate the differences in CSR engagement based on the 

multinational enterprise’s (MNE) home country in relation to the host country. Variations in 

MNE behavior were explained through social dominance theory and based on perceived 

hierarchical differences between the home and host country. Different from Hong and Kim 

(2017), findings support the assumption that there is no benefit from CSR initiatives for 

companies from developing countries. However, as long as in alignment with their corporate 

strategy, companies from developed countries can strengthen their position and increase their 

competitive advantage through CSR initiatives.  

The COO effect in the context of organic food is explored through a narrative review by 

Thøgersen, Pedersen, Paternoga, Schwendel, and Aschemann-Witzel (2017). Findings 

demonstrate a lower impact of COO for organic, compared to conventional, food products.  
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Concluding, it can be stated that research mainly focused on the topics of COO and 

sustainability (Cowan and Guzman, 2020; Dekhili et al., 2021; Götze and Brunner, 2019), 

organic (Thøgersen et al., 2017), or environmental (Dekhili and Achabou, 2015; Hsu et al., 

2016; Magnusson et al., 2015) aspects. Dekhili et al. (2021) and Dekhili and Achabou (2015) 

address the aspect of COO ecological image (CEI), the exploration of COO effects while 

specifically focusing on the social and environmental aspects of a place of origin, while Cowan 

and Guzman (2020) deal with the country-of-origin sustainability reputation of the corporate 

brand. Both approaches merge the aspect of COO and CSR. Further, WTP as outcome variable 

is neglected within these studies. Instead, the influence on brand attitude (Magnusson et al., 

2015), corporate brand performance (Cowan and Guzman, 2020), and purchase intent (Dekhili 

and Nguyen, 2021; Hsu et al., 2016) was investigated. Therefore, the present study aims to 

connect the aspects of COO favorability, CSR/CSI, and WTP and to examine this interplay.  
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2.3.2. Willingness to pay 

WTP influences consumers’ purchase decisions (Shirai and Bettman, 2005) and can be 

defined as “the maximum amount of money a customer is willing to spend for a product or 

service” (Homburg et al, 2005, p.85). Furthermore, the maximum price a consumer is willing 

to pay or accept before he/she switches is called “price tolerance” and depicted by WTP, as 

well as the purchase probability (Homburg et al., 2005). Additionally, WTP can be referred to 

as a reservation price (le Gall-Ely, 2009). The subjective value that is allocated by a consumer 

to a certain quantity of a product is measured (Wertenbroch and Skiera, 2002).  

Within COO research, studies employing willingness to pay (WTP) as an outcome are 

increasing and they clearly demonstrate a positive relationship between country image 

favorability and WTP (e.g., Aichner, Forza, and Trentin, 2016); Koschate-Fischer et al., 2012; 

Lee, Gartner, Song, Marlow, Choi, and Jamiyansuren, 2018; Pucci, Casprini, Guercini, and 

Zanni, 2017). The competitive advantage, leading to a better economic value, is owned by the 

country which has the better image (Jaffe and Nebenzahl, 2006).  

In the CSR literature, the question of how to measure the value that CSR activities create for 

companies also emerges. The identification and measurement of CSR effects is not 

straightforward, which is why different approaches exist (Nikolić, , 2021), including impact 

models (Weber, 2008), conceptual models (Castaldo, Perrini, Misani, and Tencati, 2008), and 

various key performance indicators (Ekatah, Samy, Bampton, and Halabi 2011).  However, 

there are only a few studies only focusing on consumers’ WTP (e.g., Ferreira and Ribeiro 

(2017); Marquina and Morales, 2012; Nikolić et al. (2021)), which also indicate a positive link 

between the financial and social responsibility of a company and consumers’ WTP. The 

positive effect that CSR has on a brand’s trustworthiness also transfers to the purchase 

intentions and can also be observed in the willingness to pay (Creyer and Ross, 1997; Dauw, 

Zui, and O’Neal, 2011; Marquina and Morales, 2012). Consumers favor national brands and 

are willing to pay more for products with CSR claims (Ferreira & Ribeiro, 2017). Moreover, 

they punish national brands more, with a lower willingness to pay, when they engage in CSI.  

Likewise, when consumers have trust in the companies’ CSR activities, they are willing to pay 

more and recommend it to others (Nikolić et al., 2021). In contrast, they punish national brands 

more, with a lower willingness to pay, when they engage in CSI.  
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Overall, WTP enables a stricter test of both COO and CSR effects. For example, COO-

related research has shown that the actual purchase of a product from a specific country may 

not take place, even though the consumer indicated a greater willingness to buy it (Koschate-

Fischer et al., 2012). Similarly, consumers might have a favorable impression of a brand that 

engages in CSR activities, but not be willing to pay more for a product because of it.  

With regards to WTP estimation, this can be elicited in different ways. First, consumers 

might be directly asked about their WTP for a product through open-ended questions. A second 

approach includes incentive aligned WTP, i.e., a modified version based on lottery prices, 

including real money. Little prior knowledge, suitability for new products, and the ease of 

collection characterize the incentive aligned method. However, within the incentive aligned 

method, price sensitivity is often overstated by respondents and, due to the lack of knowledge, 

they cannot correctly assess the appropriate price. Another alternative comprises product/price 

mix methods like Advanced Choice and Discrete Choice Models help finding optimal prices 

and include variables that consider size, brands, and demographics of a company. In this case, 

actual choices that people are faced with are mimicked, which is why these models are 

perceived as realistic approaches (Lipovetsky, Magnan, and Zanetti, 2011).   

A widely used method of asking people directly is the Gabor-Granger method, in which 

respondents provide the highest price they are willing to pay for a specific product, whereby 

the price levels are defined in advance. With each respondent’s acceptance, the price increases 

randomly and vice versa. The Van Westendorp Price Sensitivity Models (PSM) is an extension 

of the Gabor-Granger models. This approach goes from the low price and a low quality to the 

too high pricing (Lipovetsky et al., 2011). Specifically, consumers indicate price levels at which 

they perceive the product to be (a) too cheap – and therefore questioning its quality, (b) cheap 

– so that it appears as a good deal or bargain, (c)) expensive – however, still considering buying 

it, and (d) too expensive – which discourages the purchase (Diamantopoulos, Matarazzo, 

Montanari, and Petrychenko, 2021). 

 The assumption behind PSM is that “reasonable prices exist for consumers in every category 

and for each perceived level of quality within a category” (Lipovetsky et al., 2011, p. 170). 

Therefore, no single price needs to be indicated, but an acceptable price range (Ceylana, Koseb, 

and Aydin, 2014), which is described by Lipovetsky et al. (2011) through an upper and lower 



 

24 

 

threshold to the price. Consumers can thus indicate what appears acceptable for them for a 

product (Ceylana et al., 2014) and this is not only a single price.  

Another method to capture WTP is the Becker, DeGroot and Marschak (1964) BDM 

approach. BDM is an auction method with a lottery system. First, a maximum price is indicated 

by the consumer, that he/she is willing to pay for a product. This is followed by the 

determination of the purchase price which happens randomly, while discovering whether the 

purchase of the product is necessary for the consumer. Then, if the stated WTP is equal or 

higher than the determined purchase price, the respective participants is required to purchase 

the product at the previously determined price. Different from the methods mentioned above, 

the BDM approach or auction mechanism requires a real purchase by the consumer and the sale 

price is not influenced by consumer bids (Voelckner, 2006; le Gall-Ely, 2009).  

Similarly, in the Vickrey auction, the second highest bid determines the purchase price and 

the participant is required to buy the product if he/she wins (Vickrey, 1961). Nevertheless, due 

to the limited quantity the auction method entails, consumers compete in order to obtain the 

product, which is one of the downsides of this method.  

Comparatively, PSM is the best approach to estimate individual’s WTP because it because 

it does not employ only a single question, which is also nor recommended according to Desmet 

(2016) and it is more flexible as it not requires a purchase obligation as auction methods do. 

Furthermore, despite the relatively low costs, the PSM generates results that are highly 

acceptable (Müller, 2009).  
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3. Conceptual model and hypotheses development 

This chapter covers the conceptual model of the master thesis as well as the corresponding 

research hypotheses.  

 

3.1 Conceptual model 

The conceptual model, which resulted from reviewing the main literature as well as from 

existing research gaps, is presented in Figure 1:  

 

Figure 1: Conceptual model 

 

 

This model is the basis for investigating the impact of country-of-origin (COO) on the 

consumers’ willingness to pay (WTP), while considering the potential moderating influence of 

corporate social responsibility (CSR) or corporate social irresponsibility (CSI) of a company. 

COO represented the independent variable and WTP the dependent variable. CSR or CSI is 

thereby taken as the moderator of the relationship between COO and WTP.  

For this purpose, the research hypotheses development is presented next.  
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3.2 Hypotheses development 

This section contains the theoretical basis to underscore the main relationship between COO 

and WTP and also the role of CSR/CSI as a moderator. To do so, this thesis employs equity 

theory (Adams, 1965) and the theory of impression formation (e.g., Baumgartner, Sujan, and 

Padgett, 1997; Deighton, 1984; Miller and Campbell, 1959; Olsen and Pracejus, 2004; Smith, 

1993). Both theories are presented and elaborated upon in order to strengthen the research 

hypotheses and, consequently, to answer the research question of this master thesis.   

 

3.2.1 Equity theory 

More explicitly, Adams’s “Equity Theory” (ET) builds upon exchange relationships in 

which a comparison between the outcome a person receives when conducting an exchange and 

the input that is provided takes place. The contribution a person needs to make to achieve the 

reward is perceived as the input, while the expected consequences, being either positive or 

negative, represent the output (Walster, Berscheid, and Walster, 1973). Thus, the negative 

consequences can be described as “costs”, while the positive outcomes can be seen as “rewards” 

Homans (1974).  

The aim is to achieve distributive justice, meaning that the benefits for the exchange partners 

are proportional to their investments (Adams, 1965; Homans, 1974). Thus, individuals perceive 

an equitable treatment when the input to outcome ratio is perceived as fair (Homburg et al., 

2005). Additionally, if inequity is present, concerned individuals are driven to retrieve equality 

by adjusting their behavior (Diamantopoulos et al., 2021).  

Turning to an economic perspective, which is in this case the exchange between a seller and 

a buyer, the product comes into focus as the buyer provides money (input) to receive the product 

(outcome) (Oliver and Swan, 1989). However, to receive an equitable deal, the input is adjusted 

insofar that for a higher outcome (being e.g., a greater benefit from the product) a higher input 

(e.g. money or effort) is provided by the consumer.  

A similar logic applies the opposite direction: when the benefit from the product is perceived 

as lower, the input will be relatively lower, too (Koschate-Fischer et al., 2012). Consequently, 
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if the consumer perceives the deal to be equitable, the exchange relationship is as well regarded 

as being fair (Huppertz, Arenson, and Evans, 1978).  

For instance, products from different countries are taken by the consumers as distinct 

purchase options, in which outputs follow the consumers inputs (Diamantopoulos et al., 2021). 

In this case, financial efforts are considered to be the inputs of the consumers that they sacrifice 

in order to receive the benefits, that the product from a certain country entail. In that context, 

considering that “a product from a COO with a favorable country image is likely to be 

associated with a higher benefit than a product from a COO with a less favorable country 

image” (Koschate-Fischer et al., 2012, p. 23), we expect a higher output from consumers (i.e., 

a higher willingness to pay) when a product or brand comes from a more favorable COO. This 

is further supported by existing evidence on the positive link between country image 

favorability and WTP for a product or brand (e.g., Agrawal and Kamakura, 1999; Hulland, 

Todiño, and Lecraw, 1996; Koschate-Fischer et al., 2012). Thus:  

 

H1: A more (less) favorable country-of-origin (COO) has a positive (negative) 

influence on consumers’ willingness to pay for a brand. 

 

Similarly, products from companies that engage in CSR actions, promise a greater benefit 

than products from companies that neglect CSR. With CSR, these companies claim a greater 

good for the society and/or the environment (Zasuwa, 2018). Marquina and Morales (2012) as 

well as Ferreira and Ribeiro (2017) found that CSR activities relate to a greater willingness to 

pay, and, according to Sen et al. (2006) to higher purchase intentions (PI). Therefore, CSR 

actions should increase the input a consumer is willing to give and perceives as fair, as the 

output, and consequently the benefit, is also raised through the positive aspects of CSR actions. 

Therefore, drawing from equity theory, the following hypotheses are derived: 

 

H2: CSR positively moderates the relationship between COO and consumers’ WTP 

for a brand.  
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Likewise, CSI actions might decrease the input a consumer is willing to give and perceives 

as fair, as the output, and therefore the benefit, is reduced through the negative aspects of CSI 

actions. Other than CSR actions, CSI actions harm the society and/or the environment for 

corporate gain (Campbell, 2007; Magnusson et al., 2015). Thus:  

 

H3: CSI negatively moderates the relationship between COO and consumers’ WTP 

for a brand.  

 

The remaining hypothesis are drawn from the theory of impression formation, which will be 

presented in the next section.  

 

3.2.2 Theory of impression formation: Contrasting signals, recency theory and algebraic 

model 

In this thesis, the notion of ‘brand as a person’ (Aaker, 1997; Fournier, 1998) is accepted 

and therefore the theory of impression formation is included. The following two hypotheses 

draw on the aspects of contrasting signals as well as recency, which are embedded within the 

theories of impression formation (Ulke and Schons, 2016). More explicitly, theories on recency 

(Miller and Campbell, 1959) and contrast effects (Wundt, 1896), are drawn upon to examine 

the interplay between a more (versus less) favorable COO and CSR (CSI) activities of a 

company.  

Customers might be confronted with contrasting signals: (i) a more favorable country image 

(that stems from the past) followed by (recent) CSI actions or (ii) a less favorable country image 

followed by CSR actions. As a result, cognitive processes are triggered that can be traced back 

to the theories of impression formation (Ulke and Schons, 2016). Olsen and Pracejus (2004) 

found, that if the customer perceives an extreme contrast between the signals and if the last 

signal (in this case CSR/CSI activities) is perceived as of critical importance, there will be a 

more striking response compared to the response towards each signal in isolation. These effects 

are based on the theories of recency (Miller and Campbell, 1959) and contrast effects (Wundt, 
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1998). When recency effects occur, it means that the stimulus that occurs later has a stronger 

impact than the stimulus that occurs in the beginning (Olsen and Pracejus, 2004).  

In the context of this study, it means that CSR or CSI initiatives (as the later occurring 

stimulus) may have a stronger influence on the overall evaluation. Additionally, contrast effects 

influence the perception of CSR/CSI activities and the COO of a brand. Building on the 

contrast, the perception of the stimulus is again more extreme as if it was viewed in isolation 

(Olsen and Pracejus, 2004). Considering this with regard to the subject of the current research, 

this implies that the positive stimulus (CSR) will be perceived as more positive if it is followed 

by a negative one (less favorable COO), which will result in a higher increase in consumers’ 

willingness to pay than when CSR is followed by a more favorable COO. Further studies from 

Hong and Kim (2017), Magnusson et al. (2014), and Magnusson et al. (2015) indicate this 

direction. This leads to the next hypothesis:  

 

H4: The positive moderating effect of CSR on consumers’ WTP for a brand will be 

stronger for a brand from a less favorable versus a more favorable COO. 

 

In contrast, the negative stimulus (CSI) will be perceived as more negative if it is followed 

by a positive one (more favorable COO), as this increases the contrast. This should result in a 

stronger negative effect on consumers’ willingness to pay than if CSI was introduced after a 

less favorable COO. Again, this assumption is supported through the findings of Ulke and 

Schons (2016). Thus, the following hypothesis can be obtained:  

 

H5: The negative moderating effect of CSI on consumers’ WTP for a brand will be 

stronger for a brand from a more favorable versus a less favorable COO. 

 

Combining the thoughts of H4 and H5, again with a focus on contrasting signals and theory 

of recency, this means on the one hand, that CSR actions and a less favorable COO are highly 
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contrasting, which makes the positive effect of CSR even stronger. And on the other hand, CSR 

actions happened more recently, and based on this they are again expected to have a stronger 

positive impact, while CSI actions would have a stronger negative impact. However, as the 

CSR (CSI) stimulus happened more recently, it is expected that when contrasting CSR with a 

less favorable COO versus CSI and a more favorable COO, that the first combination (CSR + 

less favorable COO) is more influential than the second (CSI + more favorable COO). This is 

in line with the algebraic model, which is also used in impression formation (Fiske and Taylor, 

1991). In this model, “individuals evaluate available pieces of information independent from 

each other, subsequently balancing them when forming an impression (Brunk and DeBoer, 

2015, p. 319). All ethical and unethical brand behavior is considered and subsequently 

combined to a summative ethical brand perception. This also means that negative actions could 

be neutralized through positive actions and CSR actions might even have a stronger impact 

when the stimulus that is preceding is negative compared to when it is positive (Ulke and 

Schons, 2016). It assumes that despite having a positive stimulus in both combinations, the 

CSR stimulus as the most recent one, exerts a stronger positive influence. Therefore, the last 

hypothesis contrasts these aspects and is composed as follows: 

 

H6: The combination of CSR and a less favorable COO has a stronger positive 

effect on WTP than CSI and a more favorable COO. 
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4. Methodology 

The next chapter describes the research design, variables, pre-tests, as well as the 

measurement instruments that have been carried out and have been used in this thesis. 

 

4.1 Methodological approach and research design 

An experimental study was conducted with a 2 (COO: more favorable vs. less favorable) x 

2 ((ir) responsible behavior: CSR actions vs. CSI actions) full-factorial experimental design 

(see Table 1).  

Table 1: Research design 

More favorable COO 
+ CSR actions 

Less favorable COO 
+ CSR actions 

More favorable COO 
+ CSI actions 

Less favorable COO 
+ CSI actions 

 

Thus, this study employed on the one hand two COOs differing in terms of country image 

favorability and on the other hand CSR or CSI. COO was manipulated with a brief description 

of a fictitious smartphone brand originating in a more or a less favorable COO. The CSR factor 

was manipulated through a news article describing a socially responsible/irresponsible behavior 

of the brand in terms of working conditions. Participants were randomly allocated to one of the 

four experimental conditions.  

 

4.1.1 Country of research 

Austria, as an advanced and modern economy, was chosen as country of research for this 

study. Compared to other EU member states, Austria is one of the most successful countries 

within the EU and is on the 5th place, a top rank, regarding economic performance of all EU 

member states (Statistics Austria, 2022, a). In 2020, the country has exports of €142 billion and 

imports of €144 billion. For the year 2021, preliminary results forecast an increase in exports 

(€165 billion) as well as in imports (€178 billion) (Statistics Austria, 2022, b). Furthermore, in 
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2020, Austria ranks number 28 of 226 countries when it comes to total imports and number 31 

of 226 countries in total exports (OEC, 2022).  

In the KOF Index of Globalization of 2021, which aims to measure the globalization rate of 

countries around the world, Austria ranks 7th. The index is based on political, economic, and 

social indicators and tries to assess data on cultural proximity, economic flows, restrictions, and 

more (Statista, 2022a).  

With an overall employment rate of 72%, Austria is in the eight place among the 27 EU 

member states, which makes it higher than the EU average of 68%. In 2020, the disposable 

income of households ranged from €22 200 (Vienna) to € 24 900 (Lower Austria) (Statistics 

Austria, 2022, a). Additionally, households lower their savings ratio and, consequently, private 

consumption is expanding (OECD, 2021).  

When it comes to the aspect of digitalization, Austria is slightly above the EU average, being 

placed on rank 13. In terms of digital strengths, the country scores well in international 

comparison, especially when it comes to people’s digital skills and the use of information and 

communication technologies (WPZ Research, 2020). This is particularly important, as an online 

study was conducted, where the digital skills of the participants (Austrian residents) were 

required.  

 

4.1.2 Product category 

Smartphones have been chosen as product category for this study. The worldwide turnover 

from the sale of smartphones amounted 448 billion US dollars in 2021. Compared to 2020, this 

means an increase of around 17 percent (Statista, 2022b), implying in a 4.29 billion 

smartphones used in 2020. The forecast indicates that this number will increase to 4.45 billion 

by 2022 (Statista, 2022c). This shows that smartphones are highly important for consumers and 

that this will remain like that in the near future. It is no longer possible to imagine everyday life 

without smartphones and they are still becoming more and more significant.  

Furthermore, in 2021, 87% of all Austrians owned a smartphone and internet access 

happened already mainly via mobile devices instead of desktop usage (Statista, 2022d). It can 

be assumed that most Austrians have already considered buying a smartphone and thus have at 
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least a general idea of the price range for smartphones and their expectations regarding features, 

a mobile device should involve. This is relevant for the present study, as willingness to pay is 

the main outcome variable.  

More importantly, smartphones were chosen as product category because brands from 

several COOs (with more and less favorable images) are available in Austria. Examples include 

Apple, Samsung, Fairphone, and Huawei. Further, smartphones are increasingly becoming the 

focus of CSR considerations. Companies like “Fairphone” want to combine good-looking and 

useful smartphones with fair working conditions and fair payments in order to compete as an 

ethical phone. Aspects like fairtrade standards, combating child labor, and enhancement of 

mining methods are of high concern in the smartphone industry. Through adapted, and 

appealing, appearance and up-to-date technologies, fairly produced phones should be brought 

out of their niche and appeal the broad masses (Cooper, 2019).  
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4.2 Variables and measures 

The next section displays all variables used in this study as well as the corresponding 

measures.  

 

4.2.1 Dependent variable 

Willingness to Pay (WTP) was employed as dependent variable and is defined as “the 

maximum amount of money a customer is willing to spend for a product or service” (Homburg 

et al., 2005, p. 85).  

Van Westendorp’s Price Sensitivity Meter (1976) (PSM) is applied for determining 

consumers WTP. More explicitly, four prices need to be stated by the consumer. These are the 

price levels at which consumers perceive the product to be 1) too cheap, 2) cheap, 3) expensive, 

and 4) too expensive (Diamantopoulos et al., 2021) – a more detailed description can be found 

in Table 2. The PSM method can be used in any market situation and is closer to reality 

(Desmet, 2016), requires less financial input (Voelckner, 2006), and generates highly 

acceptable results (Müller, 2009). Based on these advantages, Van Westendorp’s PSM is 

chosen as a measure of WTP. Further, for WTP estimations, this thesis takes the average 

between the expensive and too expensive prices. This is based on the finding, that even if the 

price perceived as expensive comes closest to the reservation price, the combination of both 

comes closer to the actual WTP of consumers (Roll, Achterberg, and Herbert, 2012).  

Table 2: Dependent variable 

Variable Measure 

Willingness to Pay (WTP) 

“the maximum amount of money a customer is 
willing to spend for a product or service” (Homburg 
et al., 2005, p. 85) 

Four items with open ended questions, based on Van 
Westendorp PSM; following Ceylana et al., 2014: 

• At what price would you consider the price 
of this product so low that you would 
question its quality? (= too cheap) 

• At what price would you consider the 
product to be a bargain – a great buy for the 
money? (= cheap) 

• At what price would you consider the 
product starting to get expensive – not out of 
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the question, but you’d need to give some 
thought to buying it? (= expensive) 

• At what price would you consider this 
product so expensive that you would not 
consider buying it? (= too expensive) 

 

4.2.2 Independent variable 

The independent variable of this study was the country-of-origin of the brand (i.e., its brand 

origin) which Johansson et al. (1985, p. 389) define “as the country where corporate 

headquarters of the company marketing the product or brand is located”. As a manipulation 

check to ensure comparison between a more favorable versus a less favorable COO, Roth and 

Romeo (1992) country image scale was used (see Table 3).  

Table 3: Independent variable and manipulation check 

Variable Measure 

Country-of-origin 

“COO as the country where corporate headquarters of 
the company marketing the product or brand is 
located.” (Johansson et al., 1985, p. 389). 

Country image 

“the overall perception consumers form of products 
from a particular country, based on their prior 
perceptions of the country’s production strength and 
weaknesses” (Roth and Romeo, 1992, p. 480) 

Four items on a seven-point semantic differential 
scale; adapted from Roth and Romeo (1992): 

• Innovativeness (i.e., use of new technology 
and engineering advances) (1 = not 
innovative; 7 = innovative) 

• Attractiveness of design (i.e., appearance, 
style, colors, variety) (1 = not attractive; 7 = 
attractive) 

• Prestige (i.e., exclusivity, status, brand name 
reputation) (1 = low prestige; 7 = high 
prestige) 

• Workmanship (i.e., reliability, durability, 
craftmanship, manufacturing quality) (1 = 
bad workmanship; 7 = good workmanship) 

 

4.2.3 Moderator variable 

As presented in the conceptual model, brand’s (ir) responsible behavior (corporate social 

responsibility and corporate social irresponsibility) was chosen as moderator variable. CSR 

“reflects the social imperatives and the social consequences of business success. Thus, CSR 

(and its synonyms) empirically consists of clearly articulated and communicated policies and 
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practices of corporations that reflect business responsibility for some of the wider societal 

good” (Matten and Moon, 2008, p. 404), while CSI “should be seen as an antonym of social 

responsibility. […] As an antonym of social responsibility, social irresponsibility […] might 

well accept the notion that it includes such ideas as showing no sense of responsibility, as being 

undependable, unreliable, or even untrustworthy.” (McMahon, 1999, p.108). To include CSR 

and CSI in the study, different scenarios in the form of newspaper articles, have been developed 

(for details, see the section “Pre-test 2: CSR/CSI scenarios”). They included the origin of the 

brand and a responsible or irresponsible activity associated with working conditions. As a 

manipulation check to safeguard CSR/CSI comprehension, participants were asked regarding 

their perception of social responsibility of a fictitious brand and its actions: “I perceive 

Arcomi’s actions portrayed in the news article as:” 1 = socially irresponsible to 7 = socially 

responsible and “I think that this news article describes a brand that is:” 1 = socially 

irresponsible to 7 = socially responsible”, on a seven-point bipolar semantic differential scale. 

The choice of the fictitious brand name was also based on a pre-test described in section 4.3.1. 

 

4.2.4 Control variables 

To avoid potential confounds, the subsequently presented control variables product-country 

typicality, price sensitivity, product involvement, and cause involvement/environmental 

involvement were chosen (see Table 4). 

Table 4: Control variables 

Variable Measure 

Product-country typicality 

“the associations that consumers make between 
countries and generic products” (Usunier and Cestre, 
2007, p. 32) 

 

 

Four items on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 
disagree; 7 = strongly agree); adapted from Halkias 
and Diamantopoulos (2020): 

• This product category reflects [target 
country]. 

• I associate this product category with [target 
country]. 

• This product category makes me think of 
[target country]. 

• There is a strong link between this product 
category and [target country]. 
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Price sensitivity 

“the extent to which individuals perceive and respond 
to changes or differences in prices for products or 
services” (Wakefield and Inman, 2003, p. 201) 

Three items on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 
disagree; 7 = strongly agree); according to Wakefield 
and Inman (2003): 

• I’m willing to make an extra effort to find a 
low price for [  ]. 

• I will change what I had planned to buy in 
order to take advantage of a lower price for  
[  ]. 

• I am sensitive to differences in prices of [  ]. 

Product involvement 

“the interest a consumer finds in a product class.” 
(Mittal and Lee, 1989, p. 365) or: 

 

Three items on a seven-point Likert scale (1 = strongly 
disagree; 7 = strongly agree); adapted from Mittal and 
Lee (1989): 

• I would choose my [  ] very carefully. 
• Deciding which [  ] to buy would be an 

important decision for me. 
• Which [  ] I buy matters to me a lot.  

Cause involvement/Environmental involvement 

“affective perception of the environment” (Hill and 
Lee, 2015, p. 208) 

Five items, seven-point bipolar semantic differentials; 
according to Hill and Lee (2015): 

To me, environmental issues are: 

• Insignificant – significant 
• Uninteresting – interesting 
• Meaningless – meaningful 
• Of no concern – concerns me 
• Superfluous – vital  

 

Product-country typicality has already been identified to influence consumers’ purchase 

intentions (Halkias and Diamantopoulos, 2020). Typicality in general is defined as “the degree 

to which an item is perceived to represent a category” (Loken and Ward, 1990, p. 112), while 

in the COO context it can be described “the associations that consumers make between 

countries and generic products” (Usunier and Cestre, 2007, p. 32). Tseng and Balabanis (2011) 

further state, that more favorable consumer attitudes can be evoked through products that are 

perceived as typical compared to products that are perceived as atypical from the same origin. 

Typicality can also influence the extent to which brand cues are processed, as for example 

product origin is relied upon more for typical products (Spielmann, 2015). Thus, consumers are 

likely to exhibit a higher WTP for considered typical products from a certain COO. To measure 

product-country typicality, the scale of Halkias and Diamantopoulos (2020) is adapted.  
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The next variable that needs to be considered is price sensitivity, which is defined as “the 

extent to which individuals perceive and respond to changes or differences in prices for 

products or services” (Wakefield and Inman, 2003, p. 201). Price setting is one of the most 

important decisions for managers, as price levels cause different consumer reactions 

(Goldsmith and Newell, 1997). Moreover, consumers who are more price sensitive will 

decrease their demand when prices go up, and vice versa, while consumers less sensitive to 

prices will not react as much when prices change (Goldsmith and Newell, 1997). This can thus 

have an effect on consumers’ WTP for a brand. 

Another variable of interest is product involvement, which means “the interest a consumer 

finds in a product class” (Mittal and Lee, 1989, p. 365). The relation to WTP assumes that for 

product categories with high involvement, consumers are willing to pay higher prices 

(Campbell, DiPietro, and Remar, 2014).  

As this thesis includes CSR/CSI scenarios, it is important to check for participants’ cause 

involvement with social issues and their degree of skepticism. This is based on the approach by 

Hill and Lee (2015) who state that consumers with higher involvement levels regarding 

environmental issues will process information about participating in sustainability issues 

deeper. Therefore, the affective (emotional) perception, being the environmental involvement, 

impacts the perception of the brand-cause relation and it can be assumed that with a higher 

involvement, the WTP may be higher (lower) depending on the CSR (CSI) scenario presented. 

Lastly, CSR skepticism is controlled for and adapted from the scale of Skarmeas and 

Leonidou (2013). “A person’s tendency to doubt, disbelieve, and questions” (Skarmeas and 

Leonidou, 2013, p. 1832) is the general definition of skepticism. CSR skepticism is also referred 

to as a consumer response to the communication of CSR and CSR programs (Pirsch et al., 

2007). High skepticism may therefore lead to a change in WTP again depending on the 

presented scenario.  

Finally, the demographic variables gender, age, citizenship, employment, monthly net 

income and the question whether the participants have already lived in Austria for more than 5 

years were included at the end of the questionnaire.  
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Table 5: Demographic variables 

Variable Measure 

Gender 

 

 

Single question with three distinct options.  
Gender: 

o Female 
o Male 
o Diverse 

Age 

 

Single, open-ended question.  

Age: 

_____________ years old 

Citizenship 

 

 

Single question, two distinct options.  

Citizenship: 

o Austrian 
o Other 

Living period in Austria 

 

Single question, two distinct options. 

Have you been living in Austria for at least 5 years? 

o Yes 
o No 

Employment 

 

Single question, five distinct options.  

Employment: 

o Employed 
o Unemployed 
o Student 
o Retired 
o Homemaker 

Monthly net income Single, open-ended question.  

Monthly net income in euro (€): 

______________________ 
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4.3 Pre-tests 

In the following section the results of the two pre-tests that have been carried out are 

presented. The first pretest aimed to find a fictitious brand name without any country or product 

associations to avoid confounds as well as the stimulus countries (a less and a more favorable 

COO) to enable the manipulation of COO favorability. The CSR/CSI scenario was evaluated 

in a second pretest in terms of authenticity and understanding of whether responsible (CSR) or 

irresponsible (CSI) actions were taking place.  

 

4.3.1 Pre-test 1: Fictitious brand name and stimulus countries 

The first pre-test was generated with the online tool “SoSci Survey” and took about three 

minutes. A total of 42 people took part in the survey, but 5 were excluded due to the fact that 

the responses were incomplete. This led ot the final number of 37 participants. This pre-test 

consisted of two parts. In the first part, participants had to answer questions on 3 different 

fictitious brand names which were “Mobia”, “Arcomi”, and “Motica”. These names were 

developed through brainstorming and research on existing smartphone names. 

The goal was to obtain a brand name without any country or product category associations, 

thus avoiding confounding effects due to brand equity and familiarity (Dimofte, Johansson, and 

Ronkainen, 2008). Therefore, for each of the three brand names, two questions had to be 

answered: “Does (fictitious brand name) remind you of any product category?” and “Does 

(fictitious brand name) remind you of any country?”. The order of appearance of the brand 

names was randomized to avoid potential bias. For “Mobia”, 7 participants indicated that the 

name reminded them of a product category, including mobile phones (mentioned three times), 

motorcycles, mobility concepts, mobile radio, and telephones. With regards to the country, 4 

participants mentioned Namibia and an African country in general. For “Arcomi”, 3 products 

were named (chewing gum, dairy products, and medical products) but no country association 

was made, except from one participant that indicated Africa. “Motica” evoked 5 product 

associations (motorcycle, anti-moth products, camera, soccer and medical products). Spain, 

Mexico, and Italy were mentioned by participants as countries that the name “Motica” reminds 

them of. Thus, it can be stated that “Arcomi”, for both product category and country, generated 
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fewer associations. For this reason, “Arcomi” was chosen as fictitious product name for the 

smartphone brand of this study.  

Next, the second part of the pre-test introduced six countries (Finland, China, Poland, the 

Netherlands, Vietnam, and France) to which participants had to evaluate COO favorability. To 

check country image evaluations the established Roth and Romeo (1992)’s scale was employed. 

The scale consists of four items measured on a seven-point Likert-scale. The questions refer to 

dimensions of prestige, workmanship, innovativeness, and attractiveness of products from the 

abovementioned countries. Participants then indicated how they perceive the country based on 

the four items on a differential semantical scale of 1 to 7. 

First, a reliability-check on all six countries has been performed using Cronbach’s alpha (a) 

(Cronbach, 1951; Peter, 1979). The measure ranges from 0 to 1 and values from 0.6 to 0.7 are 

considered the lower limit of acceptability according to Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson 

(2009). The outcomes are presented in Table 6. “Poland” displayed the highest alpha score 

(0.83) while “China” resulted in the lowest (0.55). Overall, the scale results, except for China, 

are reliable, with Poland exceeding the recommendation of 0.7.   

 

Table 6: Cronbach’s Alpha 

Country Cronbach’s Alpha (a) 

Finland a = 0.61 

China a = 0.55 

Poland a = 0.83 

Netherlands a = 0.68 

Vietnam a = 0.68 

France a = 0.65 

 

Composite variables were developed for each country based on the four respective country 

image questions. By applying the paired samples t-test, all pairs, except for the pair “Poland – 

Vietnam”, showed significant differences (p < 0.05). The bigger mean difference lied between 

Finland and Poland (3.10) while the smallest difference appeared between Poland and France 

(2.62).  
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As expected, Finland’s country image was significantly more favorable than Poland’s 

(MFinland = 5.92, MPoland = 2.82; p < 0.001). Similar results apply to Finland and Vietnam 

(MFinland = 5.92 , MVietnam = 3.06; p < 0.001), Finland and China (MFinland  = 5.92 , MChina = 3.47; 

p < 0.001), Netherlands and Vietnam (MNetherlands = 5.09, MVietnam = 3.06; p < 0.001), Finland 

and Netherlands (MFinland = 5.92, MNetherlands = 5.09; p < 0.001), China and Poland (MChina = 3.47, 

MPoland = 2.82; p < 0.005), Finland and France (MFinland = 5.92, MFrance = 5.44; p < 0.005), China 

and Vietnam (MChina = 3.47, MVietnam = 3.06; p < 0.05), Netherlands and France (MNetherlands = 

5.09, MFrance = 5.44; p < 0.05), China and Netherlands (MChina = 3.47, MNetherlands = 5.09; p < 

0.001), China and France (MChina = 3.47, MFrance = 5.44; p < 0.001), Poland and Netherlands 

(MPoland = 2.82, MNetherlands= 5.09, p < 0.001), Vietnam and France (MVietnam = 3.06, MFrance = 

5.44; p < 0.001), Poland and France (MPoland = 2.82, MFrance = 5.44; p < 0.001). Only the 

comparison between Poland and Vietnam revealed no significant difference (MPoland = 2.82, 

MVietnam = 3.06; p > 0.05).  

Based on these results, Finland was chosen as more favorable country and Poland as less 

favorable country for the study.  

 

4.3.2 Pre-test 2: CSR/CSI scenarios 

The second pre-test introduced the scenarios used in the main questionnaire. Four versions 

were developed, varying the COO (Finland/Poland) and the brand’s action (CSR/CSI). 

In line with past research (e.g., Magnusson et al., 2015), the CSR condition was implemented 

through a positive news article focusing on the brand’s positive actions in terms of social 

responsibility. Specifically, participants were informed that the brand “Arcomi” was launching 

its smartphones in Austria. Next, they read that Arcomi produces under fair conditions, in a 

good working environment, pays high wages, and has flexible working hours. These positive 

actions are supported through openness and transparency. In contrast, the CSI condition was 

turned into the opposite behavior, in which the brand is acting in an irresponsible way. This 

was formulated as if Arcomi does not produce under fair conditions, has a non-inclusive work 

environment, demands long working hours, and pays below the minimum wage. These negative 

actions are reinforced through secrecy and lack of transparency. The different combinations are 

shown in Table 2.  
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Table 7: Experimental scenario 

  Corporate actions 

Corporate Social 
Responsibility (CSR) 

Corporate Social 
Irresponsibility (CSI) 

Country of origin 

(COO) 
More favorable COO Condition 1 Condition 3 

Less favorable COO Condition 2 Condition 4 

 

Only two scenarios, one CSR and one CSI scenario with Finland as chosen country were 

included in the pre-test. This is due to the fact that the scenarios in both CSR and CSI conditions 

were exactly the same, differing only with regards to the country.  

The pre-test was again generated with the online survey tool “SoSci Survey” and took two 

to three minutes. A total of 79 people took part in the survey. However, 31 participants had to 

be excluded due to incomplete responses and a nationality other than Austrian, which resulted 

in a final number of 48 respondents. The allocation of the scenarios, either CSR or CSI, was 

randomized. 22 out of the 48 respondents received the CSR scenario, while 26 received the CSI 

scenario.  

The first step was to check for the authenticity and realism of the presented CSR and CSI 

scenario. Therefore, four seven-point Likert scale questions were used: “For me, the scenario 

presented is authentic”; “For me, the scenario presented is realistic”, “I think that the scenario 

is understandable”; and “I believe this scenario could happen in real life.”. In the scale, 1 has 

thereby signified a strong disagreement while 7 indicated a strong agreement.  

To test for differences between the CSR/CSI versions of the scenario, an independent 

samples t-test was applied. As expected, there were no significant mean differences between 

CSR and CSI versions of the scenario in any of the variables: authentic (MCSR = 5.00; MCSI = 

4.08; p > 0,05), realistic (MCSR = 4.45; MCSI = 4.50; p > 0.05), understandable (MCSR = 5.95; 

MCSI = 5.88; p > 0.05), and real life (MCSR = 4.50; MCSI = 4.92; p > 0.05). Furthermore, the high 

means of the variables in both scenarios show that they are eligible for the main experiment. 
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Table 8: Pre-test 2 – Scenario believability 

Variables Levene’s Test Mean difference  
(CSR vs CSI) 

Two-sided p 

Authentic p > 0.05 0.92 p > 0.05 

Realistic p > 0.05 -0.05 p > 0.05 

Understandable p > 0.05 0.07 p > 0.05 

Real life p > 0.05 -0.42 p > 0.05 

 

In a second step, the recognition of CSR and CSI activities was asked to participants. Again, 

two seven-point Likert scale questions – “I perceive Arcomi’s actions portrayed in the news 

article as:” and “I think that this news article describes a brand that is:” – were used, in which 

1 = socially irresponsible and 7 = socially responsible. Independent samples t-tests were 

performed, indicating a significant difference between the scenarios for action perception (t 

(31.83) = 10.44; p < 0.001) and brand description (t (46) = 10.21; p < 0.001). According to 

expectations, the mean scores of the CSR scenario were close to 7 whereas the scores for the 

CSI scenario the scores were close to 1 (MCSR = 6.00; MCSI = 1.42). Similar results were 

obtained for the variable brand description with the mean of CSR being significantly higher 

than the mean of CSI (MCSR = 5.82; MCSI = 1.46). It can be concluded that the CSR scenario is 

clearly perceived positively, whereas the CSI scenario is clearly perceived negatively.  

 

Table 9: Pre-test 2 – Perception of CSR/CSI activities and brand description 

Variables Levene’s Test Mean difference  
(CSR vs CSI) 

Two-sided p 

Action perception p < 0.05 4.577 p < 0.01 

Brand description p > 0.05 4.357 p < 0.01 

 

Therefore, both scenarios can be perceived as authentic and realistic and CSR/CSI actions 

can be clearly identified. For this reason, the CSR and CSI scenarios, as presented in the pre-

test, were used for the main questionnaire.  
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4.4 Questionnaire and data collection 

Since the questionnaire was given to Austrians, and thus German-speakers, the initial 

questionnaire in English was translated into German by a native speaking person and afterwards 

back translated into English by three persons speaking fluently English. This was done in order 

to ensure consistency and accuracy of the original English questionnaire. 

After the translation, the survey was compiled online using the platform “SoSci Survey”. As 

a funding grant from the University of Vienna was issued for this master thesis, respondents 

were recruited through the platform “Clickworker”.  

In total, 342 participants were randomly assigned to one of the four versions of an online 

questionnaire. First, they were exposed to an advertisement (see Appendix).  The advertisement 

included a picture of a smartphone, the fictitious brand name “Arcomi” and logo of the brand, 

as well as three short sentences that mentioned three product features: straightforward design, 

precise technology, and COO (Finland or Poland). 

Following advertisement exposure, respondents were asked to answer the four prices 

according to the Van Westendorp PSM (1976). Prices could be specified in Euros without any 

further restrictions. Subsequently, Roth and Romeo’s (1992) country image questions were 

retrieved, followed by questions about product-country typicality (Halkias and 

Diamantopoulos, 2020), price sensitivity (Wakefield and Inman, 2003), and product 

involvement (Mittal and Lee, 1989). In addition, a bogus item (“I do not understand a word 

German”) was included after these questions as an attention check. One more question on the 

familiarity with smartphones form Poland/Finland was included.  

In the next part of the questionnaire, respondents received a version of a newspaper article, 

either exposing a CSR or a CSI scenario for the respective Finish or Polish brand. After reading 

the article, respondents again answered the four prices according to Van Westendorp (1976). 

Following the pre-tests, to the main study also checked the accurate perception of CSR/CSI 

activities (the same two questions regarding social responsibility of the fictitious brand Arcomi 

were included) as well as for scenario believability, including one question of Herz and 

Diamantopoulos (2017). To control for cause involvement and the relevance of social issues 

for the participants, questions adapted from Hill and Lee (2015) and Skarmeas and Leonidou 
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(2013) were asked next. Finally, respondents answered standard demographics (age, gender, 

citizenship, and income).  

After the survey was completed, questionnaires who were incomplete, as well as those who 

were filled out by non-Austrians were removed. A check for price transitivity (too cheap < 

cheap < expensive < too expensive) following Van Westendorp (1976) guidelines was also 

made and respondents that did not state prices in this order were excluded. Finally, the Bogus 

item was verified. The answers should have been straightforward here, as the study was 

conducted in German and therefore the prerequisite for all respondents was that they speak and 

understand the language. Therefore, participants who did not answer 1 = “Strongly disagree” 

were excluded as it can be assumed that they did not participate attentively in the study.  These 

procedures resulted in the final number of 245 questionnaires. 
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5. Results 

This chapter contains the results of the experimental study as well as the hypotheses testing. 

First, the sample profile of the study is introduced. Next, constructs’ reliability, manipulation 

checks and controls are described. Lastly the hypotheses verification takes place.  

 

5.1 Sample profile 

In a total sample of 245 native Austrian participants, 143 were female (58.4%), 101 were 

male (41.2%), and 1 was diverse (0.4%). The average age was 33 years (M = 32.87; SD = 

11.34).  

Figure 2: Sample profile (gender) 
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Figure 3: Sample profile (age) 

 

Additionally, participants have been asked whether they have been living in Austria for at 

least five years. This question was answered by all 245 respondents with yes.  

Regarding the employment, the majority was employed (71.4%), followed by 20.8% being 

students. The remaining respondents were retired (2.4%), homemaker (3.3%), and unemployed 

(2.0%).  

Figure 4: Sample profile (employment) 
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The average income amounted to 1576.91€ (SD = 988.004). A more detailed distribution is 

shown in Figure 5: 

Figure 5: Sample profile (monthly net income) 

 

Next, the four experimental groups CSRFinland, CSIFinland, CSRPoland, and CSIPoland were 

checked regarding their similarity in these demographics.  
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gender (x2 (6) = 6.59, p > 0.05) and employment (x2 (12) = 11.45, p > 0.05). The CSRFinland 
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age within this group was 34 years, and monthly net income averaged on 1728.00€. In 

comparison, the CSIFinland group included 36 women and 29 men and in sum 65 participants. 

Here, 70.8% of the participants were employed, 1.5% unemployed, 21.5% students, 1.5% 
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unemployed, 28.1% were students, and 1.8% retired. Again, the average age was 32 years and 

monthly net income mean was 1486.25€. 

Regarding the variables age and monthly net income, two One-Way ANOVAS were 

performed. No significant difference was identified in terms of age (MCSR-Finland = 34.85; MCSI-

Finland = 32.32; MCSR-Poland = 32.03; MCSI-Poland = 32.03; F (3, 241) = 0.90 p > 0.05) or monthly 

net income (MCSR-Finland = 1728.00; MCSI-Finland = 1570.85; MCSR-Poland = 1503.50; MCSI-Poland = 

1486.25; F (3, 241) = 0.77 p > 0.05). Consequently, it can be concluded that the four 

experimental groups did not differ significantly in terms of the demographic variables and 

therefore, an influence on the results was not expected. 
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5.2 Constructs reliability 

A reliability-check on the composite variables product-country typicality, price sensitivity, 

product involvement, cause involvement, and CSR skepticism was performed with the 

Cronbach’s alpha (a) (Cronbach, 1951). A high reliability was shown as all coefficients were 

above the accepted limit of 0.5 (Hair et al., 2009).  

Table 10: Reliability of composite variables 
Composite variable Cronbach’s Alpha (a) 

Country image aFinland = 0.76; aPoland = 0.86 

Product-country typicality aFinland = 0.890; aPoland = 0.89 

Price sensitivity a = 0.79 
Product involvement a = 0.85 
Cause involvement a = 0.89 
CSR skepticism a = 0.97 
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5.3 Controls 

The variables product-country typicality, price sensitivity, product involvement, CSR 

skepticism, and cause involvement were employed as controls. Respondents indicated low 

product-country typicality (M = 1.96, SD = 1.16), a moderate to high price sensitivity (M = 

4.75, SD = 1.23), a high product involvement (M = 5.68, SD = 1.14), and high cause 

involvement (M = 5.72, SD = 1.04), and a low to moderate CSR skepticism (M = 3.63, SD = 

2.09).  

Next, a one-way ANOVA was performed to compare the controls across the four 

experimental groups. The respective control variable was used as dependent variable (DV) 

whereas the experimental groups (CSRFinland, CSIFinland, CSRPoland, CSIPoland) represented the 

independent variable (IV). The results reveal a difference across the groups regarding product-

country typicality (F (3, 241) = 10.55; p < 0.05). The test for homogeneity of variances was 

significant, therefore, the Games-Howell test was applied. The post-hoc test showed that the 

group CSRFinland had a significantly higher product-country typicality than CSRPoland (MCSR-

Finland = 2.42; MCSR-Poland = 1.65, p < 0.05) and CSIPoland (MCSR-Finland = 2.42, MCSI-Poland = 1.46, p 

< 0.05). No significant differences were found between CSRFinland and CSIFinland (MCSR-Finland = 

2.42, MCSI-Finland = 2.22, p > 0.05) and CSRPoland and CSIPoland (MCSR-Poland = 1.65, MCSI-Poland = 

1.46, p > 0.05).  

Furthermore, differences were found for CSR skepticism (F (3, 241) = 143.63; p < 0.001). 

The test for homogeneity of variances was not significant, therefore, Bonferroni test was 

applied. The post-hoc test indicated that CSRFinland had a lower CSR skepticism (1 = strongly 

disagree, 7 = strongly agree, regarding the social responsibility of the brand) than CSIFinland 

(MCSR-Finland =5.45, MCSI-Finland = 2.13, p < 0.001) and CSIPoland (MCSR-Finland =5.45, MCSI-Poland 

=1.79, p < 0.001). No significant differences were found between CSRFinland and CSRPoland 

(MCSR-Finland =5.45, MCSR-Poland = 5.13, p > 0.05).  

The ANOVA did not reveal group differences for the dependent variables price sensitivity 

(F (3, 241) = 2.01; p > 0.05), product involvement (F (3, 241) = 1.25; p > 0.05), and cause 

involvement (F (3, 241) = 0.34; p > 0.05). Nonetheless, as these control variables might 

influence consumers’ willingness to pay, they were included in the main analysis.  
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5.4 Manipulation checks 

An independent samples t-test was conducted to check whether the manipulation of the COO 

(Finland and Poland) was successful. The countries were considered as the independent variable 

and the country image the dependent variable. A significant difference was identified between 

the CI of Finland and Poland, with the latter being less favorable (MFinland= 4.68; MPoland= 3.78; 

t (243) = 6.37; p < 0.001). The analysis confirmed that the mean of the country image of Finland 

is significantly higher than the mean of the country image of Poland. Therefore, it can be 

concluded that Finland is associated with a more favorable country image than Poland.  

The manipulation of social actions was controlled for by comparing the means of 

participants who received the CSR scenario versus those who received the CSI scenario. To 

achieve reliability, respondents who saw the CSR scenario had to provide a higher score to the 

questions “I perceive Arcomi’s actions portrayed in the news article as:” (portrayed actions), 

where 1 = socially irresponsible to 7 = socially responsible as well as to the second question “I 

think that this news article describes a brand that is:” (brand responsibility perception) where 

again 1 = socially irresponsible to 7 = socially responsible. On the contrary, respondents who 

read the CSI scenario had to choose low values in both questions.  

The results confirm the expectations with the CSI group scoring low in both questions 

(Mportrayed actions= 1,7; Mbrand responsibility perception= 1,72) while the CSR group ranked high (Mportrayed 

actions= 6,38; Mbrand responsibility perception= 6,33) in the same questions. 
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5.5 Hypotheses testing 

To test the first hypothesis, and thus the COO influence on consumers’ WTP, an analysis of 

covariance (One-Way ANCOVA) was conducted. Specifically, WTPBefore was employed as 

dependent variable, COO (Finland – more favorable vs. Poland – less favorable) as independent 

variable, and product involvement, price sensitivity, and product country typicality as 

covariates. 

Before conducting the ANCOVA, preliminary assumptions had to be checked. These 

include that the values of the covariates had to be constant across the levels of the independent 

variable (Field, 2017). Consequently, three independent sample t-tests were performed with the 

COO (Finland and Poland) as independent variable and each covariate as dependent variable. 

A significant difference between the two countries was identified in terms of product-country 

typicality (MFinland = 2.32; MPoland = 1.55; t (225.913) = 5.58, p < 0.01), but no significant 

differences were found in price sensitivity (MFinland = 4.82; MPoland = 4.67; t (243) = 0.92, p > 

0.05) and product involvement (MFinland = 5.64; MPoland = 5.72; t (243) = -0.54, p > 0.05). 

Therefore, product-country typicality was dropped and not included in the ANCOVA.  

The second assumption that had to be met was homogeneity of variance. This assumption 

was checked through the relationship between the independent and dependent variables, i.e., 

COO and WTP before the scenario (= WTPBefore), without covariates. Levene’s test was not 

significant, showing that equal variances could be assumed. The assumption of homogeneity 

of regression slopes tested the interaction between COO and the covariates. No significant 

interaction was identified.  

After verifying the assumptions, the ANCOVA was performed, including only the covariates 

product involvement and price sensitivity. The overall model was not significant (F (1, 244) = 

2.53; p > 0.05). Product involvement was found to exert a positive influence on COO and WTP 

relationship (F (1, 244) = 5.20; p < 0.05). Price sensitivity (F (1, 244) = 1.98; p > 0.05) showed 

no impact and was removed from the following analysis.  

Consequently, a second ANCOVA was carried out using COO as independent variable, 

WTPBefore as dependent variable and only product involvement as covariate. The model was still 

not significant (F (1, 244) = 2.24; p > 0.05) and therefore H1 was not supported. However, 
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product involvement still displayed a positive influence (F (1, 244) = 4.21; p < 0.05) on the 

relationship between the COO (Finland and Poland) and WTPBefore. 

Next, the moderating effect of CSR/CSI on the relationship between COO and WTP (H2 

and H3) was tested. First, to check whether CSR/CSI had the expected positive/negative effects 

on consumers’ WTP, a within-groups comparison between WTP before and after the CSR/CSI 

scenario was performed through paired samples t-tests. As expected, significant results were 

found for all groups, showing an overall increase (decrease) in consumers WTP after the CSR 

(CSI) scenario (see Table 11). 

Table 11:  Within-groups comparison WTPBefore and WTPAfter 

Scenario Paired-samples t- 

test 

Descriptive statistics Mean 

increase/decrease 

Group 1 – Finland + CSR t (64) = 2.59* MBefore = 547.95 (SD = 249.70) 
MAfter= 576.12 (SD = 254.06) € 29 (+ 5.14%) 

Group 2 – Finland + CSI t (64) = -6.71*** MBefore = 534.06 (SD = 257.33) 
MAfter= 404.08 (SD = 219.14) € 129.98 (- 24.34%) 

Group 3 – Poland + CSR t (57) = 3.24** MBefore = 505.68 (SD = 215.74) 
MAfter= 543.81 (SD = 229.24) € 38,13 (+ 7.54%) 

Group 4 – Poland + CSI t (56) = -4.85*** MBefore = 487.85 (SD = 249.62) 
MAfter= 429.22 (SD = 261.87) € 58.63 (- 12.02%) 

*p < 0.05; **p < 0.01; ***p < 0.001 

Next, to empirically test for H2 and H3, an analysis of covariance (Two-Way ANCOVA) 

was performed, with WTPAfter as dependent variable, COO and CSR/CSI as independent 

variables, and product involvement, price sensitivity, product-country typicality, cause 

involvement, CSR skepticism, and WTPBefore as covariates. Cause involvement and CSR 

skepticism were added as covariates as they are connected with CSR/CSI and consequently 

could influence the effect on WTP. As WTPAfter was introduced as dependent variable, 

WTPBefore was also included as covariate as it is expected that the previous stated WTP would 

have an impact on the WTP after the scenario. 

Before conducting the Two-Way ANCOVA, assumptions were tested. First, it had to be 

checked if all covariates were equal across independent variables, i.e., COO and CSR/CSI. For 

the first independent variable (COO), product-country typicality showed significant differences 

(MFinland = 2.32; MPoland = 1.55; t (225.91) = -5.58; p < 0.01). All other covariates showed no 

significant difference between the countries. With regards to the second independent variable 
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(CSR/CSI), the variable CSR skepticism was significantly different across groups (MCSR = 5.29; 

MCSI = 1.95; t (243) = 20.96; p < 0.001). All other covariates were not found to be significant. 

Consequently, product-country typicality and CSR skepticism were excluded from further 

analyses. Levene’s test was not significant, showing that equal variances could be assumed. 

The control for interactions showed a significant result for WTPBefore and COO (F (1, 244) = 

9.46; p < 0.005), as well as WTPBefore and CSR/CSI (F (1, 244) = 9.25; p < 0.005).  

Before including the covariates into the model, interaction effects were also controlled. The 

assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes tested the interaction between COO, as well 

as CSR/CSI and the covariates. No significant interaction was identified in any case.  

The ANCOVA model was significant, showing main effects of both COO (F (1, 244) = 6.50; 

p < 0.05) and CSR/CSI (F (1, 244) = 83.27); p < 0.001) on WTPAfter. Of all covariates, only 

WTPBefore showed a significant positive influence (F (1, 244) = 936.31; p < 0.001). Therefore, 

all other covariates were dropped. 

Consequently, a second ANCOVA was carried out using COO as independent variable, 

WTPAfter as dependent variable, COO and CSR/CSI as independent variables, and WTPBefore as 

covariate. The model was significant showing again main effects of COO (F (1, 244) = 6.59; p 

< 0.05), and CSR/CSI (F (1, 244) = 87.75; p < 0.001) on WTPAfter. A significant positive 

interaction effect between COO and CSR/CSI was revealed as well (F (1, 244) = 4.88; p < 

0.05). Furthermore, the covariate WTPBefore showed a significant positive impact on WTP after 

the scenario (F (1, 244) = 969.25; p < 0.001). Consequently, H2 and H3 were accepted.  

Next, to test H4 and H5 and thus whether the positive (negative) moderating effect of CSR 

(CSI) would be stronger in a less (more) favorable COO, two analyses of covariance (One-Way 

ANCOVAs) were ran. The first one included only the experimental group that received the 

CSR scenario, whereas the other one only the experimental groups that received the CSI 

scenario. Specifically, for both main ANCOVAs, WTPAfter was the dependent variable, COO 

the independent variable, and product involvement, price sensitivity, product country typicality, 

cause involvement, CSR skepticism, and WTPBefore were the covariates.  

The assumptions were checked for both ANCOVAs (H4 and H5) separately. For the first 

ANCOVA (CSR), the covariates were checked for consistency across the levels of the 
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independent variable. In this case, independent t-tests were applied using the covariate 

WTPBefore, product-country typicality, price sensitivity, product involvement, cause 

involvement, and CSR skepticism as dependent variables and COO as independent variables. 

Significant differences were identified for product-country typicality (MFinland = 2.40; MPoland = 

1.65; t (113,64) = 3.59; p < 0.001) and price sensitivity (MFinland = 5.05; MPoland = 4.56; t (121) 

= 2.31; p < 0.05). Consequently, those two variables were not inserted in the main analysis. The 

remaining variables were not significant and therefore included in the ANCOVA. Levene’s test 

was not significant. Therefore, it could be assumed that variances are equal across the groups. 

The assumption for homogeneity of regression slopes tested the interaction between COO and 

the covariates. A significant result was found for the interaction between WTPBefore and COO 

(F (2, 121) = 338.34; p < 0.001). In this ANCOVA, no significant impact of the COO on 

WTPAfter was found, while also controlling for WTPBefore (F (1, 122) = 0.07; p > 0.05). The 

interaction between COO and WTPBefore was not significant (F (1, 122) = 0.21; p > 0.05). Solely 

WTPBefore has shown a significant impact on WTPAfter (F (1, 122) = 737.73; p < 0.001). For 

product involvement, cause involvement, and CSR skepticism no significant results were 

found. The interaction of COO and WTPBefore and all covariates, except for WTPBefore, were 

dropped for the ANCOVA. 

In the CSR experimental condition, the main model was not significant (F (1, 122) = 0.28; 

p > 0.05). Only WTPBefore has shown a significant positive impact on WTPAfter (F (1, 122) = 

789.67; p < 0.001). Therefore, H4 was not supported.  

For the second ANCOVA (CSI), again the covariates were checked for consistency across 

the levels of the independent variable. Independent t-tests were applied using the covariate 

WTPBefore, product-country typicality, price sensitivity, product involvement, cause 

involvement, and CSR skepticism as dependent variables and the COO as independent 

variables. Significant differences were identified for product-country typicality (MFinland = 2.23; 

MPoland = 1.46; t (109) = -4.42, p < 0.001). Consequently, this variable was not included in the 

main analysis. The remaining variables were not significant and therefore included in the 

analysis. Levene’s test was not significant, showing that equal variances could be assumed. The 

assumption of homogeneity of regression slopes tested the interaction between COO and the 

covariates. A significant positive result was found for the interaction between WTPBefore and 

COO (F (2, 120) = 162.09; p < 0.001) and COO and CSR Skepticism (F (2, 120) = 9.37; p < 
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0.001). For this ANCOVA, the model was overall significant, showing an impact of the 

countries on WTPAfter (F (1, 121) = 4.45; p < 0.05). As expected, WTPBefore had a significant 

positive impact (F (1, 121) = 351.49; p < 0.001). Further, the interaction between COO and 

WTPBefore was significant (F (1, 121) = 16.35; p < 0.001). When controlling for the other 

covariates, CSR skepticism was found to be significant (F (1, 121) = 21.32; p < 0.001). Price 

sensitivity, product involvement, and cause involvement were not significant and consequently 

dropped from the main analysis.  

The second ANCOVA was significant (F (1, 121) = 4.19; p < 0.05). A significant positive 

result was found for the interaction between COO and WTPBefore (F (1, 121) = 16.81; p < 0.001) 

on WTPafter. The covariates CSR skepticism (F (1, 121) = 23.18; p < 0.001) and WTPBefore (F 

(1, 121) = 383.18; p < 0.001) were significant, showing a positive impact. The difference 

between the mean of WTPBefore and the adjusted mean of WTPAfter is higher for Finland 

compared to Poland (MDiff_Finland = -129,98; MDiff_Poland = -58,63), confirming H5. 

For H6, the mean increase/decrease of the participants’ WTP is applied (see Table 11 again). 

When considering the positive increase (+ 7.54%) for the combination of CSR and a less 

favorable COO (Poland), compared to the decrease (- 24.34%) for the combination of CSI and 

a more favorable COO (Finland), it can be stated that, in absolute terms, the negative impact 

on WTP is considerably higher than the positive impact of CSR. Therefore, H6 is not supported.  
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6. Discussion 

This study explored the relationship between a COO and consumers’ WTP while considering 

the moderating role of CSR/CSI.  

Table 12 summarizes the results of the hypotheses testing which are discussed in this section.  

Table 12: Summary of hypotheses 

Hypotheses 
 

Result 

H1 A more (less) favorable country-of-origin (COO) has a positive 
(negative) influence on consumers’ willingness to payf for a brand. 

Not supported 

H2 CSR positively moderates the relationship between COO and 
consumers’ WTP for a brand. 

Supported 

H3 CSI negatively moderates the relationship between COO and 
consumers’ WTP for a brand. 

Supported 

H4 The positive moderating effect of CSR on consumers’ WTP for a brand 
will be stronger for a brand from a less favorable versus a more 
favorable COO. 

Not supported 

H5 The negative moderating effect of CSI on consumers’ WTP for a brand 
will be stronger for a brand from a more favorable versus a less 
favorable COO. 

Supported 

H6 The combination of CSR and a less favorable COO has a stronger 
positive effect on WTP than CSI and a more favorable COO.  

Not supported 

 

First, concerning H1, no COO effect on consumers’ WTP was shown in the experimental 

study, i.e., despite Finland’s country image being significantly more favorable than that of 

Poland, this did not translate into WTP differences. 

However, even if countries differ regarding their country image, pricing differences are no 

necessary consequence (Diamantopoulos et al., 2021). The COO effect can vary across different 

product categories and countries (Tseng and Balabanis, 2011) and also is influenced by the 

present context (Diamantopoulos et al., 2021). Additionally, Semaan et al. (2019, p.1003) state 

that “COO matters more at certain times than others, depending on its framing and 

presentation”.  
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A further possible explanation for the absence of the COO effect could be that consumers, 

in the case of a smartphone and thus a high-involvement purchase, do not put high emphasis on 

the origin of the brand and focus more on the product itself. Connecting this with the equity 

theory, it could be stated that the consumers probably do not perceive the COO as a key attribute 

of the smartphone and thus as a benefit, because aspects like technology, design, and price seem 

to have a stronger influence on the consumers’ considerations. People who are very involved 

with and interested in smartphones are not strongly influenced by the country the smartphone 

come from when it comes to the value allocation. Aspects regarding the technology, 

functionality, and advances are of greater concern compared to the COO.  

If the country is not taken into consideration, it has less weight and exerts little or no 

influence on the perception of the consumer (Briley and Aaker, 2006). Product traits are 

recognized more and are therefore processed more strongly than other information like the 

extrinsic COO cue (Semaan et al., 2019).  

With regards to the moderation effect of CSR/CSI (H2 and H3), it can be stated that the 

relationship between COO and WTP is, on the one hand, positively influenced by CSR and, on 

the other hand, negatively impacted by CSI. This means that WTP increases when consumers 

learn of a responsible behavior of a company, and it decreases when an irresponsible behavior 

is presented. This is in line with equity theory (Adams, 1965) and previous findings (see Creyer 

and Ross, 1997; Ferreira and Ribeiro, 2017; Homburg et al., 2013; Marquina and Morales, 

2012), as through the responsible behavior of a brand added value is created for which 

consumers are willing to pay more. Especially nowadays, engagement in CSR activities is an 

important criterion for customers when making purchase decisions (Gupta, 2015). Awareness 

of socially responsible behavior is increasingly emerging, which is why consumers are also 

paying more attention to the social aspect when buying brands (e.g., Cowan and Guzman, 2018; 

Magnusson et al., 2015; Schuitema and de Groot, 2014). Buying from a brand that acts in a 

socially responsible way confirms the consumers to make a contribution themselves through 

their purchase. Relating this notion to the CSI scenario, companies do not offer this benefit to 

their customers, which is reflected in the lower WTP in the study after the CSI scenario. With 

irresponsible activities, brands counteract the possibility of further strengthening the 

relationship to their stakeholders and providing the added value, that would lead customers to 
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pay higher prices. Additionally, they give customers a reason to question the price (e.g., asking 

for discounts) and even their purchase.  

Regarding the impact of the moderating effect (H4 and H5), no moderating effect of CSR 

was found in the comparison between a less versus a more favorable COO. Thus, none of the 

brands (either with a less favorable or a more favorable COO image) receives an extra 

advantage when engaging in CSR activities. These findings go against the theories of recency 

(Miller and Campbell, 1959) and contrast effects (Wundt, 1998) and thus the expectation that 

the brand from the less favorable COO would display a higher increase on WTP than the brand 

from the more favorable COO. This is contrary to the findings of Hong and Kim (2017), 

Magnusson, Krishnan, Westjohn, and Zdraykoviv (2014), Ulke and Schons (2016). That the 

positive moderating effect of CSR is not stronger in a less favorable versus a more favorable 

COO could be led back to customer suspect regarding the sincerity of the CSR activities from 

a brand from a less favorable COO (Ulke and Schons, 2016). The combination of CSR and a 

less favorable COO might represent too much of a contradiction for the consumer and causes 

skepticism so that the positive influence of CSR is not perceived and consequently does not 

translate into a higher WTP. Further, CSR effectiveness is questioned for sectors like oil, gas, 

and mining (Frynas, 2005). Especially mining is part of the production process of smartphones. 

Consequently, the CSR initiative was maybe not perceived as credible enough for the less 

favorable COO in the context of the telecommunication sector.  

As predicted by the theories of recency (Miller and Campbell, 1959) and contrast effects 

(Wundt, 1998), the negative moderating effect of CSI was stronger in the more favorable COO 

rather than the less favorable one. Consequently, it can be assumed that brands from a more 

favorable COO are more punished for CSI activities than are brands from a less favorable COO. 

The findings of this study suggest that brands from a more favorable COO do not have 

reputational equity that could protect them against CSI activities and negative consequences on 

the consumers’ WTP. Contrary to the findings of Magnusson et al. (2015), results of this study 

did not discover reputational equity for brands from a more favorable COO. Consequently, 

these brands do not benefit from a “buffer” through a favorable COO (Crouch et al., 2020). 

Additionally, consumers hold higher expectations for brands from countries with a more 

favorable country image (Hong and Kim, 2017), which seem to lead to a stronger reaction when 

the exact opposite occurs. Therefore, brands from both, a more and less favorable COO, need 
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to consider the consequences of corporate social irresponsibility. Thus, these outcomes are 

supported by the assumption of that “a positive CI will not shield an organization from 

responsibility” (Crouch, Lu, Pourazad, and Ke, 2020, p. 915). Nevertheless, this is contrary to 

the findings of Magnusson et al. (2015, p. 677), who state that “a negative CSR signal is 

evaluated much more negatively for a brand from an unfavorable country”. However, 

Magnusson et al. (2015) investigated different product categories and were only look at the 

environmental context, which could lead to different findings.  

Finally, H6 reflects the contrast between CSR + less favorable COO and CSI + more 

favorable COO. Other than expected, the negative effect of the group CSIFinland is considerably 

higher compared to the positive impact of CSRPoland, which means that the combination of CSI 

and a favorable COO has a stronger negative impact on WTP than CSR and a less favorable 

COO has a positive impact on WTP. A possible explanation for the more distinctive perception 

of the negative effects of CSI compared to the positive effects of CSR can be found within the 

negativity bias. This occurs when people are confronted with various information, but the 

negative ones are weighted more heavily (Kanouse, 1984). As a result, the consumers’ WTP 

strongly decreases when information about CSI activities is present. These findings show that 

the engagement in CSR activities does only influence the WTP of consumers to a small extent, 

while CSI activities can have highly negative consequences.  

 

 

 

  



 

63 

 

7. Conclusion 

After presenting and discussing the main findings of this study, the subsequent section 

contains general implications that contribute to and extend findings of existing literature and 

can be applied in a practical setting. Ultimately, limitations and directions for future research 

are displayed.  

 

7.1 Theoretical contributions 

By investigating the moderating effect of CSR/CSI on the link between COO and 

consumers’ WTP, this study contributes by gaining a deeper understanding of the mentioned 

relationship.  

First of all, this study advances COO & CSR research by drawing a connection between 

COO, CSR/CSI and WTP, which is still rarely addressed in this combination. Studies 

established a positive relationship between CSR and WTP (e.g., Nikolić, Maričić, and Nikolić 

2021; Miller, Tait, Saunders, Dalziel, Rutherford, and Abell, 2017) and between COO and WTP 

(e.g., Koschate-Fischer et al., 2012; Balcombe et al., 2016; Semaan et al., 2019). Further, extant 

research focused on the combination of COO and sustainability/organic aspects (see Cowan 

and Guzman (2020); Götze and Brunner (2019); Hsu, et al., (2016); Thøgersen et al., (2016)), 

without explicitly including CSR/CSI actions. The approach of this study is similar to 

Magnusson et al. (2015), however within this research, the focus is on the social CSR/CSI 

context, which is overlooked by this study. Therefore, this study sheds light on the interplay 

between different COOs (more/less favorable), a company that is acting socially responsible or 

irresponsible, and their impact on the consumers’ WTP. 

By setting up a conceptual model, COO is placed as independent variable, CSR/CSI takes 

on a moderating role, and WTP is used as dependent variable. Further, WTP is measured twice 

within this study: one time before informing respondents about the company’s CSR/CSI 

activities and one time after. This enables to gain insights into the change of consumers’ WTP 

after they receive additional information about social activities and enlarges the up until now 

scarce price-related outcomes of the combined effects of COO and CSR/CSI (Koschate-Fischer 

et al., 2012). Additionally, a more precise examination of WTP as dependent variable in the 
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context of CSR is offered as asked by Magnusson et al. (2015). Extant studies rather focused 

on investigating the role of CSR as a dependent variable (e.g., al Jarah and Emeagwali, 2017; 

Ferreira and Ribeiro, 2017; Magnusson et al., 2015). By using CSR/CSI as a moderator, 

literature is extended with a new perspective on the influence of CSR/CSI.  

Moreover, in this thesis, responsible and irresponsible company actions were embedded in 

the social context, shifting away the attention from the environmental aspect, which was 

emphasized in previous studies (e.g., Gupta, 2015; Magnusson et al., 2015; Peloza and Shang, 

2011). The social aspect is as much part of the CSR construct as is the environmental 

component. However, environmental issues are often in the spotlight due to issues such as 

global warming. Therefore, this study adds to existing literature by focusing on social CSR.  

Additionally, not only socially responsible activities are considered in this study, but also 

the contrasting socially irresponsible actions are addressed. Compared to the broadly discussed 

and researched topic of CSR, CSI was not given much consideration within literature (Atay and 

Terpstra-Tong, 2019). Since CSI activities can have tremendous impacts on the company 

performance and customer reactions as well (Elsbach and Bhattacharya, 2001; Folkes and 

Kamins, 1999; Magnusson et al., 2015; Vaaland et al., 2008), it is essential to closely investigate 

such activities.  

Finally, new insights are obtained through the use of impression formation as underlying 

theory. Similar to Ulke and Schons (2016), the theory of recency (Miller and Campbell 1959), 

and contrast effects (Wundt, 1998) are drawn upon. However, in this thesis, these theories are 

employed in the context of a more or less favorable COO and not only in the CSR context, as 

Ulke and Schons did. This enables a new viewpoint on the interplay of COO and CSR/CSI and 

enlarges potential approaches to these topics.  
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7.2 Managerial implications 

Due to globalization and internationalization, great importance is attributed to the COO of a 

brand. However, with consumers being highly sensitive to the topic of social (ir-) responsibility, 

companies and managers also need to address this topic within their strategies. This thesis offers 

guidance of handling a less or more favorable country image in combination with either socially 

responsible or irresponsible company activities. Further, it provides advice on how to include 

COO or CSR information into marketing strategies. Additionally, the focus of this research on 

consumers’ WTP provides direction for pricing strategies.  

First, because COO had no significant positive influence on consumers’ WTP, it cannot be 

assumed that solely the mentioning of the respective COO or the inclusion of a COO cue will 

increase or decrease WTP. On the other hand, if a company is engaged in socially responsible 

activities that go beyond the mandatory and legal obligation, such as the support of social 

movements, investments in welfare, or supplementary programs for employees (Vahdati, 

Mousavi, and Tajik, 2015; Virvilaite and Daubaraite, 2011), marketers should include this 

information into their advertising campaign as this would not positively influence WTP. With 

the additional information about CSR activities, consumers reward the company for their 

actions and are willing to pay more (Gupta, 2015; Marquina and Morales, 2012). Based on this 

information, managers can adapt and increase prices for their products, if CSR activities are 

present (Gupta, 2015; McGoldrick and Freestone, 2008). In contrast, when a company is not 

engaged in CSR and thus is found to have CSI activities within its practices, managers are better 

advised to focus on product attributes and to avoid transferring negative CSR information 

(Dekhili et al., 2021) as these negatively influence the consumers’ WTP.  

Furthermore, while both brands (from a less favorable COO and a more favorable COO) 

gain the same with the engagement in CSR, brands from the more favorable COO are punished 

more for CSI and consequently should be more concerned with CSI. When information about 

CSI activities become apparent, companies from a more favorable COO are punished stronger. 

By deflecting consumers’ attention away from COO and CSI information (Verlegh et al., 2005), 

managers can counteract the negative consequences and again rather focus on positive attributes 

that are linked to product (Dekhili et al., 2021). In the case of smartphones, managers would be 

well advised to focus on, for example, the technical advances the phone provides or the design.  
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Moreover, brands form a country with a less favorable image need to consider, that when 

including the CSR information, the positive effect on WTP may not be as strong as expected 

and compared to when not including CSR information. Brands from a less favorable COO do 

not gain as much from CSR compared to brands from a more favorable COO, which makes it 

more challenging to compensate the less favorable COO image with CSR activities. Results of 

this study show an increase in the consumers’ WTP, but this is rather modest compared to the 

strong decrease of WTP when information about irresponsible activities is present. Therefore, 

it must be weighed up for each individual company beforehand whether it is financially 

worthwhile to focus the advertising/communication strategy on the CSR message.  

Further, when contrasting CSR and a less favorable COO against CSI and a more favorable 

COO, the latter has a stronger negative impact on consumers’ WTP. Results also showed that 

WTP was only (positively) influenced to a small extent by CSR activities, while highly negative 

consequences on WTP were found for CSI activities. Therefore, when the COO of a company 

is less favorable, but the company is engaging in CSR activities, it could be advisable to stress 

the positive aspect, being here the CSR activities, and not focusing too much on the COO in 

order to generate a stronger positive impact on consumers’ WTP (Ahmed, Johnson, Yang, 

Kheng Fatt, Sack Teng, and Chee Boon, 2004; Dekhili, Crouch, and Moussawel, 2021; 

Verlegh, Steenkamp, and Meulenberg, 2005). Brands from a more favorable COO need to 

consider the strong negative consequences when being socially irresponsible, as already 

mentioned above. Additionally, the negative aspects are even aggravated when a direct 

comparison with e.g., competitors from other COOs takes place. Therefore, especially 

managers from socially irresponsible brands operating in a more favorable COO are well 

advised to avoid direct comparisons with competing brands and rather focus on their own 

unique selling proposition or stressing the competitive advantage than to promote their COO.  

Brands from both, a more and less favorable COO, need to consider the consequences of 

corporate social irresponsibility. Contrary to the findings of Magnusson et al. (2015), results of 

this study did not discover reputational equity for brands from a more favorable COO. 

Consequently, these brands do not benefit from a “buffer” through a favorable COO (Crouch 

et al., 2020). Transferring this information, price reductions could counter and compensate the 

negative effects caused by socially irresponsible activities (Dekhili et al., 2021; Sweetin, 

Knowles, Summey, and McQueen, 2013). However, as price reductions cannot be applied 
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constantly, managers should make efforts to counteract and transform corporate social 

irresponsibility. If this transformation succeeds, prices could be raised again and adjusted to the 

competitive environment.   

Overall, the findings of this research can help managers to decide whether it is worth 

investing in CSR activities. As the COO was not found to be decisive for WTP, CSR activities 

offer the possibility of differentiation and creating a competitive advantage (Gupta, 2015; 

Peloza and Shang, 2011). This is of special interest when considering the outcome that CSR 

increases consumers’ WTP. Investing in, and or maintaining, CSR activities is therefore 

worthwhile and can reward the company with increased profits/return on investments. 

However, managers planning a transition from CSI to CSR need to constantly monitor 

consumers' reaction on this change to avoid potential misconceptions.  
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7.3 Limitations and future research 

Despite the various outcomes that are enlarging current literature and offer support for 

managers, this research also contains limitations that need to be considered. However, these 

offer additional opportunities and directions for future studies.  

The first aspect of possible improvement is the generalizability of the results. This study was 

conducted with a single country, namely Austria, as target of investigation. Austria as a 

developed country has a different initial situation as medium or less developed countries. For 

this reason, the findings may only be applicable for brands from countries that have a similar 

stage of development as Austria. Further, COO has different effects on people from different 

countries (Roth and Romeo, 1992) and the cultural context of consumers has an influence on 

the CSR findings (Magnusson et al., 2015; Nielsen, 2014). Thus, future research could extend 

the results by additionally investigating other countries and comparing the outcomes.  

Second, the focus within the present study on only one product category also limits the 

generalizability of the results. Including products from other segments than technology or 

smartphones would be useful to foster the insights and consequently increase the understanding 

of the combined effects of COO and CSR/CSI in multiple product areas. The investigation of 

other product categories and countries could further explore the lack of COO effect and whether 

this holds in other constellations. Subsequently, with new countries or product categories, the 

moderating effect of CSR needs to be observed regarding changes depending on the COO 

context.  

Further, a fictitious brand and fictitious scenarios were used for the maximization of internal 

validity. Another avenue of investigation could include real brands and scenarios to gain 

broader insights in factors, like corporate reputation and brand image, impacting the COO and 

CSR/CSI relationship. As consumers are not familiar with the brand due to its fictitious 

character, results could be influenced by negative reactions (Aruan, Crouch, and Quester, 

2018). Therefore, real brands offer an opportunity to support the findings of this study. 

However, to prevent possible confounds, covariates such as brand familiarity and product 

ethnicity need to be included.   
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This research offers initial insights into the interplay of COO and WTP when being 

influenced by CSR/CSI for theory and practice. Extending and deepening the present study 

through the proposed avenues for future research can further increase the consolidation of 

results and provide additional valuable understandings.   
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8. Appendices 

A. Questionnaire 

The following study focuses on consumer behavior, and it is conducted by the Chair of 

International Marketing at the University of Vienna. Completion of the questionnaire will take 

around 8-10 minutes of your time. Thank you very much for participating in the study, we very 

much appreciate it. The study is for scientific use only and has no commercial purposes 

whatsoever.   

 

• It is important that you read the questions carefully and follow the instructions exactly. 

• There are no wrong or correct answers. We are only interested in your personal 

opinion.  

• There is no time limit for this questionnaire. Please take your time filling.  

• This questionnaire is anonymous. All information provided is strictly confidential.  

 

 

If you have any questions, feel free to contact me at the following e-mail address: 

a11926192@unet.univie.ac.at 
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Finland:  

Part 1 

Arcomi is a Finnish brand of the telecommunications industry. The brand will launch its 
smartphones in Austria in the end of 2022. The products will be available online and in 

electronic stores in the country.  

 

Below you find a picture of an Arcomi smartphone. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

88 

 

Poland:  

Arcomi is a Polish brand of the telecommunications industry. The brand will launch its 

smartphones in Austria in the end of 2022. The products will be available online and in 

electronic stores in the country.  

Below you find a picture of an Arcomi smartphone. 
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Part 2 

Please answer the following questions based on the picture and information you have just 

seen.  

 

1. At what price would you consider the price of this product so low that you would question 

its quality?  

________________ Euros. 

2. At what price would you consider the product to be a bargain – a great buy for the money? 

________________ Euros. 

3. At what price would you consider the product starting to get expensive – not out of the 

question, but you’d need to give some thought to buying it?  

________________ Euros. 

4. At what price would you consider this product so expensive that you would not consider 

buying it?  

________________ Euros. 

 

Part 3 

Now, please rate Finnish/Polish products regarding the characteristics presented.  

 

5. Innovativeness (i.e. use of new technology and engineering advances)  

     Not         

innovative            Innovative 

 1         2  3      4          5  6          7 

 

 

6. Attractiveness of design (i.e. appearance, style, colors, variety)  

      Not             

  attractive                     Attractive 

 1         2  3      4          5  6          7 
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7. Prestige (i.e. exclusivity, status, brand name reputation)  

     Low              High 

  prestige                 prestige 

 1         2  3      4          5  6          7 

 

8. Workmanship (i.e. reliability, durability, craftsmanship, manufacturing quality)  

     Bad              Good 
  workmanship                     workmanship 

 1         2  3      4          5  6          7 

 

Next, please state the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements 

(numbers closer to 1 indicate higher disagreement with the statement, while numbers closer to 

7 indicate higher agreement):  

 Strongly  

disagree 
 Strongly  

agree 

9. Smartphones reflect Finland/Poland. 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
       

10. I associate smartphones with 

Finland/Poland. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
       

11. Smartphones make me think of 

Finland/Poland. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
       

12. There is a strong link between 

smartphones and Finland/Poland.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
       

13. I’m willing to make an extra effort to 

find a low price for smartphones.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
       

14. I will change what I had planned to 
buy in order to take advantage of a lower 

price for smartphones.         

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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15. I am sensitive to differences in prices 

of smartphones. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
       

16. I would choose my smartphone very 

carefully.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
       

17. Deciding which smartphone to buy 

would be an important decision for me. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
       

18. Which smartphone I buy matters to 

me a lot.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
       

19. I do not understand a word of 

German. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 

Now, please answer the following question: 

20. How familiar are you with smartphones from Finland/Poland? 

 Not at all             Very 

  familiar                       familiar 

 1         2  3      4          5  6          7 

 

 

 

Part 4 

Next, please read carefully the news article about the brand Arcomi and answer the subsequent 

questions.  

Finland CSR: 
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Finland CSI: 
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Poland CSR: 

 

Poland CSI: 
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Considering the news article presented before, please answer the following questions about 

the smartphone you have seen previously.  

21. At what price would you consider the price of this product so low that you would question 

its quality?  

________________ Euros. 

22. At what price would you consider the product to be a bargain – a great buy for the money? 

________________ Euros. 

23. At what price would you consider the product starting to get expensive – not out of the 

question, but you’d need to give some thought to buying it?  

________________ Euros. 

24. At what price would you consider this product so expensive that you would not consider 

buying it?  

________________ Euros. 

 

Now, please answer the following questions about your overall impression of Arcomi.  

25. I perceive Arcomi’s actions portrayed in the news article as:  

 Socially            Socially  

  Irresponsible        responsible 

 1         2  3      4          5  6          7 

 

26. I think that this news article describes a brand that is:  

  Socially            Socially  
  Irresponsible        responsible 

 1         2  3      4          5  6          7 

 

Next, please answer the following question(s) about your impressions of the news article: 

27. I perceive the scenario as _________.   

 Not at all               Very  
  authentic                      authentic 
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 1         2  3      4          5  6          7 

 

Now, please answer the following questions about social issues.  

28. To me, social issues are_____ 

 

Insignificant  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Significant 

 

Uninteresting  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Interesting 

 

Meaningless  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Meaningful 

 

Of no concern  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Concerns me 

 

Superfluous  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Vital 

 

 

Please state the extent to which you agree or disagree with the following statements about 

Arcomi. 

 

 Strongly  

disagree 

 Strongly  

agree 

29. It is doubtless that this is a socially 

responsible brand. 
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
       

30. It is certain, that this brand is 
concerned to improve the well-being of 

society.  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
       

31. It is sure that this brand follows high 

ethical standards.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
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32. It is unquestionable that this brand 

acts in a socially responsible way.  
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 

 
       

 

Part 5 

 

33. Gender 

o Female  
o Male   

o Other/Diverse 

34. Age 

 ____________ years old 

35. Citizenship  

o Austrian 

o Other 

36. Have you been living in Austria for at least 5 years? 

o Yes 

o No 

37. Employment? 

o Employed  

o Unemployed 
o Student 

o Retired 

o Homemaker 

38. Monthly net income in euro (€) 

______________ 

 

Thank you very much for your participation! 

Your answers have been saved, you can now close the browser window.  
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B. Pre-tests 

Pre-test 1 

Paired samples t-test – country image 
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Pre-test 2 

Scenarios German - Finland: 
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Scenarios German - Poland: 
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Independent samples t-test – Scenario authenticity
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Independent samples t-test – Social responsibility 
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C. Analyses main study 
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Subsamples CSI Finland: 

 

 

 

Subsamples CSI Poland: 
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One-Way ANOVA – Age & monthly net income 
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Chi-square tests – Gender 
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Chi-square test – Employment 
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Reliability 

Product-country typicality    Price sensitivity 

   

Product involvement     Cause involvement 

    

 

CSR skepticism 
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Control Variables 

Descriptives 

 

Descriptives Finland 

 

Descriptives Poland 
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One-way ANOVA 
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Test of hypotheses 
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Poland CSI 
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Main Analysis H 2+3 
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D. Abstract German 

In der heutigen hochgradig globalisierten Welt ist die Herkunft der Marke zwar nach wie vor 

eine wichtige Information für die Verbraucher, aber das Handeln der Marken in sozialen Fragen 

und ihr Engagement für die Gesellschaft sind ebenfalls in den Mittelpunkt gerückt. Nachrichten 

über das Verhalten von Unternehmen verbreiten sich schnell und der Zugang zu Informationen 

ist nahezu uneingeschränkt, weshalb diese Themen die Konsumenten noch stärker beeinflussen. 

Der Zusammenhang zwischen der Herkunft einer Marke, ihrem Handeln in sozialen Belangen 

und der Zahlungsbereitschaft der Verbraucher ist jedoch noch nicht untersucht. Für Marketing-

Manager ist daher von besonderem Interesse, wie diese Aspekte von den Konsumenten 

wahrgenommen werden und wie sich dieses Verhalten monetarisieren lässt. Vor diesem 

Hintergrund war es das Ziel dieser Studie, den Einfluss eines als (weniger) positiv 

wahrgenommenen Herkunftslandes auf die Zahlungsbereitschaft der Konsumenten zu 

untersuchen, wobei die verantwortungsvollen und unverantwortlichen sozialen Handlungen der 

Marke berücksichtigt wurden. Durch die Durchführung einer experimentellen Studie in der 

Produktkategorie Smartphones zeigen wir, dass die Herkunft der Marke überraschenderweise 

keinen Einfluss auf die Zahlungsbereitschaft der Konsumenten hat. Wie erwartet, haben die 

(un-)verantwortlichen Aktivitäten der Marke einen signifikant negativen (positiven) Einfluss 

auf die Zahlungsbereitschaft der Konsumenten. Die Ergebnisse zeigen auch einen stärkeren 

negativen Einfluss unverantwortlicher Sozial-Praktiken in einem positiven wahrgenommenen 

Herkunftsland auf die Zahlungsbereitschaft als in einem weniger positiv wahrgenommenen 

Herkunftslandes, während verantwortungsbewusstes soziales Handeln in einem als weniger 

positiver wahrgenommenen Herkunftslandes keinen stärkeren positiven Einfluss auf die 

Zahlungsbereitschaft hat als in einem positiven wahrgenommenen Herkunftsland. Unsere 

Ergebnisse zeigen außerdem, dass eine Marke mit verantwortungsvollem sozialem Handeln 

und einem weniger positiv wahrgenommenen Herkunftsland einen stärkeren positiven Einfluss 

auf die Zahlungsbereitschaft hat als eine Marke mit unverantwortlichem sozialem Handeln und 

einem als positiver wahrgenommenen Herkunftslandes. Auf Grundlage dieser Ergebnisse 

erörtern wir Implikationen für Forschung und Praxis und bieten Vorschläge für zukünftige 

Forschung.   
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