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ABSTRACT

Many companies nowadays implement sustainable practices internally, by
integrating W‘itlilorganizational culture and operations. As a result, brand and corporate images
are created, leading to customer’s emotional attachment and ultimately brand loyalty. In the first
stage, the qualitative approach was adopted to investigate how a company translates its full
three-pillar sustainability into a sustainable brand and corporate images among consumers in
Thailand. Manager interviews confirmed that the level of sustainability implementation evident
on the website is fairly accurate. Consumers roughly translate this into brand and corporate
images reflecting the degree of the company’s sustainability. Consumers are quite aware of
three-pillar sustainability, but often do not explicitly consider all three pillars in their product
decisions. However, the long-term trend seems to be toward merging the separate market
segments into a comprehensive, three-pillar sustainability-oriented segment. The later stage of
this research is a quantitative study where SEM was adopted. The result confirms the findings

from the literature that brand and corporate images contribute to emotional attachment, which

is a precedence of brand loyalty.

KEY WORDS: SUSTAINABLE BRANDING, SUSTAINABLE OPERATIONS
MANAGEMENT, SUSTAINABLE CORPORATE CULTURE,
SUSTAINABLE BRAND IMAGE, SUSTAINABLE CORPORATE
IMAGE

227 pages




CONTENTS

ACKNOWLEDGEMENTS

ABSTRACT

LIST OF TABLES
LIST OF FIGURES

CHAPTER I
1.1
Irp
1.3
1.4
15
1.6
1.7
1.8

CHAPTER 11
2.1
2.2
2.3
24
2.5
2.6
2.7
2.8
2.9

INTRODUCTION
Introduction
Sustainability and Organizational Practice
Consumer Perception of Sustainable Brands
Emotional Attachment and Brand Loyalty
The Conceptual Model
The Research Approach
Contributions
Brief Overview of the Chapters
LITERATURE REVIEW
Brand Equity and Concept of Sustainability
The Study of Sustainable Branding
Economic Development and Sustainability
Sustainability in Business Practice
The Triple Bottom Line Concept
Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)
Green Marketing

Sustainability Practices in Macro and Micro Levels

Sustainable Brand

2.9.1 Level 1 — The Corporate Level

2.9.2 Level 2 — The Consumers’ Perspective

Page

iii

viii

— 00 O W AN = — A

W W W W D NN N = = e = =
N W = O 00 3 WL W O W U

41

2.9.3 Level 3 — Emotional Attachment and Brand Loyalty 45



vi

CONTENTS (cont.)

Page

2.10 Research Framework 51

CHAPTER III THE QUALITATIVE STUDY OF THE MIXED METHODS 53

3.1 Introduction 53

3.2 The Internal Corporate Level 55

3.2.1 Methodology 55

3.2.2 Results and Analysis 63

3.2.3 Defining the Concepts 63

3.3 The External Consumer Level 74

3.3.1 Methodology 74

3.3.2 Result and Analysis 76

3.3.3 Defining the Concepts 77

CHAPTER IV THE QUANTITATIVE STUDY OF THE MIXED

METHODS 83

4.1 Introduction 83

4.2 Questionnaire Development 83

4.2.1 Questionnaire items on Brand Image 85

4.2.2 Questionnaire items on Corporate Image 87

4.2.3 Questionnaire items on Emotional Attachment 88

4.2.4 Questionnaire items on Brand Loyalty 89

4.3 Expert Opinion 90

4.4 Pilot Study 91

4.5 Final Questionnaire Version and Sampling Methodology 94

4.6 The Model and the Hypotheses 95
4.7 Descriptive Statistics for the Concepts, Sub-dimensions,

and Pillars 96

4.7.1 Brand Image 97

4.7.2 Corporate Image 98



vii

CONTENTS (cont.)

Page

4.7.3 Emotional Attachment 100

4.7.4 Brand Loyalty 101

4.8 Scale Purification 102

4.8.1 Factor Solution 102

4.9 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) 103

4.9.1 Initial SEMs 103

4.9.2 Measurement Model 104

4.9.3 Structural Model 106

4.10 Findings 110
CHAPTER V DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION 113
5.1 Discussion 113

5.2 Implications 122

5.2.1 Conceptual implications 122

5.2.2 Managerial implications 123

5.3 Limitations and Recommendations for Further Studies 125
REFERENCES 128
APPENDICES 155
Appendix A: Qualitative research 156

Appendix B: Quantitative research 165

BIOGRAPHY 227



Table

2.1

3.1
3.2
33
34

3.5
3.6

4.1

4.2

4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

4.7

4.8
4.9

LIST OF TABLES

Numbers of past research of sustainable branding on the three pillars

of sustainability, in marketing journals retrieving from SCOPUS

from 2000-2021

DJSI scoring criteria for household durables industry (S&P Global, 2021)
Sustainability scores assessed according to DJSI criteria and weights
Companies ranked by sustainability score by sustainability dimension
Sustainability scores assessed according to DJSI criteria assessed before
and after the in-depth interviews.

List of respondents categorized by job function and company level.

List of respondents, their brand, and perceived sustainability level of
the brand.

Numbers of items used in the questionnaire on brand image, categorized
by sustainability pillars and measurement dimensions.

Numbers of items used in the questionnaire on corporate image,
categorized by sustainability pillars and measurement dimensions.
Numbers of items used in the questionnaire on emotional attachment,
categorized by measurement dimensions.

Numbers of items used in the questionnaire on brand loyalty

Summary of the questions revised according to IOC

Summary of EFA in the pilot study

Numbers of items used in the final questionnaire, categorized by pillars
and sub-dimensions

Descriptive statistics for brand image

Descriptive statistics for corporate image

4.10 Descriptive statistics for emotional attachment

4.11 Descriptive statistics for brand loyalty

viii

Page

21
57
59
59

61
62

75

86

88

89
90
91
93

94
97
99
101
101



iX

LIST OF TABLES (cont.)

Table Page
4.12 Ttems used for each latent construct, CFA loadings, and CR 105
4.13 Summary of various model scenarios 108
4.14 Parameter estimates in various versions of constructing the model 109

4.15 SEM analysis results 110



LIST OF FIGURES

Figure Page

1.1 The proposed conceptual model with research questions addressed 7

1.2 The proposed conceptual model showing the stage of qualitative and

quantitative studies 9
2.1 The 3-pillar framework 16
2.2 The Stockholm Resilience Centre’s SDGs “wedding cake” 18

2.3 Numbers of papers on sustainable branding published in marketing

journals retrieved from SCOPUS from 2000-2021 (N=331) 20
2.4 Numbers of past research of sustainable branding on the three pillars of

sustainability, in marketing journals retrieving from SCOPUS

from 2000-2017 and 2018-2021 22
2.5 The diagram of co-occurrence keywords in sustainable branding

in marketing journals retrieving from SCOPUS from 2000-2021 (N=331) 23

2.6 The sustainable leadership pyramid 40
2.7 Level 1 — the corporate level 41
2.8 Level 1 —the corporate level and Level 2 — the consumers’ perspective 45
2.9 Weak vs. strong attitudes and behavior 50

2.10 The proposed model, including 3 levels. Level 1 — the corporate level,

Level 2 — the consumers’ perspective, Level 3 — emotional attachment,

and the output—brand loyalty 51
2.11 The proposed sustainable branding model showing the stage of qualitative

and quantitative studies 52
4.1 The structural model and hypotheses for the quantitative study 96
4.2 CFA measurement model 106
4.3 The structural model 107

4.4 SEM analysis results (***p<0.001 and *p<0.05). 110



LIST OF FIGURES (cont.)

Figure
4.5 The conceptual model showing research questions and the stage of
qualitative and quantitative studies
5.1 SEM analysis results (***p<0.001 and *p<0.05).

5.2 Evolution of sustainability segments

Xi

Page

112
121
124



College of Management, Mahidol University Ph.D. (Sustainable Leadership) / 1

CHAPTER1
INTRODUCTION

1.1 Introduction

Sustainability has become a critical issue in the modern world, and a great
many constituencies have been conscious of the need to modify current practices.
Sustainability is profoundly built by three pillars, namely social, environmental, and
economic modules (Clune & Zehnder, 2020; Purvis, Mao, & Robinson, 2019). While
these three pillars have been well integrated into conceptualization in macro scale (Sheth
& Parvatiyar, 2021), not all companies implement all three pillars, and it is not yet clear
whether consumers have started considering all three, rather than focusing on one. In
addition, most academic research on branding does not cover comprehensive three-pillar
sustainability. In branding perspective, a credible sustainable brand is the one that
effectively integrates the three pillars of sustainability into its business operations and
successfully builds a three-pillar brand image in customer’s mind (Adnan, Ahmad, &
Khan, 2017). However, it is questionable whether most companies actually integrate all
three pillars into their communications, or rather merely select attributes which are
sellable and marketable. Some evidence indicates that many consumers think of a single
pillar, often the environmental one (Simpson & Radford, 2012).

Sustainability helps building brand image and corporate image with a
growing segment of consumers in both direct and indirect means. Generally, brand
image 1is built from the consumer’s perception of brand attributes (Keller,
Parameswaran, & Jacob, 2011). Consumers who value sustainability and ethical practice
tend to prefer products, services, and brands which offer sustainability attributes.
Consequently, these attributes perceived from the consumers finally become sustainable
brand image. Sustainability thereby directly contributes to their emotional, if not only
utilitarian needs. For those customers who are not quite aware of sustainability, it
indirectly contributes to their needs through innovative products and services, as well

as giving them an alternative to the existing products and services in the market.
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The review of related literature on sustainable branding reveals that many
studies have neglected the comprehensive concept of sustainability, but rather focused
usually on either environmental or social performance. For this reason, “further
managerial implications on a practical level with an integrated model that takes into
account the social, environmental and economic performance for the creation of
sustainability-oriented brand value” (El Zein et al., 2020, p.13) is needed. This study,
therefore, aims to incorporate all 3 pillars of sustainability into the sustainable branding
model. The branding model in this study focuses primarily on the genuine integration
of sustainability into corporate practices, which should then be reflected in the
marketing communications, rather than emphasizing mainly the marketing
communication strategies. In other words, this research does not aim to assess a

greenwashing strategy, to mention just the environmental pillar as an example.

1.2 Sustainability and Organizational Practice

There are many studies mentioning sustainability in merely one or two
pillars and various research on how a firm implements green and/or social practices.
Thus, it is important to understand whether managers in the real world actually integrate
the comprehensive three pillars into their practices, or they focus on merely one or two
pillars. It is also important to study how they implement the concept in their internal
operations, and whether there are different degrees of sustainability implementation.

Many modern organizations adopt the concept of the triple bottom line
(3BL) to evaluate their organizational performance. The 3BL model aims to evaluate a
firm’s performance not only by the financial bottom line, but also by its social and
environmental performances (Khan et al., 2021). When integrating sustainability into
business practice, the concept of sustainable operations management (SOM) is usually
adopted. One of the very first definitions of sustainable operations management comes
from Kleindorfer et al. (2005). Sustainability operations management was defined as
“the set of skills and concepts that allow a company to structure and manage its business
processes to obtain competitive returns on its capital assets without sacrificing the
legitimate needs of internal and external stakeholders and with due regard for the impact

of its operations on people and the environment” (p. 489). This proposed description
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clearly implies that only social and environmental pillars were incorporated into the
concept, and the economic pillar was obviously neglected, except in terms of micro-
level corporate profitability. Thus far, most studies conducted afterwards still focus
merely on one or two pillars. It is usually found that the term sustainability is used to
represent the environmental attribute, social development, or circular economy.
However, there are a few studies proposing that sustainable operations management
which incorporates economic, environment and social coordinated development is the
current trend (Liu et al., 2020; Nunes et al., 2022).

Sustainable products and services are the products of sustainable operations
management, and are becoming a new standard in the market. They are favorable
because of their socially and environmentally responsible images. These sustainable
products and services contribute significantly to customer satisfaction and purchase
intention (Armstrong et al., 2015; Fargnoli et al., 2018; Kimita et al., 2009; Moise et al.,
2019; Pan & Nguyen, 2015; Panda et al., 2020). Therefore, it is natural for the managers
to aim for such products and services to attract their customers. The discussion so far
leads to the first research question, which is to examine managers’ perspective of
sustainable operations and how companies implement sustainability in their internal
operations. The study will also address the pillars they integrate in the implementation
and differentiate the degrees of sustainability implementation.

When the implementation of sustainability is well adopted throughout the
organization, it creates sustainable organizational culture. Theoretically, organizational
culture is the shared assumptions guiding behaviors of people in organizations and the
collective behaviors conveyed to the new organizational members (Ravasi & Schultz,
2006; Schein, 2010). Therefore, sustainable corporate culture is simply the assumptions
and behaviors about sustainability shared among the people in organizations, which are
able to be conveyed to the new organizational members. Sustainable organizational
culture includes open innovation culture, sustainable leadership, and teamwork.

Open innovation occurs when a firm uses the inflows and outflows of
knowledge to encourage internal innovation, as well as to expand the markets for
external use of innovation (Chesbrough, 2006). Sustainable leadership is the leadership
style that aims to meet the needs of the current society, without compromising the

benefit for the future generations (Hallinger & Suriyankietkaew, 2018; Hargreaves &
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Fink, 2004). Teamwork culture is “a cooperative process that allows ordinary people to
achieve extraordinary results” (Scarnati, 2001). These attributes are essential in creating
the solid sustainable corporate culture. This leads to the second research question, which
is how the managers in the industry create sustainable corporate culture and how it
works inside companies. And what the differences in the culture among the companies
with different level of sustainability are. Once again, the question of whether the

comprehensive three pillars are integrated is raised.

1.3 Consumer Perception of Sustainable Brands

Various studies revealed a contribution of sustainable products and services,
and sustainable corporate culture to brand image and corporate image among consumers
(Chen, 2018; Hillestad et al., 2010; Kara et al., 2014; Su et al., 2015). Better brand image
is one of the reasons why a company wants to be sustainable. Basically, brand image is
consumers’ perception and personal belief of a brand. This perspective is built through
brand associations which held on consumers’ memory (Keller, 2013). However, in
application to sustainability, most of the studies have integrated merely one pillar into
brand image at a time. Green and social brand image were very much topics of interest.
Predictably, green brand image tends to attract people who value environmental
sustainability. Green brand image is defined as “a set of perceptions of a brand in a
consumer’s mind that is linked to environmental commitments and environmental
concerns” (Chen et al., 2020a). Likewise, social brand image attracts people who value
socially responsible behavior (Kumar et al., 2021).

Customers’ impressions and experience with a company results in corporate
image (Mostafa et al., 2015). In other words, corporate image is simply a total picture
of the firm (Andreassen, 2001). Similar to brand image, which has been well studied for
a long time, the study of corporate image related to sustainability often integrates merely
one or two pillars at a time. The image of social responsibility frequently results from
CSR and social marketing activities which the firms have conducted (Chang & Yeh,
2017; Parguel et al., 2011; Zhao et al., 2012). For green corporate image, consumers

tend to build their perceptions from both green marketing and tangible evidence such as
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a certification assuring that the firm is environmentally cautious (Ann et al., 2006;
Mukonza & Swarts, 2020).

It can be seen that there are not many studies on such concepts in the sense
of comprehensive three pillars despite the fact that brand and corporate images have
been studied for decades. Therefore, it is essential to understand whether and how
customers incorporate the three-pillars into brand and corporate images built in their
mind, and whether they actually see them in the brands they purchase. This leads to the
third and fourth research questions in this study. The third question is to understand the
phenomenon of how customers build their perceptions of brand image and corporate
image. And to what extent they use full three-pillar sustainability or focus on only one
or two pillars. The fourth research question is how well the company’s internal efforts
at sustainability (operations & corporate culture) translate into consumer perceptions of

brand image and corporate image.

1.4 Emotional Attachment and Brand Loyalty

These issues are critical because brand image and corporate image have a
major impact on emotional attachment to the brand (Ali, 2018; A. Barreda et al., 2013;
Nyagadza et al., 2020). Past studies indicate that emotional attachment is among the
most important determinants of brand loyalty (Lewin et al., 1939; Loureiro, 2012;
Mostafa & Kasamani, 2021; Shahid et al., 2022; So et al., 2013; Sohail, 2022), and brand
loyalty is the main objective of building a brand for most organizations. Emotional
attachment is an emotional bond between an individual and a specific item, which can
be, for example, a brand (Thomson et al., 2005). Customers who are emotionally
attached to a brand tend to demonstrate brand loyalty behaviors, even in unusual market
conditions (A. Barreda et al., 2013; Loureiro, 2012; Mostafa & Kasamani, 2021).
Therefore, emotional attachment is a crutial component that needs to be addressed in
the branding model. The past study from Barreda et al. (2013) shows that brand image
is an antecedent of brand emotional attachment. However, the concept is just beginning
to be applied in sustainable branding research. Unsurprisingly, there are very limited

studies on customer’s emotional attachment to the comprehensive sustainability pillars.
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Among those few studies on sustainability and emotional attachment, the
green pillar is usually examined. Wu et al. (2021) suggested that a green emotional
attachment is the bond that links a customer to the specific environmental attribute by
involving affection, passion, and connection. This emotional attachment may lead to the
willingness to pay price premium. In order to understand how emotional attachment is
created, the researcher has raised the last research question: whether sustainable brand
image and sustainable corporate image impact emotional attachment, which is an

important determinant of brand loyalty.

1.5 The Conceptual Model

For convenience so the discussion in Chapter 2 can be followed more easily,
the conceptual model which will be tested in the study is summarized and previewed in
Figure 1. This demonstrates that we will use a sustainable branding model consisting of
3 levels. Level 1 is the implementation of sustainability into organizational practice and
culture. Such corporate culture helps develop innovative solutions and increases the
ability to understand customers’ needs (Njoroge, Anderson, & Mbura, 2019). All
organizational functions and sustainability pillars shall be integrated properly to ensure
the outcome of sustainability in level 2, which is when consumers perceive the content
of sustainability formed in the first level. We should be clear, however, that the research
does not aim to identify feasible or ‘best’ models for implementing sustainability
internally. To see how well internal operations translate into external brand image, it is
necessary to examine how much companies actually practice sustainability, but the
exact mechanisms are not needed.

Consequently, customer perception eventually forms emotional attachment
to the brands in level 3, which finally contributes to brand loyalty (Sohail, 2022). The
qualitative study was adopted to understand sustainability thinking and implementation
in companies, and how consumers perceive sustainability of the company and its
products. This assesses the degree to which internal elements translate into consumer
perceptions. The quantitative study is employed to examine the relationship of consumer
perception to emotional attachment in level 2. The quantitative stage also demonstrates

the link between emotional attachment and brand loyalty, level 3 of the model. Level 3
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is not a major focus in this research, but it is necessary to confirm that this well-

established link does hold in the context here.

Sustainable
Operations
& Products

RQl

Image (Bl)

3
Corporate
Image (CI)

Sustainable
Corporate

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3

Figure 1.1 The proposed conceptual model with research questions addressed

As mentioned earlier several times, there is currently limited literature
studied on sustainable branding, which incorporated all 3 pillars. Most research of such
topics mentioned only one or two pillars at a time. Thus, this study aims to understand
the meaning of the concepts shown in Figure 1.1, to explore the relationship of such
concepts, and to understand the phenomenon of how the fully three-pillar sustainable
brand is crafted, in the context of these6 comprehensive sustainability pillars.

The study will address five following research questions.

1. What is managers’ understanding of sustainable operations and how do
companies implement sustainability in their internal operations? Do they address the
full set of three-pillar issues? Can we identify different degrees of sustainability
implementation?

2. What 1s managers’ understanding of sustainable corporate culture, and
how does it work inside companies? Does it integrate issues across the three pillars?
What are the differences in the culture among the companies with different level of

sustainability?
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3. How do consumers use sustainability issues to build their perceptions of
brand image and corporate image? To what extent do they use full three-pillar
sustainability vs. focus on only one or two pillars?

4. How well do the company’s internal efforts at sustainability (operations
& corporate culture) translate into consumer perceptions of brand image and corporate
image?

5. Does sustainable brand image and sustainable corporate image impact
emotional attachment, which is an important determinant of brand loyalty?

The discussion of the concepts, measurement, and justification for the
constructs and links will be stated in the next section. Here, however, it is useful to note
again that objectives 1 and 2 aim simply to find out what companies do, particularly if
they address all of the pillars. Assessing, for example, how efficient the operations
management systems are, or how effective the management model is for achieving
sustainability, is beyond the scope of this research. We simply need to know what the
companies do in order to see if how consumers perceive them is related to what they do,

objective 4.

1.6 The Research Approach

The discussion above has already noted that research on sustainable
branding which integrates the comprehensive 3 pillars of sustainability is rare.
Therefore, it is not appropriate to approach the study with purely quantitative
methodology in the beginning. Qualitative research is usually needed to develop deeper
knowledge in cases where the issues are not yet very well known (Doz, 2011; Eriksson
& Kovalainen, 2008a). This implies that mixed methods research is preferred in such
cases to ensure the benefits from both qualitative and quantitative approaches. The
mixed methods research is defined as “the class of research where the researcher mixes
or combines quantitative and qualitative research techniques, methods, approaches,
concepts or language into a single study” (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 17). This
hybrid approach is capable of addressing many research question and combination
questions, as well as bridging the gap between quantitative and qualitative research

(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).
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As seen in Figure 1.2, the researcher chose the time sequential decision to
perform such mixed methods in this study (Creswell, 2014; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie,
2004). The brands selected for both qualitative and quantitative studies are all Thai local
brands selling household durables. Household durables are the high-involvement
products where consumers have interest and personal relevance in a brand, and thereby
tend to plan their purchase with effortful information processing (Harrigan et al., 2018;
Juster, 1966; Wang et al., 2017). Therefore, the result of this study may not fully apply
with buyers of low-involvement products such as fast moving consumer goods. In
addition, the researcher selected the brands under the large-scale companies, both listed
and not listed in the Stock Exchange of Thailand. Details of these and the following
procedures will be discussed in Chapter 3, here is just an overview so the reader is aware

of how the research was implemented while reading about conceptual development.

Stage I: Qualitative study Stage II: Quantitative study

________________________________________

ROL" sustainable
Operations
& Products

Sustainable
Corporate
Culture

Level 1 Level 2 Level 3
internal operations consumer perceptions market outcomes

Figure 1.2 The proposed conceptual model showing the stage of qualitative and

quantitative studies

The researcher set the criteria to select the brand and perform the search
including the nationality of the organization, the size, the industry, and the practice of
sustainability. In total, 9 companies fell into the criteria. Five of them are the public
companies listed in the Stock Exchange of Thailand (SET). The chosen corporates were
then scored according to their level of sustainability integration and execution. The

scoring criteria were adopted from a sustainability assessment for Dow Jones
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Sustainability Index (DJSI). Despite many sustainability indexes available, DJSI was
the only one that incorporates all comprehensive three modules of sustainability,
including economic, environmental, and social dimensions. Each industry has its own
industry criteria (S&P Global, 2021).

In the first stage, the qualitative in-depth interview was used to develop
better understanding of the concepts and to assess whatever literature items are available
for the measurement of each construct. An exploratory approach was adopted. Since
specific data was needed, rather than general, to help explore such concepts in detail,
particular individuals who specialize in the topics or work in the field are needed to
participate in the in-depth interview (Kristensen & Ravn, 2015; Patton, 2002). Three
managers from different departments were chosen from 3 companies with high,
medium, and low level of sustainability. (Determination of the levels is discussed in
detail later.) Research in Thailand shows managers in different functions, though within
the same firm, may have different priorities and differing opinions about what is
important (Suwannaporn & Speece, 2010). The three specific companies were selected
through personal network since the researcher has been working in the industry.
Personal networks are useful in Asian culture with strong traditions of business secrecy,
working through personal networks and references is the most effective way to access
the information in Asian business culture (Kainzbauer & Hunt, 2021; Srijumpa et al.,
2004).

For the customer interviews, snowball sampling was adopted, which is
useful to select the participants when the populations are difficult to reach (Goodman,
2011). Finding consumers in general is not difficult, but making sure they match up with
the brands covered in this research could be problematic. There are not really a few
dominant companies, rather, market share is fairly widely diffused across many
companies. The initial respondents—the seeds—were selected through the researcher’s
personal networks to ensure that they are knowledgeable and are able to give required
information (Browne, 2005). In total, 9 customers from 3 different brands, which are
identical to ones in the managers’ study, were selected to participate in the in-depth
interviews.

In the second stage, the statistical quantitative approach was adopted to test

the direction and magnitude of the relationship of brand and corporate images to
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emotional attachment and brand loyalty numerically. The results from the qualitative
study, together with the findings from the literature, were used to develop the
quantitative questionnaires. The questionnaires were initially tested for content validity
through expert opinion and the Index of Item Objective Congruence (IOC) method
(Hasson et al., 2000; Thorn & Deitz, 1989). In total, 4 experts were chosen from
academic and business fields. The pilot study was conducted with 27 respondents who
are the customers of the selected brands and concerned about sustainability. Discussion
below develops why the target for sampling is sustainability-concerned customers,
rather than just general customers. Basically, examining this specific segment is more
useful for understanding sustainable brand image than examining people who do not
care much about sustainability. After analyzing the result from the pilot test and
eliminating a few problematic items, the questionnaire was again modified and ready to
be distributed. In total, there were 308 eligible cases returned for the quantitative
analysis.

The study was conducted in Bangkok, Thailand, where the concept of
sustainability has long existed and developed to fit with the local context. This localized
sustainability model is called Sufficiency Economy Philosophy (SEP). Because the
majority of Thais are Buddhists, Thai people’s perspectives and lifestyles have been
greatly influenced from Buddhism (Limanonda, 1995; Neff et al., 2008). SEP, which
was originated from King Rama IX after Thailand’s economic crisis in 1997, is also one
form of Buddhist economy. SEP is not a topic in this research, but as part of the context
background, it guarantees at least some degree of sustainability awareness in companies
and consumers. Because such local sustainability concept has been widely adopted in
various industries (Kantabutra, 2019, 2007), the companies and consumers are
somewhat familiar with the concept of sustainability, even if not the Western
terminology. Therefore, Thailand is a suitable place to examine a sustainability model

integrated within the local context.

1.7 Contributions

As noted several times, the concept of sustainable branding in the sense of

3-pillar sustainability is somewhat rare, and scholars in the area have called for more
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examination of this issue. Therefore, this study contributes to the knowledge corpus of
the concepts. The concepts of sustainable operations and products, and sustainable
corporate culture were explained through the qualitative research with in-depth
explanation in the sense of the 3-pillar context. The study shows some companies
actually integrate the three-pillar sustainability into their practice, and reveals how they
implement such concept. Some companies, however, still implement merely one or two
pillars and call it sustainability.

This research also demonstrates the phenomenon of how consumers form
the sustainable brand image and corporate image, and how they integrate the three pillars
in such experience. It was found that most consumers with some sustainability
consciousness recognize all three pillars, but do not necessarily use all of them to form
their brand and corporate images in their minds. To some customers, all three pillars in
one brand are preferable, while some of them think they are optional. Consumers,
however, already recognize that sustainability includes the three-pillars, and see the
current trend toward more consideration of all three, rather than just one.

The explanation of such phenomenon is useful for the managers in the
industry in which they are able to adopt the concept of sustainability in their
organizations with supporting research and detailed explanation. The study is also useful
in confirming with empirical data the relationship among brand image, corporate image,
and emotional attachment in the context of sustainability. Although there are several
research on those links, the study in the comprehensive sustainability context is very
rare.

Finally, the research on such concepts has mostly been done in the
developed countries, but rarely in Southeast Asia. This research gives an example of the
issues outside the developed regions, where the culture is somewhat different. This helps
in assessing how generalizable the issues are across different cultural and region

contexts.

1.8 Brief Overview of the Chapters

Chapter 2 contains the literature review, which starts by examining the

concept of branding in the context of sustainability. Many studies have suggested there
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are successful sustainable businesses and brands which resulted from an integration of
sustainability concepts into multiple business practice (Peloza, Loock, Cerruti, &
Muyot, 2012; Schultz & Block, 2015; Yazici, 2020). The most well-known theory is
probably the three-pillar concept. In this framework, sustainability is built by three main
components, namely social, environmental, and economic components (Purvis et al.,
2019).

The literature review found that most studies focused on merely one pillar,
and the studies which integrated comprehensive sustainability is rare. Therefore, the
research on sustainable branding which is well integrated with all environmental, social,
and economic components is needed (Taecharungroj et al., 2019). This chapter
continues exploring the related topics, including the triple bottom line concept,
corporate social responsibility (CSR), green marketing, and sustainable brands. Sections
then discuss the process of how the conceptual model was created in detail. Such process
includes 3 levels, which are the corporate implementation, the customer’s perspective,
and outcomes, emotional attachment and brand loyalty, and how those levels connect
together.

Chapter 3 discusses the qualitative research, starting with detailed
justification for using qualitative methods in this case, and then covering the results and
analyses from the qualitative interviews. The study was divided into the internal
corporate level and the customer perception level. For the corporate level, the in-depth
interviews were conducted among nine managers from the selected companies.
Similarly, nine customers from the same brands were selected to participate in the in-
depth interviews for the customer level.

Chapter 4 demonstrates the quantitative part of this research. It describes
questionnaire development for the survey, starting with where items were taken from
the literature, adapting based on qualitative results, and the stages of expert opinion and
scale purification from quantitative assessment of pilot results. The questions aim to
test four hypotheses which explain the relationship of brand image, corporate image,
emotional attachment, and brand loyalty, in the context of three-pillar sustainability.

The pilot test was conducted with 27 respondents. Snowball sampling,
which was also used in the main study, was adopted. Snowball sampling technique is

useful when the populations are specific and difficult to find (e.g., Atkinson & Flint,
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2001), and help in adapting to particular cultural conditions (e.g., Sadler et al., 2010).
Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA) was used to gain a preliminary assessment of
convergent and discriminant validity, and reliability. The final questionnaires were then
distributed, and responded to by 315 respondents who value sustainability. At the end,
308 respondents were eligible for the main study after data cleaning.

After collecting the data, the overview of the basic summary statistics for
the questionnaire items was performed. The researcher then examined the reliabilities
of the sub-dimensions and sustainability pillars. Composite variables representing the
concepts in the model were created from factor scores. Structural equation modeling
(SEM) was chosen in this study because it aims to explain the relationships among
multiple variables. SEM also examines the structure of interrelationships shown in the
equations, which is similar to a series of multiple regressions. Such equations describe
every relationships among variables and constructs (Hair et al., 2019). The result of
SEM supports all 4 hypotheses.

Chapter 5 shows discussion and conclusions of the study, as well as the
implications, limitations, and recommendation for further studies. Key findings from
both qualitative and quantitative studies were demonstrated. It was found that the
companies with higher sustainability scores have been attempting to incorporate all
three sustainability pillars into their business practices and policies. This attempt was
perceived by customers through their products and CSR initiatives they publicly
communicated. Implementing sustainable operations and products, as well as creating
sustainable corporate culture, were found to be the crucial tools when a company
attempts to integrate such sustainability concepts into its organizational practice.
Consumers tend to build sustainable brand image from their experience with the
products and PR activities seen in various types of media.

There are conceptual and managerial implications. Since most empirical
research on sustainable branding has largely focused on merely one pillar and mentioned
merely from the marketing perspective, this research addresses this gap. For managerial
implication, this study suggest integrating sustainable elements into business practice,
rather than use it as merely a marketing tool, in order to create a genuine sustainable

brand.
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CHAPTER II
LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Brand Equity and Concept of Sustainability

In this era, a company’s most valuable asset is often no longer tangible
assets such as factories, plants, and real estate, but rather intangible assets like
technology, intellectual properties, reputation, and brands (Keller, 2013). This
discussion specifically examines the topic of branding, but the other intangible assets
are clearly intertwined. To build a brand requires great effort with various compositions
and consistency (Schultz & Block, 2015), but to sustain the brand demands for even
greater determination. In the beginning, practitioners tended to focus on various
marketing tools to create a brand. However, a number of the studies have evidenced
successful sustainable business and brand which resulted from an integration of
sustainability concepts into multiple business practice (Peloza, Loock, Cerruti, &
Muyot, 2012; Schultz & Block, 2015; Yazici, 2020). In other words, a sustainable brand
cannot be created only by marketing communication and activities, but also needs the
integration of sustainability into organizational culture and practice.

Sustainability, of course, is not only a trend for business success, but also a
new standard for every industry in the world, as can be seen from 2030 UN sustainable
development goals aiming to develop a better future (UN, 2022). This discussion
examines the integration of comprehensive sustainability to the branding model. It
argues that marketing cannot simply pick-and-choose which parts of sustainability are
most useful to brand image, but rather, must incorporate sustainability as a whole.
Ultimately, the components of sustainability are intimately interconnected and form a
coherent package. Taken alone, a single component by itself may not be ‘sustainable’
long term.

Sustainability theory is currently a somewhat open concept with different
interpretations and various understandings based on diverse contexts. The most well-

known theory is probably the three-pillar concept (Figure 2.1). In this framework,
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sustainability is built by three main components, namely social, environmental, and
economic components (Purvis et al., 2019). If any one of these pillars is missing,
sustainability is unlikely to be successfully created. To simplify, sustainability should
provide “social and economic benefits within planetary boundaries”, (UNESCAP,
2018). The concept was built on the UN definition of sustainability, which was stated
by Brundtland (1987) as “meeting the needs of the present without compromising the
ability of future generations to meet their own needs”. The practice to achieve this
definition includes eco-development, which was defined by Sachs (1978) as “an
approach to development aimed at harmonising social and economic objectives with
ecologically sound management, in a spirit of solidarity with future generations.” This

approach was a balanced solution combining social, ecological, and economic pillars
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Figure 2.1 The 3-pillar framework
Source: Purvis et al. (2019)

According to Brown et al. (1987), the social perspective refers to continued
satisfaction of basic human needs. The environmental or ecological perspective focuses
on continued functioning and productivity of ecosystems, together with conservation of
biological diversity and protection of genetic resources. The economic perspective
involves the criteria of economic concern in a sustainable society. Although there was
no clear origination of the three-pillar framework, such concept was created from

various schools of thought. The two main thoughts mainly to address social and
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ecological goals, and later integrated economic component when the economic growth
was criticized to be a cause of social difficulties and environmental contamination. As
a result, the tripartite components were balanced to achieve sustainability goals. This
win-win concept is widely adopted because of its trade-off solution for all dimensions
(Purvis et al., 2019). In other words, both social and environmental issues can be
addressed, while maintaining decent economic performance at the same time.

The concepts of sustainability are the basics for the 2030 UN sustainable
development goals, which are the guideline to achieve a sustainable future for everyone.
The goals are basically the solutions of current global challenges, including inequality,
climate change, poverty, environmental contamination, and peace and justice. Although
these goals were not explicitly conducted from the three-pillar framework (Purvis et al.,
2019), they address all three components effectively. “The 17 SDGs are integrated—
that is, they recognize that action in one area will affect outcomes in others, and that
development must balance social, economic and environmental sustainability”
(UNDP, 2022).

Although there is some overlap and occasional ambiguity about where to
allocate a SDG, Stockholm Resilience Centre has created the wedding cake model (see
Figure 2.2), which categorizes the SDGs into the three pillars (Stockholm Resilience
Centre, 2017).


https://sdgintegration.undp.org/
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Figure 2.2 The Stockholm Resilience Centre’s SDGs “wedding cake”
Source: Stockholm Resilience Centre (2017)

Four following goals are compatible with the environmental pillar.

1) Ensure clean water and sanitation for all (=UNSDG #6)

2) Take urgent action to climate change (=UNSDG #13)

3) Conserve and sustainably use of seas, oceans, and marine resources.
(=UNSDG #14)

4) Protect, restore, and promote sustainably use of terrestrial ecological
systems (=UNSDG #15)

Eight following goals comply with the social pillar.

1) Decrease poverty worldwide (=UNSDG #1)

2) Reduce hunger and undernutrition, as well as and achieve food security
and promote sustainable agriculture (=UNSDG #2)

3) Promote good health and well-being at all ages (=UNSDG #3)
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4) Ensure quality education, as well as promote life-long learning
(=UNSDG #4)

5) Promote gender equality and empower women and girls (=UNSDG #5)

6) Provide access to affordable and clean energy (=UNSDG #7)

7) Achieve safe, resilient, sustainable cities and communities (=UNSDG
#11)

8) Promote peaceful societies and provide access to justice for all, with
strong institutions. (=UNSDG #16)

And there are four goals, which are compatible with the economic pillar as

follows.

1) Promote sustainable economic growth and decent work for all (=UNSDG
#8)

2) Build resilient infrastructure and promote industry innovation (=UNSDG
#9)

3) Encourage partnerships and international cooperation (=UNSDG #12)

4) Reduce inequalities within and among countries (=UNSDG #10)

There is one last goal, which is to encourage partnerships and international
cooperation, to be created once all the rest 16 goals are fully synced.

The concept of sustainability in general can be integrated with the marketing
concept. Often, sustainability in marketing is usually incorporated with and executed
through marketing communications. However, a sustainable brand should not be created
merely from marketing communications, but rather by integrating sustainability into
business practices. This way, a brand that is sustainable can be genuinely created. The

following discussion will examine sustainability from the marketing perspective.

2.2 The Study of Sustainable Branding

Most research in the early period did not mention directly about sustainable
branding, but rather how sustainability influences the brand, both internally and
externally. To illustrate the somewhat narrow way the branding literature has handled
sustainability, a quick bibliographic review of the SCOPUS database on marketing

journals was conducted by using the keyword search. Ineligible papers were excluded
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after reviewing the abstracts. The criteria of inclusion was that sustainable branding is
a key concept, a tool, an outcome, or a goal of the study. The researcher then categorized
each study to align with the sustainability pillar—social, environment, and economic.
Three hundreds and thirty-three documents remained after the screening
process with the review period from 2000-2021. Although the first studies on
sustainable branding emerged in 1990s (Mainieri et al., 1997; Passingham & Battinson,
1991; Prothero, 1990), the topic had not yet attracted much interest until 2011, when the

numbers of papers began to rise rapidly (see Figure 2.3).

No. of papers

Figure 2.3 Numbers of papers on sustainable branding published in marketing
journals retrieved from SCOPUS from 2000-2021 (N=331)

The papers were then categorized to align with the three pillars by scanning
keywords and abstracts (see Table 1.). Among 331 marketing articles on sustainable
branding published in the past 21 years, about 41% of the papers focused on social pillar
which mostly mentioned CSR. There were 34% and 3% emphasized on environmental
and economic pillars respectively. In total, the studies which focused on merely one

pillar of sustainability were combined up to 78% of the total numbers. Twelve percent
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of total research mentioned two pillars, while merely 5 studies (2%) incorporated all

three pillars of sustainability in the studies (see Table 2.1).

Table 2.1 Numbers of past research of sustainable branding on the three pillars of

sustainability, in marketing journals retrieving from SCOPUS from 2000-2021

Sustainable pillar focused in the study Number of studies
Social 136 (41%)
Environmental 113 (34%)
Environment and social 22 (7%)
Social and economic 12 (4%)
Economic 9 (3%)
Environment and economic 5 2%)
All three pillars (social, environmental, and economic) 5 (2%)
Unidentified 29 (9%)
Total 331 (100%)

As can be seen from Figure 2.3, the research in the last four years (2018-
2021) accounts for up to 55% of the total numbers of research on sustainable branding.
However, when the same analysis of the research focus on sustainability pillars have
been conducted, it can clearly be seen that the proportion of the study on each pillar in
the early years (2000-2017) and in the past 4 years (2018-2021) are very similar (see
Figure 2.4). That is, most studies focused on merely one component of sustainability

and studies which integrated comprehensive sustainability are rare.
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Social Environment
Social Environment 75 (41%) 12 (7%) 62 (34%)

61 (41%) 10 (7%) 51 (34%)

1(1%) 4(2%)

8 (5%) 2 (1%) 4 (2%) 3 (2%)

Economic Economic
6 (4%) 3 (2%)

N/A N/A
1 (7%) 18 (10%)

Year 2000-2017 Year 2018-2021
N =150 (100%) N =181 (100%)

Figure 2.4 Numbers of past research of sustainable branding on the three pillars
of sustainability, in marketing journals retrieving from SCOPUS from 2000-2017
and 2018-2021

A number of papers only talk about sustainability in general sense rather
than focus on the particular pillars. As mentioned above, it is obvious that most
marketing studies on sustainable branding did not integrate all three components of
sustainability, whether in earlier or recent years. The research on sustainable branding
which is well integrated with all environmental, social, and economic components
thereby needs to be conducted (El Zein et al., 2020b).

Figure 2.5 shows the frequent keywords which occurred together in the
studies. The minimum frequency of keyword occurrence shown in this diagram is 6.
The size of the nodes refers to the frequency of the keyword occurrence, while the
distance among the nodes implies how often the particular keywords were cited
together. Most of the keywords associate with either the environmental or the social
pillar. The three most frequent keywords are corporate social responsibility (CSR),
sustainability, and green marketing. Most studies focused on the social pillar referred to
CSR and how CSR influenced the brand and brand components. The research on the
environmental pillar basically related to green marketing and green practice, which
contribute to the green brand. And the economic pillar, only rarely addressed directly,

usually referred to the circular and sharing economy. However, the keywords on the
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economic pillar do not show up in the diagram because each of them has been appeared

less than 6 times during the past 21 years.
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Figure 2.5 The diagram of co-occurrence keywords in sustainable branding in

marketing journals retrieving from SCOPUS from 2000-2021 (N=331)

It is apparent that the economic pillar was mostly absent from the scholars’
interests. There were merely 31 papers mentioned the economic pillar in the past 21
years. And only 9 of them focused primarily on the economic perspective. Therefore,
better integrating the economic pillar in the sustainable branding context is an important

part of filling the gap in comprehensive treatment of sustainability.

2.3 Economic Development and Sustainability
The concept of economic development was developed soon after the second
world war because of a need for international efforts to assist the development in less

advanced countries. This economic development required great environmental
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resources, resulting in a rise in material well-being indicated by growth in per capita
income and flow of goods and services. Later after 1950s, the term “economic growth”
became synonymous with “economic development” in much mainstream discussion,
which was a goal of most Western economic policies (Arndt, 1989; Purvis et al., 2019).
In later 1960s, the modern environmental movement emerged. A concern for
environmental issues was prioritized before an economic growth (Du Pisani, 2006;
Purvis et al., 2019; Rome, 2003; Tulloch, 2013). And there the idea of limiting economic
growth had been proposed with an accusation that the growth-based economy was
unsustainable for the planet (Tulloch, 2013; Tulloch & Neilson, 2014; Van Der Heijden,
1999). Scholars argued that economic growth not only failed to solve social concerns,
but was also often the actual cause of them. The president of the World Bank,
McNamara, thereby demanded to recapture the profound framework of economic
growth (Arndt, 1989).

Despite numerous critics on the economic growth against sustainability
practice, UN has addressed this issue by promoting credible work and encourage
sustainable economic development (UN, 2020). In this case, the highest growth rate is
not a desired outcome, but rather an increase in employment opportunities, decrease in
informal employment and the gender pay gap, and promoting safe environment for all
workers. Therefore, economic growth can be either an obstacle or a complimentary
element for sustainability practice. Excessive growth may result in severe social and
environmental distresses, while balanced economic development can effectively
contribute to the sustainability goal by promoting decent employment and safe work
environment, as well as maintaining environmental-friendly practices.

This concern about rapid economic growth has been established for quite a
long time. In the 1972 report commissioned by Club of Rome called the limits to growth
(LTG), the authors proposed that the limits to growth on this planet will be reached
within the next one hundred years if the world’s growth trends in world population,
industrialization, pollution, food production, and resource depletion remained
unchanged. Therefore without substantial changes in resource consumption, "the most
probable result will be a rather sudden and uncontrollable decline in both population
and industrial capacity" (Meadows et al., 1972; Meadows & Randers, 2012). LTG is

one of the very first Western concepts that concern about an excessive economic growth.
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This concept of equitable development is fairly similar to the perspective of
some versions of Buddhist economy and Sufficiency Economy. Buddhist economics is
one form of sustainable economy which emerged in Buddhist countries such as
Thailand. Buddhist perspectives are often the starting point of applying the western
concept of sustainability in Thailand (Speece, 2019). Sufficiency Economy Philosophy
(SEP) is a unique localized framework of sustainability in Thailand, which is one form
of Buddhist economy (Kantabutra, 2019; Song, 2020). The main idea stemmed from
Buddhist philosophy of middle path, in which the essence of such concept are
moderation, reasonableness, and self-consciousness (Piboolsravut, 2004). Following the
Buddhist framework, economic development shall be treated in moderate and
reasonable pace. Because both Buddhist economy and SEP suggest highly ethical and
moral practices, they logically comply with the sustainability goal. This is a macro-
level application, but these practices may be adopted in micro scale as well, and the next

section examines application to business practice.

2.4 Sustainability in Business Practice

According to Salzmann, Ionescu-Somers, & Steger (2005), the concept of
sustainability emerged in the business literature in the 1960s. That is when practitioners
in the industry realized that proper decisions and practice involved social and
environmental issues which need to be addressed to achieve long-term business success.
Such issues include improving reputation, and employee recruitment and retention. A
company must be responsible to its stakeholders and their interests, rather than focus
merely on shareholders’ needs (Freeman, 1984). According to Freeman (1984),
stakeholders is “any group or individual who can affect or is affected by the achievement
of the organization's objectives”. In the business context, stakeholders then refer to
parties who have both direct and indirect relationship with a company, including
employees, investors, suppliers, government, and the broader society. This comes to an
environmental concern in which it affects people in the community directly. Much
discussion was initially on corporate social responsibility, which is when an
organization acquired and returned to the society, through various groups (Montiel,

2008), such as employees, communities, and countries.
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Soon after 1990, the concept of the business case for sustainability (BCS)
was being debated by many scholars, with varying degrees of agreement or
disagreement about the economic rationale of sustainable corporate management. In
other words, BCS refers to “a strategic and profit-driven corporate response to
environmental and social issues caused through the organization’s primary and
secondary activities” (Salzmann et al., 2005). Such sustainable business practice was
believed to increase corporate reputation, leading to effective employee recruitment and
retention, which finally resulting in lower operating cost (Salzmann et al., 2005). BCS
was originally created from the sustainability idea, which aligned with the 3-pillar
framework adopted in macro level. However, it was often used simply to benefit
shareholders, rather than to achieve the genuine sustainable social, environmental, and
economic goals (Schultz & Block, 2015). For this reason, BCS was adopted mostly in
theoretical level, with a failure to fit in the broader definition of sustainability very well
at the level of actual implementation.

In an era of social and environmental awareness, government agencies,
policy makers, entrepreneurs, and consumers are highly cautious about the sustainability
of market practice (Morrish et al., 2019). The studies of an integration of sustainability
to micromarketing are emerging recently (Shultz & Peterson, 2019). Because
macromarketing examines the relationship among markets, marketing, and the society
(Hunt & Burnett, 1982), macromarketing sustainability refers to an integration of
sustainability elements into those components. Studies on this macromarketing
sustainability involves various dimensions, which are compatible with the 3-pillar
concept. The study from Shultz & Peterson (2019) incorporates social dimension,
including employment, population growth, education, and income distribution.
Environmental dimension consists of energy use, alternative energy, organic
agriculture, and biodiversity. The economic dimension refers to GDP and public debt.
This clearly evidenced that macromarketing sustainability leans towards the 3-pillar
framework. However, the presence of sustainability in macro scale is not enough to
create the complete sustainability environment. Shultz (2017) suggested that
constructive engagement by individuals, organizations, and governments are essential

to achieve human and environmental well-being in long term. This practice involves
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agencies in both macro and micro levels, to achieve the comprehensive picture of
sustainability.

The environmental issue had often been prioritized in corporate concerns
because of the continuous growth of the green market segment. This was a result from
an increase of critical environmental issues, including water and air contamination, oil
spills, and nuclear waste. Environment, safety, and protective issues turned out to be a
primary concern for policymakers and stakeholders. Thus, the organizations have to
contend more with core green practices to shape their green products into a sustainable
brand (Chen et al., 2020a; Sharma & Joshi, 2019), which ultimately contribute to
reputation and profitability. Those companies use sustainability element to differentiate
their market position because consumers have increased their concerns on environment
and prefer green products (Norman & MacDonald, 2004). In this case, the
environmental pillar seems to be used to symbolize sustainability, while the social and
economic pillars were absent.

Similarly, the use of social branding is widely adopted among firms because
many consumers now hesitate to support unethical businesses. CSR activities were
proven to be a good contribution to brand image and corporate reputation (Chang &
Yeh, 2017; Lai et al., 2010), which is advantageous for marketing purposes. As a result,
environmental and economic pillars are not represented very strongly in the discussion
of CSR, leading to a weak sustainability initiative. The reason that business practice
often focuses merely on either environmental or social pillar is because it possesses an
ability to benefit the shareholders, which is a shallow perspective of sustainability.
However, the economic pillar is somewhat oriented toward a company in the triple
bottom line concept, and there is not necessarily any contradiction between carefully

implemented sustainability and benefits to the company.

2.5 The Triple Bottom Line Concept

Whilst the three-pillar concept can be applied to a macro scale in general,
the triple bottom line (3BL) framework is often used as a management tool at a firm
level (Norman & MacDonald, 2004). The triple bottom line framework is frequently

used to measure business performance for an enterprise. The idea behind the 3BL model
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is that a firm’s success should not be evaluated by only the financial bottom line, but
also by its social and environmental performances. The 3BL comprises of 1) social
sustainability, which emphases on social development and human capital; 2)
environmental sustainability, which focuses on resource management that leaves the
least footprint to the planet; and 3) economic sustainability, which entails company’s
profitability and liquidity (Khan et al., 2021).

These 3 components are similar to social, environmental, and economic
components in the three-pillar concept in the macro level, although the economic part is
not very explicitly oriented toward external considerations. In the 3BL concept, one
needs to be responsible for society and environment, while maintaining its profitability
and decent growth. This way, the firms which have adopted 3BL are capable of being
the good citizens, while successfully satisfying their stakeholders (Chaudhuri &
Jayaram, 2019; Elkington, 1997; Norman & MacDonald, 2004; Sharma & Joshi, 2019).

This approach is similar to the 3-pillar framework, in which all social,
environmental, and economic components need to be balanced to achieve the
sustainable goal. In addition, a cooperation from various business units needs to be
conducted to achieve the comprehensive 3BL and sustainability in the corporate level.
Neither any sustainability pillar nor business function should be treated as a standalone
function. One of the most concerning issues regarding 3BL is whether the performances
can be measured empirically. Some scholars believe all social, environmental, and
financial performances can be measured in objective ways via related indexes, while
some argue that the measurement of the social and environmental components is
relatively subjective and unrealistic (Norman & MacDonald, 2004). Because the
concept of 3BL has been discussed and used in the business world for more than twenty
years and there is still an argument on how to measure 3BL’s performances, further
question is raised whether this 3BL can be practically adopted or it is merely somewhat

of a theoretical ideology.

2.6 Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR)

Probably the most common way to communicate the message of

sustainability to the public is simply to integrate sustainability concepts into
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organizational culture and business practices (Page & Fearn, 2005). Corporate Social
Responsibility (CSR) activities are normally adopted to convey such message. CSR is a
type of international private business self-regulation consisting of economic
responsibilities, legal responsibilities, ethical responsibilities, and philanthropic
responsibilities (Carroll, 1991; Sheehy, 2015). The ultimate goal of CSR is to encourage
a positive outcome through an organization’s activities on its stakeholders (Fontaine,
2013). To be economically responsible, an organization needs to be profitable, in order
to be an effective economic unit in the society. Legal responsibilities are basic social
responsibility to comply with rules and regulations promulgated by the government.
Ethical responsibilities embrace practices approved by societal members even though
they may not be required by law. Ethical responsibilities include not only social
standards and norms, but also consideration of expectations or concerns from
stakeholders. To be philanthropically responsible, companies should respond to
society's expectation to be responsible corporate citizens. This refers to activities
engaged in promoting human welfare and goodwill (Carroll, 1991).

More companies have been investing great efforts and resources into CSR
initiatives. Such investment creates the moral capital as well as enhance the reputation
and creditability of the corporations (Hur et al., 2014). The use of CSR varies among
organizations. One might communicate CSR activities to build brand personality to be
morally superior to the competitors, as well as maintain its sustainable and ethical
characteristics (Brunk & de Boer, 2020; Madrigal & Boush, 2008). When CSR is
implemented proactively and genuinely, it clearly has positive impact on environmental
and social outcomes. It also leads to better financial situation by enhancing consumers’
purchase intention, maximizing shareholder value, minimizing cashflow risk, and
contribute to corporate image and customer satisfaction (Becker-Olsen et al., 2006;
Nguyen et al., 2020; Nirino et al., 2019; Saeidi et al., 2015). As a result, it helps
contributing to the local economy. In this case, the use of CSR is compatible with both
3BL in the firm level and 3-pillar framework in the macro scale. However, if CSR
implementation is reactive, it can be perceived as a substitution of PR tool rather than a
genuine attempt of a company to be responsible for environment and society (Fan,
2005). This is related to “CSR-washing” (Pope & Waeraas, 2016; Devin, 2016), which

is briefly addressed in more detail below.
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One concept of executing CSR is geosocial development, which refers to
responsible practice of a firm towards various stakeholders, resulting in sustainable
development. This concept complies with the integration of 17 sustainable development
goals from UN, in which various sustainable practices shall be well aligned altogether.
To achieve the goal of corporate sustainability, firms adopting geosocial development
shall balance interests and demands of stakeholders. Consequently, this practice would
generate long-term profitability and success, while having possibility of a decline in
short-term benefit (Freeman, 1984; Ketprapakorn & Kantabutra, 2019). Geosocial
development is the systematic way for an organization to take responsibility to the
society, including environment and local culture, through an investment in the
community (Kantabutra, 2019). A study from Kantabutra et al (2010) also showed
positive relationship between the practice of stakeholder focus and geosocial
development. Because different perceptions of stakeholders result in different perceived
corporate reputation and brand equity, one way to enhance stakeholder-oriented strategy
is to enhance stakeholder-perceived benefits and happiness, resulting in increase in
corporate reputation and brand equity (Winit & Kantabutra, 2017).

An important part of action in taking responsibility to environment and
society can be performed through responsible production process, including reduce the
waste and focus on employees’ health and safety. This is the foundation of much of the
green marketing focus on the environmental pillar (discussed below in the discussion of
Level 1). Brand image in green marketing builds on environmentally sustainable

products.

2.7 Green Marketing

The environmental issue is no longer an intangible ideology but rather
becoming a mainstream for general consumers. The green market segment has rapidly
grown since early 1990s. Such green consumers apparently have preference on the
products which are environmental friendly. Green marketing was thereby adopted by
many companies to respond such consumers’ needs (Chen et al., 2020a). Green
marketing basically refers to all marketing activities creating a positive influence or

reduce the negative impact of their practices on the environment. These marketing
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activities are specifically developed to trigger and sustain customers’ green attitudes
(Chen & Chang, 2012; Jain & Kaur, 2004).

Because of the environmental rules and regulations that were emerging,
business companies attempted to adjust their business strategies to seize the green
opportunities. Green marketing was adopted as a tool for such purpose. Executing green
marketing has been proved to be advantageous. One can access to the larger target
market as well as differentiate its position by expanding to the green segment. Because
the number of green customers is growing, it is rational for a corporation to adapt their
marketing strategies to be compatible with the consumers’ needs. Green marketing can
be strategized to be either proactive or defensive according to business strategies.

However, green marketing alone could not drive the whole company to be
fully environmentally friendly. The biggest challenge for most companies is an
integration of the environmental element into their corporate culture and practice, rather
than the green brand alone (Chen & Chang, 2012; Peattie & Ratnayaka, 1992).
Therefore, a coherent integration of business functions needs to be created to achieve

the ultimate green organization.

2.8 Sustainability Practices in Macro and Micro Levels

While sustainability is effectively integrated in macro level, at least
conceptually, it is somewhat less common for a firm to successfully integrate a genuine
full 3-pillar concept of sustainability into its business practice, especially in marketing
and branding. The challenge is sometimes surface-level perceptions about conflict of
shareholders’ interest, which is financial profitability, and the practice of sustainability,
which initially may require extra time and cost. In addition, other than in strongly
sustainability-oriented market segments, many consumers are hesitant to trade off the
sustainability attribute with price premium (Sharma & Joshi, 2019). Therefore, the best
way to fully incorporate the authentic sustainability concept into the business is when
consumers demand for one. Fortunately, the market is moving that way. In that case,
shareholders’ interest can be served, while a firm is able to fully comply the 3-pillar

framework. The BCS and 3BL concepts should be adopted practically and realistically.
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For the social dimension, it is common for a firm to employ CSR initiatives
to encourage consumers’ purchase decisions and to differentiate oneself from the others
(Becker-Olsen et al., 2006). A number of studies have indicated that proactive social
initiatives lead to an improvement in consumers’ beliefs, attitudes, and purchase
intention (Becker-Olsen et al., 2006); a firm takes CSR initiatives to attract more
consumers who value social responsibility. For the environmental pillar, most
companies are aware that integrating “green” elements result in customers’ preference
and purchase intention for green customers (Norman & MacDonald, 2004). Most
companies have thereby integrated either CSR or green practice and refer it as
sustainability because of the growing awareness of social and environmental concerns.

As discussed above, some companies began addressing sustainability issues
(or the three components of 3BL) some time ago, although in the beginning, somewhat
haphazardly and without much integration across the pillars. For example, already in
the early 1990s it was apparent that consumer markets were beginning to assess the
impact of packaging on the environment. “Corporate executives who sit back and take
a wait-and-see attitude in regard to defining their internal strategy for an environmental
packaging program will face a rude awakening” (Casey, 1992). Some companies took
such advice seriously, others essentially conducted green-washing public relations
campaigns (Leonidou et al., 2011). But even early on, Casey (1992, p. 18) was clear
that simple green-washing was not a very good solution: “Today's consumer will not
accept a so-called green package that is not an improvement over previous efforts and
in addition, costs more.”

“Greenwashing can be placed at the intersection of two firm behaviors:
poor environmental performance and positive communication about environmental
performance” (Dangelico & Vocalelli, 2017, pp. 1269). The term, of course, is specific
to the environmental pillar, but the concept can be applied to the other pillars as well,
although as noted above, there is not much research examining the economic pillar. For
the social component, however, there is sometimes a gap between claims and reality;
e.g., “gender-washing” in CSR inclusivity claims (Walters, 2022). Pope & Waeraas
(2016) say “CSR-washing” is less prevalent than popularly thought, although they
define it specifically as “false claims”, implying a somewhat uncritical view of

presenting only incomplete information. The green-washing definition just above
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(Dangelico & Vocalelli, 2017) is about correspondence of claims and performance, not
false information. Sometimes, information may technically be truthful, but only partial,
and full information would indicate that the CSR performance somewhat less impressive
than what is claimed (Devin, 2016).

Such “sustainability-washing” may be present, and it is important to be
aware of it when it is, but it is not the focus of this research. Here, the discussion is on
companies that actually do implement sustainability to some degree. Many do in
Thailand. In macro level, the economic dimension refers to the balanced economic
growth, resilient infrastructure, and international partnerships and cooperation (UN,
2022). In corporate level, therefore, it may refer to the balanced growth, resilient ability,
and shared resources among organizations. In the case of Thailand, integrating SEP into
the business practice is an example of being economically responsible. As mentioned
earlier, SEP was integrated into business strategies to achieve sustainability in the
corporate level. Similar to the macro scale, a company shall include the three concepts
of moderation, reasonableness, and self-consciousness into its organizational culture
and practice (Piboolsravut, 2004). This way, the ultimate economic goal is no longer to
maximize profitability for shareholders, but rather to balance the interests for all
stakeholders.

Ideally all three pillars are required to align together in multiple a firm’s
business functions. No one pillar can be disregarded in order to create the
comprehensive integration of sustainability within the organization itself. This practice
shall ultimately be compatible with the macro level to ensure sustainability in the whole

economic cycle.

2.9 Sustainable Brand

A sustainable brand is the one that effectively integrates all three pillars of
sustainability, namely social, environmental, and economic components into its
business operations (Sharma & Joshi, 2019a). Many companies, however, focus mainly
on environmental practices in the name of sustainability despite the fact that all three
components need to be considered (Kleindorfer et al., 2005; Longoni et al., 2014;

Seuring & Miiller, 2008; Sharma & Joshi, 2019). Such companies use green element to
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attract customers because they have increased their concerns on environment and prefer
green products (Norman & MacDonald, 2004). “Green brand is recognized as the one,
which minimizes the harmful effects on the environment and encouraging long-term
economic development” (Papista & Krystallis, 2013). The consumer-centric approach
is adopted to ensure the sustainable connection between customers and green brands in
the long run.

Past research also showed the preference for green brands among pro-
environmental consumers (Chang, 2011; Kushwaha & Sharma, 2016; Seegebarth et al.,
2016). Because of the lack of well-developed international environmental standards,
these brands often adopt the concept of sustainable operations and demonstrate their
sustainable practices by developing supply chains (Sharma & Joshi, 2019). Although
consumers prefer a greener brand, there is evidence showing the green brand attribute
is not sufficient to motivate widespread brand-switching behavior, especially when the
green brand is coupled with premium pricing, as e.g., Casey (1992) discussed long ago.
This implies that consumers who are concerned about the environment is willing to pay
for a green attribute, while the mainstream mass segment may not. However, green
quality does offer a greater reputational benefit (Wymer & Polonsky, 2015). This
preference of green brand clearly indicates the presence of the environmental pillar and
the absence of the other two—social and economic pillars—in sustainable branding
from this one-pillar approach.

Similar to some incomprehensive sustainability practices in the business,
some ‘“‘sustainable” brands are used to maximize shareholders’ financial benefit. For
such brands, the priority of integrating sustainability attributes is somehow not to
balance all three components, namely social, environmental and profitability, but rather
to ensure healthy cashflow in long run. Many sustainable brands decided to integrate
the environmental pillar because green is a trend. As a result, social and economic
elements are usually absent from the brand development and organizational culture and
practice. Similarly, some brands, especially at the corporate image level, focus mainly
on CSR elements. In other words, genuine sustainable brands, which fully incorporate
social, environmental, and economic components, are not commonly seen. This implies
that the sustainable branding concept does not always fit well with the 3-pillar

framework in the macro scale. Sometimes, this may be because companies are mainly
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using ‘sustainability’ as a PR tool, and just pick out one aspect of sustainability in their
efforts to convince consumers they are sustainable. Often, however, it could also be
from incomplete understanding of three-pillar sustainability among companies that are
do actually aim for sustainability.

Besides the need of a solid integration of the three sustainability pillars, all
business functions also need to be fully combined. Neither marketing nor operations
management unit alone can drive the whole company to be genuinely sustainable. A
company shall not treat any business task as a standalone unit or else the sustainable
brand can turn to be another short-term marketing campaign. Therefore, an integration
of sustainability into multiple business functions is required to achieve a sustainable
brand (Chen & Chang, 2012), which as well finally maximizes the shareholders’ value.

Such integrations of both sustainability pillars and business functions can
be categorized into three levels. The first level is basically the corporate level, where
sustainability is integrated into business functions and culture. This is prerequisite for
building a sustainable brand. Without actual sustainability implementation, any
marketing communications about sustainability is simply green-washing (to use the
environmental pillar as an example). The second level refers to the consumers’
perceptions about a brand and a company, which results from the practice in level 1, and
can be enhanced by marketing communications. And the third level is the ultimate goal
of creating a brand, which is favorable response to the brand and ultimately brand

loyalty.

2.9.1 Level 1 — The Corporate Level
One of the most important components of creating sustainability in an
organization is the input into the process. A company has an option to identify the level
and components of sustainability integrated to its business practice. Sustainable
products and services are thereby created from the sustainable operations management,
while the integration of sustainability into corporate vision results in sustainable
corporate culture.
2.9.1.1 Sustainable Operations and Products
(1) Sustainable Operations Management. As the importance of

the future of people and environment are gaining their concerns over time periods, triple
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bottom line is adopted to most modern business to achieve sustainable achievements.
Managers thereby are challenged to integrate health, social, environmental, and safety
concerns into operations management. As a result, this integration leads to sustainable
operation systems (Kleindorfer et al., 2005), resulting in sustainable products and
services. Early work defined sustainability operations management (OM) as “the set of
skills and leverages that allow a company to structure its business processes to achieve
sustainable performance” (Kleindorfer et al., 2005). There were four main concerns
enhancing successful outcome. Firstly, companies shall comply law and regulations
strictly. Secondly, liability needs to be well managed with no negligence involved.
Thirdly, employee health and safety are priority. Lastly, tools and management systems
need to be regularly improved to form better product and process design.

Sustainable OM includes a set of rules that promote health,
social, environmental, and safety benefit, aiming for sustainability in both macro and
micro scales (Gimenez et al., 2012; Kleindorfer et al., 2005). As the field developed, the
most common concept used for sustainable OM focused on cleaner production, which
successfully integrates social, environmental, and economic components (de Oliveira
Santos et al., 2020). Sustainable OM does not only provide the benefit for society and
environment, but also the business profitability itself. As a result, successful sustainable
OM leads to sustainable products and services, which significantly contribute to
consumers’ perception of the brands.

According to Gimenez et al. (2012), sustainability OM provides
two major benefits. Firstly, firms need to be responsible for energy and resources they
use in the operating system, finally resulting in the footprint they leave behind with the
planet. The main idea of the activities focuses primarily on their production,
transportation, recycling, and manufacturing process producing and creating the
products. The ultimate goal of sustainable OM in this matter is therefore to reduce the
footprint as much as possible (Kleindorfer et al., 2005). Secondly, organizations shall
practice in a prudent and careful manner, to be responsible for their employees’ health
and safe work environment. They are also liable for contributing to the society.
Practically, they often adopt CSR as a tool to contribute to the society. OM employs
great numbers of people, which impact greatly to external community and local

economy. And the firms themselves benefit from the practice by maximizing their
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shareholders’ financial interest. One of the popular approaches of sustainable OM is
cleaner production. The cleaner production links social, environmental, and economic
benefits to the firms’ activities. This system leads to financial advantage as a result of
the better management of energy, water, materials, waste, and people (de Oliveira
Santos et al., 2020)

In summary, operations management has strong ability to
contribute to the society, environment, and economy, which is clearly compatible with
both the 3BL in the firm level and the 3-pillar concept in the macro level. Therefore, the
integration of sustainability into the OM practice can significantly contribute to the
sustainability.

(2) Sustainable Products and Services. Sustainable products and
services result from sustainable OM and other types of sustainable practice in the
organization. They are becoming a new standard in the market among customers.
Numerous research showed sustainable products and services are believed to be social
and environmental responsible, contribute significantly to customer satisfaction,
purchase intention, and brand equity (Armstrong et al., 2015; Fargnoli et al., 2018;
Kimita et al., 2009; Moise et al., 2019; Pan & Nguyen, 2015; Panda et al., 2020).

Sustainable products are items that provide social,
environmental, and economic benefits concurrently, and have a positive impact on
society and/or the environment. These products are the outcome of sustainable
operations with social and environmental concerns during the production process, as
well as a decent balance of stakeholders’ interest and effective communications (Rocha
et al., 2019; Sonetti & Lombardi, 2020; van Doorn et al., 2021). Similarly, sustainable
service is defined as “the ability to promote sustainable behavior of a system of actors
through the creation of different business models” (Villari, 2022) and “offerings that
satisfy customer needs and significantly improve the social and environmental
performance along the whole life cycle in comparison to conventional or competing
offers” (Frank-Martin & Peattie, 2009). The sustainable service system design often
goes beyond the product-service design, but rather focuses on purpose and function.
Many times, sustainable service is developed to favor virtuous cycles on a large scale
and encourage collaborative consumption, which contributes to the sharing economy

(Roy, 2000; Villari, 2022).
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According to Frank-Martin & Peattie (2009), sustainable
products possess six attributes, including 1) customer satisfaction, 2) dual focus of both
social and ecological benefits, 3) Aim for zero-waste with least permanent damage to
the environment throughout the process, from selecting the material to selling and
marketing approaches to the end of product life, 4) Contribution in significant
improvement of socio-ecological problems on a global level, 5) Continuous
improvement in knowledge and technologies to develop sustainable products according
to social and environmental change, and 6) competitive market positioning in order to
sustain the products over time periods. The six attributes of sustainable products
mentioned above can be applied to sustainable service as well. Although this concept
was proposed over ten years ago, the recent work on sustainable service still builds
around this schema.

2.9.1.2 Sustainable Organizational Culture

Ravasi & Schultz (2006) defined organizational culture as
shared assumptions guiding behaviors of people in organizations, while Schein (2010)
identified it as collective behaviors and assumptions, which are conveyed to new
organizational members. Organizational culture affects the way people interact within
an organization as well as with related stakeholders. Therefore, this culture helps
forming an organizational identity in stakeholders’ mind. There are five dimensions of
corporate culture identified by Flamholtz & Randle (2011), including customer
treatment, people treatment, accountability and performance standard, innovation and
adjustment, and process orientation. These five dimensions were tested to have positive
impact with financial performance (Flamholtz, 2001). The past studies showed a green
shared culture within an organization contributed to the potential of innovating green
products (Chen et al., 2020b) and sustainable organizational culture empowered local
communities (Musavengane et al., 2020).

Numerous studies have demonstrated that innovation is a crucial
component of sustainable organizational culture, which leads to customer satisfaction
as well as economic sustainability performance (Globocnik et al., 2020; Njoroge et al.,
2019; Obal et al., 2020; Srisathan et al., 2020). Such culture was named ‘“open
innovation culture”. According to Chesbrough et al. (2006), “open innovation is the use

of purposive inflows and outflows of knowledge to accelerate internal innovation, and
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expand the markets for external use of innovation, respectively”. Creating an open
innovation culture requires comprehensive understanding of leadership culture,
teamwork culture, organizational climate, and employee empowerment.

One can demonstrate sustainable leadership by addressing
sustainable challenges, including social, environmental, and economic issues.
Sustainable leadership was defined as the leadership style that aims to fulfill the needs
of the current society, without compromising the ability of future generations to prosper
(Hallinger & Suriyankietkaew, 2018; Hargreaves & Fink, 2004). The common attributes
of sustainable leadership includes emphasizing on leadership, rather than a unitary
leader, focusing on long-term vision, aiming for broader goals that link organizations to
society, ensuring ethical behavior, focusing on social responsibilities of leaders and
organizations, encouraging innovation capacity, supporting systemic change, reassuring
stakeholder engagement, and capacity building of stakeholders (Hallinger &
Suriyankietkaew, 2018).

Scholars have studied this matter for quite a long time. One of
the most well-known sustainable leadership models is the sustainable leadership
pyramid from Avery & Bergsteiner (2011) where 23 factors contribute to the goal of
sustainability (see Figure 2.6). These 23 practices can be categorized into social,
environmental, and economic dimensions. Such practices extensively include internal
human resource management, stakeholders’ management, environmental and social
contribution, managers’ vision, and sustainable financial management. In addition, an
innovative culture, which is fully integrated into business strategies, helps developing

innovative solutions and increases the ability to understand customers’ needs.
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Figure 2.6 The sustainable leadership pyramid
Source: Avery & Bergsteiner (2011)

Teamwork culture is defined as “a cooperative process that
allows ordinary people to achieve extraordinary results” (Scarnati, 2001). Teamwork
culture should be encouraged instead of independent environment in the sustainable
organizational culture. Organization climate refers to “the shared perceptions of and the
meaning attached to the policies, practices, and procedures employees experience and
the behaviors they observe getting rewarded and that are supported and expected”
(Schneider et al., 2013). Positive organizational climate can create a culture of
happiness, leading to the strategic goal for innovation performance (Ehrhart et al.,
2013). In addition, this culture helps forming attractive work environment, which lead
to an increase in employees’ engagement and retention rate, as well as an improvement
in organizational efficiency and innovative environment (Srisathan et al., 2020).
Employee empowerment is when a firm uses the innovative approaches to promote self-
practices in an organization (Thomas & Velthouse, 1990). There are a few papers which
mentioned that teamwork is a crucial component for an organization to achieve better
sustainability level and CSR performance (Freitas et al., 2020; Gangwani & Alarifi,
2021).

Such sustainable organizational culture incorporates various

sustainable practices mentioned earlier, such as CSR activities, green marketing, and
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SEP practice. With appropriate integration of sustainability components, together with
careful incorporation of various business functions, the true sustainable corporate
culture and practice will be effectively created.

According to the first level of a sustainable brand creation
mentioned above, the author developed the initial framework of the first level as follows
(see Figure 2.7). The discussion above implies that for both of these concepts, the full
three-pillar sustainability should be the foundation, rather than the usually more limited

versions of ‘sustainability’ based on only one, or sometimes two pillars.

Sustainable
Operations
& Products

Sustainable
Corporate
Culture

Level 1

Figure 2.7 Level 1 — the corporate level

After a company has developed its sustainable practice,
resulting in sustainable products, services, and organizational culture, the outcome
would enhance the consumers’ perspective towards both brand and company. The
focus on internal issues first would insure that this perspective would be based on actual
company practice, rather than some version of “sustainability-washing” noted above. In
the long run, sustainability-aware consumers pay attention to these issues, and are likely
to recognize claims which are not very accurate. The next step is to find the process of

forming stainable brands from the consumers’ perspective.

2.9.2 Level 2 — The Consumers’ Perspective

Sustainable brand image and corporate image are created from the
consumers’ perceptions of sustainability towards the brand and companies. These
perspectives are the results of a customer’s experience with a brand and a company’s

sustainable attributes. These two constructs are also the key components of creating
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emotional attachment to the brand with solid sustainability value. In other words, the
better integration of sustainability in level 1, the stronger the sustainable attributes of
brand image and corporate image. This, of course, is subject to consumers knowing
something about internal sustainability implementations. Often they do know
something nowadays, because they tend to follow favorite brands on social media to
some extent (e.g., Bright & Logan, 2018; Dimitriu & Guesalaga, 2017). However, while
probably easier and somewhat more common in the social media age, this was also the
case earlier (e.g., Bhattacharya & Sen, 2003; D’Angelo et al., 2023; Pomering &
Dolnicar, 2009). Explicit marketing communications can also help raise awareness of
what the company is doing about sustainability, and social media has made engagement
with the brand quite extensive (Pongpaew et al., 2017; Rotchanakitumnuai & Speece,
2023).

The past studies revealed a contribution of sustainable products and services
to brand image and corporate image (Pongpaew et al., 2017; Rotchanakitumnuai &
Speece, 2023). There was also much evidence on a contribution of sustainable corporate
culture and practice to brand image and corporate image (Claver et al., 2007; Hillestad
et al., 2010; Su et al., 2015). Although brand image and corporate image created from
sustainability practice can attract only the customers who value sustainability, this
market segment is rapidly expanding. Any company who wishes to enter this market
thereby needs to shift their strategies towards sustainability in order to be aligned with
the market trend.

2.9.2.1 Brand Image

The term brand image has long been in the marketing field. It is
consumers’ perception and personal belief of a brand. This perspective is built through
brand associations which are held on consumers’ memory (Keller, 2013). Better brand
image is one of the most common reasons a company attempts to be sustainable.
Accordingly, sustainable brand image is built by integrating the element of
sustainability into brand attributes and as well product innovation and production
process. One brand quality which is extensively used is the environmental friendliness
or “green” (Rubio et al., 2020; Zandi et al., 2020). According to Chen et al. (2020),
green brand image can be defined as “a set of perceptions of a brand in a consumer’s

mind that is linked to environmental commitments and environmental concerns”. This
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green brand image influences green consumers’ purchase intention and financial
performance (Bhatti & Sulaiman, 2020; Chen, 2010; Chen et al., 2020a). Likewise, CSR
and social marketing creates social brand image attracts people who value socially
responsible behavior. There was also a study indicating that brand image is a mediator
of CSR and financial value in the emerging markets, which is somewhat different from
the developed markets (Flores-Herndndez et al., 2020).

Park et al. (1986) indicated that brand image covers functional,
symbolic, and experiential benefits for consumers. The sustainability attributes can
thereby benefit to those consumers who value sustainability in functional, symbolic, and
experiential ways. The past studies showed that consumers are willing to pay in
premium when the products are associated with social image and CSR initiatives
(Anselmsson et al., 2014; Fuller et al., 2022; Maaya et al., 2018). These benefits,
however, could not be created without a proper integration of sustainability pillars
incorporated into various business functions at the first place. Therefore, successful
sustainable brand image shall contain the content of fully integrated three pillars, namely
social, environment, and economic pillars.

2.9.2.2 Corporate Image

According to Mostafa et al. (2015), corporate image reveals
customers’ perception of a particular enterprise, resulting from one’s experience and
impression with a company. This perception contributes toward *‘a total picture of the
organization” (Andreassen, 2001). Generally, socially responsible corporate image
often results from CSR activities which the firms have conducted (Chang & Yeh, 2017;
Parguel et al., 2011; Zhao et al., 2012). For green corporate image, consumers tend to
build their perception from both green marketing and tangible evidence such as a
certification assuring that the firm is environmentally cautious (Ann et al., 2006;
Mukonza & Swarts, 2020).

A good corporate reputation and image creates a unique quality
for a company. A highly-regarded company possesses an intangible characteristic,
which makes it competitive and difficult to replicate by the competitors (Lai et al.,
2010). There is evidence on the link between corporate image and brand image (Foroudi
et al., 2022). People have increased their preference on socially responsible companies

and tend to be associated with companies with good reputation and good sustainability
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image. The companies thereby adopt CSR activities to strengthen their organizational
reputation and image (Hur et al., 2014). The image created from CSR activities needs
to be effectively communicated to the consumers. Performing such social activities
without coupling with appropriate marketing communication is proved to be inefficient
(Lai et al., 2010 Plungpongpan et al., 2016a, 2016b).

Superior organizational reputation may result in pricing
concessions, better morale, lessened risk, increased strategic flexibility, and enhanced
profitability (Miles & Covin, 2000; Van Riel & Fombrun, 1996). One great benefit of
good reputation is to increase the opportunity to target quality sensitive segments with
less marketing cost. Corporate reputation is not solely built by a company, but rather all
stakeholders the companies associate with (Miles & Covin, 2000). Therefore, a firm
needs to be cautious when selecting to associate with any stakeholder.

Similar to the studies on sustainability and customer
satisfaction, the past research on corporate image of sustainability were limited to those
which focus on merely one pillar, which are mostly either the social or environmental
element. In the industry, the most common practice to achieve the image of
sustainability is apparently CSR activities, as can be seen from the number of studies of
the contribution of CSR to corporate image. The economic pillar and comprehensive
sustainability are usually absent once again in the studies.

According to the literature review on consumers’ perception
towards sustainability, level 2 has been added to the previous model as follows (see
Figure 2.8). Neither the brand image nor the corporate image concepts in the second
level is new, and sometimes they include some sustainability components. However, as
the corporate level (Level 1) should incorporate the comprehensive 3 pillars, brand
image and corporate image are as well is assumed to house all three pillars of

sustainability.
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Figure 2.8 Level 1 — the corporate level and Level 2 — the consumers’ perspective

2.9.3 Level 3 — Emotional Attachment and Brand Loyalty

2.9.3.1 Emotional Attachment

“Increasingly, companies are searching for ways to create strong
emotional brand connections with consumers. This is motivated by the finding that such
connections lead to higher levels of consumer loyalty” (Malir et al., 2011, p. 35).
Thomson et al. (2005) described emotional attachment to organizations as an emotional
bond between an organization and an individual. This attachment can be determined by
a deep feeling of affection, passion, and connection. The concept can also be applied to
brands. In general, strong emotional attachment is evidence by the resistance to consider
new brands and products, as well as the resistance to consider whether the competitor’s
offer might have superiority. More importantly, customers who are emotionally attached
to a brand tend to be loyal to the brand as well (A. Barreda et al., 2013; Loureiro et al.,
2012; Mostafa & Kasamani, 2021). “In affective brand commitment, deep emotional
attachment drives persistent devoted repurchase” (Grisaffe & Nguyen, 2011 p. 1053).
Thompson (2005) show that EA is strongly correlated with loyalty, as well as
willingness to pay a price premium. Largely, they talk about high involvement.

Theng et al. (2013) claimed that customer emotional attachment
is a critical construct in the marketing literature because it shows the strength of the
connection consumers have with the brand. This connection affects their behavior,

which leads to firm’s profitability and customer lifetime value (Thomson et al., 2005).
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Although people’s emotional attachment to a brand may not be as strong as an
attachment built between humans, the behavioral effects of emotional attachment are
quite similar (Theng et al., 2013).

Emotional attachment and satisfaction are not synonymous.
Although a customer who is emotionally attached to the brand tends to be satisfied with
it, the level of attachment may differ. Two customers who are equally satisfied with the
brand may not attach to the brand equally. In addition, satisfaction tends to appear
immediately right after the consumptions, emotional attachment tends to develop over
a period of time after multiple interactions with the brand. For this reason, satisfaction
is rather often a one-time evaluative judgement, while emotional attachment is a
construct that has been build from consumer’s experience over time (Thomson et al.,
2005).

Interpersonal styles affect emotional attachment to the brand.
Some people use a brand as a signaling device that helps them in their relationship with
the others. Customers with high interpersonal anxiety tend to use brands to increase self-
worth. These consumers are likely to connect with the brands that offer the attributes
contributing to their ideal self-concepts, rather than attach to the brands that are
compatible with their lifestyle and bring them comfort and security (Alvarez & Fournier,
2016).

Emotional attachment is an emotional bond between an
individual and a specific item (Thomson et al., 2005). The past research from Barreda
et al. (2013) indicates that brand image leads to brand emotional attachment. Among
those studies on sustainability and emotional attachment, the green pillar is the most
common subject. Wu et al. (2021) proposed that green emotional attachment is the bond
that links a customer to the specific environmental quality by involving affection,
passion, and connection. This green emotional attachment may lead to the willingness
to pay in premium. However, there is no study on emotional attachment in the sense of
comprehensive 3 pillars of sustainability.

The past studies from Barreda et al. (2013) and Loureiro et al.
(2017) show that brand image and corporate reputation is the precedent of brand
emotional attachment. For some products, including fashion products (Theng et al.,

2013), corporate image can play a role also (i.e., not just brand image). Thomson et al.
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(2005), who conducted multiple studies to develop an EA scale, even say corporate
image may sometimes have a stronger connection to EA than does brand image, because
it is more comprehensive.

2.9.3.2 Emotional Attachment and Brand Loyalty

Emotional attachment is a substantial contribution of brand
loyalty (Sohail, 2022). Customers who have strong emotional attachment to the brand
can be illustrated by resistance to the temptation of considering alternative products.
They also tend to demonstrate brand loyalty behaviors, even in unusual market
conditions (A. Barreda et al., 2013; Fernandes & Moreira, 2019; Loureiro et al., 2012;
Mostafa & Kasamani, 2021). Therefore, studying emotional attachment in the context
of comprehensive sustainability is essential, in order to develop a sustainable branding
model.

Brand loyalty occurs when a customer repeatedly purchases the
same brand and prefers a particular brand over the others available in the market (Y.-S.
Chen, Huang, et al., 2020; Oliver, 1999). Loyalty may result from a buyer expressing
an interest in a brand and having a favorable disposition towards such brand
(Rizomyliotis et al., 2021). Loyalty can also be used to measure a customer’s
commitment for a brand and his or her repeated purchases (Y.S. Chen, Huang, et al.,
2020). Chen (2013) has proposed a definition of green brand loyalty as “the level of
repurchase intentions prompted by a strong environmental attitude and sustainable
commitment towards a brand”. The study also suggested that a firm may incorporate the
green quality into its products, in order to raise the customer’s green brand loyalty,
which ultimately leads to an increase in sales.

The concept of brand loyalty and the relationship of emotional
attachment to brand loyalty have been well studied for several decades. There are
numerous studies evidencing that emotional attachment is antecedent to brand loyalty,
several of which have been noted just above (e.g., (A. Barreda et al., 2013; Fernandes
& Moreira, 2019; Loureiro et al., 2012; Mostafa & Kasamani, 2021; Shahid et al., 2022;
So et al., 2013; Thompson, 2005). Such discussion, of course, follows work which
argues that there is a relationship between various attitudes (such as emotional
attachment) and behaviors (such as brand loyalty). Some studies have found that

sustainability-oriented attitudes (usually the green pillar in older research) do not always
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translate into behavior, and explore reasons for this (e.g., Wright & Klyn (1998) are
even somewhat more extreme in arguing that there is often hardly any attitude-behavior
correspondence at all. Even older work, however, rarely claimed either “always” or
“never”; the relationship is statistical, a tendency, not deterministic. More recent

It is necessary to note that there is some debate on whether
emotional attachment is actually an attitude. Rossiter (2014)includes emotional and
motivational aspects as components of brand attitude. Park and Maclnnis (2006, p. 17),
however, say that emotional attachment “entails evaluative properties like attitudes, but
it also includes hot affect, reflecting the motivational and emotional properties
associated with a relationship bond”. In other words, they separate motivational and
emotional aspects from attitude. For the purposes in this research, whether emotional
attachment is attitude or “attitude-like” is somewhat irrelevant, given that, just as brand
attitude, it contributes to brand loyalty, as discussed above. In fact, Park et al. (2010, p.
2), while saying that the attachment and attitude concepts share much, found that
attachment can make a stronger contribution. “Brand attachment more accurately
predicts intentions to perform behaviors that use significant consumer resources (time,
money, reputation). It is also a stronger predictor of actual consumer behaviors than
brand attitude strength”.

The gap between attitude (or “attitude-like”’) and behavior in
older research can come from several conceptual models. Often, as, for example, in the
widely used Theory of Planned Behavior (TPB) and Technology Acceptance Model
(TAM) and their derivatives, the sequence is attitude > intention = behavior, which
follows common discussion of the consumer decision process. There are two places
(attitude —> intention; intention = behavior) where the relationship can break down, if
indeed it actually does. Cheng (2018), as well as a hybrid combining them. Intention
—> behavior was confirmed in all cases, but attitude > intention only sometimes.
Generally, there is not much disagreement about the intention = behavior link (Sheeran,
2002; Sheeran & Webb, 2016). Neither is there really substantial disagreement that
attitude > intention usually works. In both of these decision-process stages, however,
it is clear that these are not deterministic links; they may be weak or, occasionally,

absent. Research now focuses more on when the links hold and why they might break
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down (e.g., Elhaffar et al., 2020; Michaelidou & Hassan, 2014), rather than simply
trying to demonstrate that they either do or do not exist.

Some of the problem in this attitude = behavior gap relates to
the strength of attitudes. Weakly held attitudes usually do not translate into behaviors
as well as strongly held ones. Van Doorn et al (2007), for example, discuss a zone of
indifference (Fig. 1, p. 78). People with low attitude strength do not care very much, so
there is not much relationship between attitude and behavior. Strongly held attitudes,
both positive and negative, do translate into behavior. Their example for demonstrating
the positive side of this was organic products:

“We expected only high degrees of environmental concern to be
strongly positively related to the purchase of organic products. For respondents with
less extreme attitudes, the benefits of organic products would presumably not outweigh
the costs, such as higher prices or higher transaction costs for travelling to a specialized
store. ... This should result in a zero or weak attitude-behaviour relationship in the range
of low to moderate attitudes. The relationship thus resembles the upwards-shaped curve
in Fig. 1” (Van Doorn et al., 2007, p. 79).

This 1s illustrated in Figure 2.9 just below, and it is exactly what
they found. (Loyalty cards similarly demonstrated the negative attitude side.) Van
Doorn et al. (2007) propose that this can be modeled as a curvilinear relationship; the
zone of indifference part of the data has a very shallow slope, but after the threshold,
the slope is steep. This curvilinear pattern (weak or no relationship for weak attitudes
vs. strong relationship for stronger attitudes) is not explicitly modeled very often, but
Bechler et al. (2021), examining a wide range of situations, confirm that it is actually
common. Clearly, research using simple linear methods (such as simple correlation or
basic regression) may not find much relationship if the weak attitude people where there
is no relationship are a substantial proportion of the sample. A more targeted sample
aiming for strong attitude respondents is more likely to accurately assess the nature of

relationships between attitudes and behavior.
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Fig. 1 Proposed non-linear strong
relationship between attinsdes
and behaviour
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between weakly held attitudes
and behavior
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wieak SLrong
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Figure 2.9 Weak vs. strong attitudes and behavior

Source: Van Doorn et al., 2007, Fig. 1, p. 78; commentary about zones added)

Another somewhat related issue is involvement level. Hansen
(2005), for example, discussed some time ago that how attitude works in the decision
process can depend on involvement level. Their experiments used food products, not
usually considered very high involvement, but they demonstrated the attitude ->
intention link nevertheless. Often, however, even somewhat strongly held attitudes may
not come to top-of-mind for consideration when people just do not think about the
product much, as Aljamal et al. (2020, 2022) discuss for water. Mindfulness can work
toward reducing attitude = behavior gaps (Amel et al., 2009; Fischer et al., 2017), and
marketing can help in fostering recall of consumers’ sustainability-oriented attitudes.
This may be why Hansen (2005), just above, found an attitude = intention link for his
organic food products. Organic is related to health issues in consumers’ minds, and this
can increase

From the literature mentioned above, the third level of the
model—emotional attachment—was created (see Figure 2.10). This emotional
attachment is the precedence of brand loyalty, which is the ultimate goal of building a

brand for many companies.
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Figure 2.10 The proposed model, including 3 levels. Level 1 — the corporate level,
Level 2 — the consumers’ perspective, Level 3 — emotional attachment, and the

output—brand loyalty

2.10 Research Framework

The following section reveals the research framework employed in this
study. The content discusses theoretical framework as well as research approaches. This
study focuses on the components and structure of sustainable branding. Ultimately, a
sustainable brand is the one that has effectively integrated social, environmental, and
economic components (Sharma & Joshi, 2019a), all three elements should be integrated
in every business function. The proposed structural model (Figure 2.11) was created
according to the related literature and was divided into three levels, following by brand

loyalty which is the ultimate goal of building the brands for most companies.
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Stage I: Qualitative study Stage II: Quantitative study
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Figure 2.11 The proposed sustainable branding model showing the stage of

qualitative and quantitative studies

As mentioned earlier, the first level refers to an integration of three
sustainability pillars into business functions and culture. The first level and its linkage
to consumers’ brand image and corporate image was examined through the qualitative
approach. The output of the integration in the first level leads to the second level, which
is how consumers respond to what a company has done earlier. Brand image and
corporate image will be created in customers’ minds. As a result, these consistent
feelings and perceptions contribute to customers’ emotional attachment in level 3. The
relationship of the variables in level 2 and 3 were numerically identified through a

quantitative approach.
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CHAPTER III
THE QUALITATIVE STUDY OF THE MIXED METHODS

3.1 Introduction

This chapter explains the qualitative part of the study. The goal of this study
is to profoundly understand the constructs in the structural model, and to explore the
sub-dimensions related to such constructs. As discussed earlier, there is little research
on the internal corporate level integrated with the comprehensive concept of
sustainability. What is stated in the literature is not very well-developed and sometimes
inconsistent. Although the constructs in level 2 of the model (BI and CI) are much more
developed with a number of papers, many of them are related to only one or two
sustainability pillars — usually green and/or social elements. The study on such
concepts, which are integrated with all three sustainability pillars is extremely rare.
However, it must be noted that the objective of this internal examination is simply to
find out what companies do, particularly if they address all of the pillars. The research
does not aim to assess (for example) efficient sustainable operations management
systems, or the most effective management model for sustainability. We need to know
what the companies do in order to see if it is related to how consumers perceive them.

Since the study on sustainable branding, specifically in a fully integrated 3-
pillar sense, is rather new, it is good practice to approach the study with qualitative
methodology in the beginning. Therefore, the mixed methods research is preferred to
ensure the benefits from both qualitative and quantitative approaches. The mixed
methods of qualitative and quantitative studies is used to address many research
questions and combination questions, as well as bridging the gap between quantitative
and qualitative research (Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).

In this study, the researcher chose the time-sequential decision to perform
such mixed methods (Creswell, 2014; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). In the first stage,
the small-sample qualitative in-depth interview was employed to develop a better

understanding of the concepts and to assess whether literature items available for the
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measurement of each construct are consistent with managers’ and consumers’ thinking.
The result from this qualitative study, together with the findings from the literature, was
used to develop the quantitative questionnaires and to identify the construct
measurement (Creswell & Plano Clark, 2018). The qualitative approach aims for an in-
depth understanding of the concept, rather than a generalization for a greater population
(Dworkin, 2012). The result will be analyzed and interpreted to a conclusion and
implications, which will be used to assess whether the proposed conceptualization is
plausible within the context (Chaisrakeo & Speece, 2004; Srijumpa et al., 2004).

Because there is fairly little understanding of how the concepts tested in this
study fit together into a coherent whole, an exploratory approach was adopted. The
researcher needed specific data, rather than very general material, to help exploring such
concepts in detail. Therefore, particular individuals who specialize in the topics or work
in the field are needed to participate in the in-depth interview (Kristensen & Ravn, 2015;
Patton, 2002). Snowball sampling is adopted to select the participants when the
populations are difficult to reach (Goodman, 2011). The initial respondents—the
seeds—were selected through the researcher’s personal networks to ensure that they are
knowledgeable and are able to give required information (Browne, 2005). In addition,
accessing though personal networks is useful in Asian countries where there are strong
traditions of business secrecy. Therefore, working through personal networks and
references is frequently the most efficient way to access the information in Asian
organizations (Kainzbauer & Hunt, 2021; Srijumpa et al., 2004).

The brands selected for both qualitative and quantitative studies are all Thai
local brands in the household durables industry. Household durables are high-
involvement products where consumers have some interest and personal relevance in a
brand, and thereby tend to plan their purchase with some degree of information
processing (Harrigan et al., 2018; Juster, 1966; Wang et al., 2017). In addition, the
researcher selected the brands under the large-scale companies, both listed and not listed
in the Stock Exchange of Thailand.

Large companies tend to provide more comprehensive, transparent, and up-
to-date information, compared to small and medium-sized firms. Because the
information from large-sized companies is easier to access and the organizations are

also more systematic in their practices and production, large-scale corporations are
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thereby suitable for the study, where we aim to understand how these issues work. Once
the conceptualization is established, it is possible, however, for future research to study
if the same conceptualization can apply to different firm sizes, including small and
medium-sized companies.

The study was conducted in Bangkok, Thailand, where a local version of
sustainability called Sufficiency Economy Philosophy (SEP) has long existed and
developed to fit with the local context. As mentioned in Chapter 2, SEP is a Thai version
of sustainability, which is a form of Buddhist economy (Kantabutra, 2019; Song, 2020).
The concept was created from Buddhist philosophy of middle path, in which the essence
of such concept is moderation, reasonableness, and self-consciousness (Piboolsravut,
2004). Because SEP focuses on stakeholders’ interest and incorporates highly ethical
practices, it naturally aligns with sustainability goals. Although the SEP concept was
generated for macro-level application, these practices may be as well applied in
individual organizations (Kantabutra, 2019b). Therefore, Thailand is a suitable place to

examine the sustainability model integrated within the local context.

3.2 The Internal Corporate Level

3.2.1 Methodology

Given the limited understandings of the concepts in the internal corporate
level in the sense of sustainability, the exploratory qualitative approach is effective in
addressing the two main issues (Chaisrakeo & Speece, 2004). Firstly, to help us
understand the complexity of the concepts in the internal level, which eventually helps
to define such conceptualization. Secondly, the qualitative study helps to assess whether
the model is plausible and whether it fits within the actual context (Srijumpa et al.,
2004). It also helps to identify careful measures of the concept (Creswell, 2014; Doz,
2011; Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008b). The quantitative will then later be used to
generalize the concept as the small samples in the qualitative study might not be

generalizable.
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3.2.1.1 Brands and Companies Selection.

As mentioned earlier, the researcher needed to search for the
Thai local brands in household durables industry, which aim for sustainability. The
following five screening criteria were applied. One, they must be local Thai
organizations, so that their policies are determined locally, not set by corporate
headquarters somewhere outside Thailand. Two, they are large-size companies
registered with Thailand Department of Business Development. According to the
Revenue Department, Ministry of Finance, the large-scale companies are the ones with
annual revenue of at least 500 million Baht (The Revenue Department, 2021). Most such
companies have a corporate website with information that can be assessed. Large
companies’ products are visible in the market, and there is a larger base of consumers
familiar with the brands.

Three, the firms produce and sell household durables, such as
home furnishings, homebuilding, household appliances, and housewares. Household
durables are high-involvement products in which consumers tend to plan their purchases
in advance with effortful information processing. Therefore, consumers tend to build
their preference and purchase intention of these high-involvement products by assessing
the active information, which affects or produces existing predispositions (Day et al.,
1991; Harrigan et al., 2018; Holmes & Crocker, 1987; Juster, 1966; Wang et al., 2017).
High-involvement products like household durables, therefore, are suitable for this
study since the researcher wants to test how sustainability affects consumers’
perspectives.

Four, such companies must integrate sustainability into their
business policies and have been consistently executing such policies. The
implementation may refer to continuously having CSR activities and offering green or
social products. They did not need to be leaders in this. Different companies conduct
different levels of sustainability practices, which gives variation in sustainability level
among the selected companies, and thus opportunity for assessing how well consumers
notice these differences. However, we did not feel it useful to assess companies that are
not doing anything about sustainability at all. Five, the companies shall operate B2C

(business to customers) business, with products that consumers actually buy. This way,
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the researcher is able to ensure that consumers use their own reasoning and experience
to form the perspective and attitude towards particular brands and companies.

3.2.1.2 Sustainability Assessment and Scoring.

The initial online search was performed by using the keywords
referring to household durables and sustainability issues in both English and Thai
languages. Eventually, 9 local Thai companies fell into the criteria stated above. Five of
them are the public companies listed in the Stock Exchange of Thailand (SET). The
chosen corporates were then scored according to their level of sustainability integration
and execution. The scoring criteria were adopted from a sustainability assessment for
Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI). Despite many sustainability indexes available,
DJSI was the only one that incorporates all comprehensive three pillars of sustainability,
including economic, environmental, and social dimensions. Each industry in the DJSI
has its own industry criteria (S&P Global, 2021). The scoring criteria for household

durables can be seen in Table 1 below.

Table 3.1 DJSI scoring criteria for household durables industry (S&P Global,
2021)

z
&

Sustainability Pillar Item Weight

2

Governance & Economic
Dimension (50%)

Corporate Governance

Materiality

Risk & Crisis Management

Codes of Business Conduct

Customer Relationship Management

Policy Influence

Supply Chain Management

Brand Management
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Tax Strategy

Information Security / Cybersecurity & System
10 Availability
11 Innovation Management

12 Privacy Protection
13 Product Quality & Recall Management
Environmental Dimension (22%) 14 Environmental Reporting

15  Environmental Policy/Management System

16 Operational Eco-Efficiency
17 Product Stewardship
18  Climate Strategy
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Table 3.1 DJSI scoring criteria for household durables industry (S&P Global,
2021) (cont.)

Sustainability Pillar No. Item Weight

Social Dimension (28%) 19  Social Reporting 4

20  Labor Practice Indicators

21  Human Rights

22 Human Capital Development

23 Talent Attraction & Retention

24 Corporate Citizenship and Philanthropy

W[ W & O W[ W

25  Occupational Health and Safety

The information of the companies was retrieved from the
website, company reports, and PR news, independent news organizations, and third-
party organization such as consulting firms. However, the assessment relied primarily
on the official reports such as annual report and sustainability report. Each company
was scored according to the DJSI criterion and weights mentioned above. The score for
each item ranges from O to 3, where;

0 means no topic is mentioned

1 means the topic is mentioned but there is no evidence of
implementation

2 means the topic is mentioned and there is evidence of
implementation

3 means the topic is mentioned, there is evidence of
implementation, which led to a successful result

The scores were weighted according to the DJSI guideline and
were distributed by sustainability pillars, which are economic, environmental, and social
dimensions. The result shown in Table 2 reveals that the total sustainability scores for
all 9 selected companies range from 46.3 to 95 out of 100. The score range for economic,
environmental, and social pillars are 46.7-100, 31.8-95.5, and 32.1-100 respectively (see
Table 2). However, to check whether weighting had an impact on score and/or ranks,
the scores were computed using equal weights for three pillars. The scores changed

very little, and the ranks did not change at all.
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Table 3.2 Sustainability scores assessed according to DJSI criteria and weights

No. Economic Environmental
Listed Score Score Social Score
Company Company or / out of 100 Total Score
/ out of 100 / out of 100
Code Subsidiary (weighted out / out of 100
Company (weighted out (weighted out of 29%)
of 46 %) of 25%)

1 Cl Y 100 (50) 95.5 (21) 85.7 (24) 95.0
2 C2 N 46.7 (23.3) 54.5 (12) 393 (11) 46.3
3 C3 Y 76 (38) 81.8 (18) 92.9 (26) 82.0
4 c4 Y 64 (32) 31.8(7) 50 (14) 53.0
5 C5 N 52 (26) 45.5 (10) 65.5 (18.3) 54.3
6 Co6 A 58 (29) 95.5 (21) 71.4 (20) 70.0
7 Cc7 N 58.7 (29.3) 90.9 (20) 81 (22.7) 72.0
8 Cc8 W 84 (42) 95.5 (21) 100 (28) 91.0
9 c9 N 54 (27) 47 (10.3) 32.1(9) 46.3

As can be seen from Table 3, the scores of each pillar for all 9

firms were ranked in each sustainability pillar. The companies can be seen to have

different levels of sustainability.

Table 3.3 Companies ranked by sustainability score by sustainability dimension

Economic Environment Social Total

Scale Dimension Dimension Dimension Sustainability Score
100.0 C1=100.0 C8=100.0
97.5

Cl, C6,
95.0 C8=95.5 1=
92.5 C3=92.9 C8=92.0
90.0 C7=90.9
87.5
85.0 C8=84.0 C1=85.7
82.5 C3=82.0
80.0 C3=81.8 C7=81.0

77.5
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Table 3.3 Companies ranked by sustainability score by sustainability dimension

(cont.)

Economic Environment Social Total

Scale Dimension Dimension Dimension Sustainability Score
75.0 C3=76.0

72.5 C7=73.0
70.0 Co=714 C6=70.0
67.5

65.0 C4=64.0 C5=65.5

62.5

60.0 C7=58.7

57.5 C6=58.0

55.0 C9=54.0 C2=54.5 C5=54.3
52.5 C5=52.0 C4=53.0
50.0 C4=50.0

47.5 C2=46.7 C9=47.0

45.0 C5=45.5 C2, C9=46.3
42.5

40.0 C2=39.3

37.5

35.0

32.5 C4=31.8 C9=32.1

30.0

It is worth to note that the scores assessed from public
information are slightly different from the scores calculated after conducting the in-
depth interviews. Table 4 show this comparison for the three companies in which in-
depth interviews were conducted. Such difference is mainly a slight increase in scores
because some executions or details found during the interviews have never been
published. However, both scores are very similar, and did not change the ranking,
implying that public information can mostly be used to reflect actual practices in

organizations.
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Table 3.4 Sustainability scores assessed according to DJSI criteria assessed before

and after the in-depth interviews.

Economic Score  Epvironmental Social Score Total Score
No. Company out of 100 Score out of 100 out of 100 out of 100
Code
Before / After Before / After Before / After Before / After
1 Cl1 91.3/100 95.5/95.5 89.3/85.7 91.7/95.0
2 C5 52/52 45.5/745.5 65.5/65.5 54.3/54.3
3 Cc7 59.3/58.7 90.0/90.9 73.8 /81 70.3/72.0

3.2.1.3 In-depth Interview

As noted above, the three companies for in-depth interviews
were selected based on personal connections for access, with attention to making sure
three levels of sustainability implementation (high, medium, low) were represented.
One company is public, on the SET, and two are private. Connections are essential to
most research in Thailand’s relationship-oriented culture (e.g., Kainzbauer & Hunt,
2021). “With its strong traditions of business secrecy . . . working through connections
and introductions is frequently the only way to gain good access at any level of
companies in Asia” (Srijumpa et al., 2004, p. 69).

After the eligible companies were identified, the researcher then
selected participants for the qualitative study. The initial contact in each company was
asked to direct us to managers who have substantial authority in the key functions most
involved in sustainability issues in the company; we wanted managers who have
decision-making authority on implementing important aspects of sustainability. Three
managers were chosen in each company at high, medium, and low level of sustainability,
nine managers overall, as noted in Table 6. It should be noted that the sampling
discussed here (as well as for the consumer qualitative interviews) might be somewhat
rare in management research, at least judging by how often they came up in the
management literature when looking at qualitative research. However, they are fairly
standard in other social science research, and prominent especially in qualitative
research on health issues (again, judging by how often this field comes up in literature
about qualitative methods). Crouch & McKenzie (2006) and MacDougall & Fudge

(2001), for example, give useful overviews.
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Table 3.5 List of respondents categorized by job function and company level.

Respondent Company’s Sustainability Level Job Function
M1 High Product development
M2 High General management
M3 High Sustainability unit
M4 Medium Product development
M5 Medium Business development
M6 Medium Environmental unit
M7 Low Sales and marketing
MS Low Product development
M9 Low Customer relations

Although there is no concrete rule of how to determine the
sample size for a qualitative study, Creswell (2014) suggested a proper sample size of
3-10 respondents for the phenomenological study. Too large sample size is not usually
any more useful, as saturation may lead to the point where no new themes and
information can be uncovered. The excessive interviews are therefore unnecessary
(Francis et al., 2010).

The semi-structured in-depth interview technique was adopted.
A semi-structured interview usually follows a list of issues retrieved from the literature.
The questions were open-ended and were conducted by using the keywords “how” and
“what”. Probing questions were employed to encourage respondents to elaborate their
answers. The respondents were encouraged to explain in their own words and expand
the answers as much as they wish (Creswell, 2014; Doz, 2011; Eriksson & Kovalainen,
2008b). All respondents who participated were interviewed using the same topics list,
but of course, not necessarily in the same order. The interview flow adapts to ensure
uninterrupted conversation flow, so themes are explored as respondents bring them up,
rather than rigidly following the list. Notes were taken, as well as digital record, during
the interview to ensure accuracy. The interview lasted approximately 40-60 minutes.

Table 1 in Appendix A shows the questions prepared for the in-
depth interview. The interview began with the screening question about sustainability
in their organizations to ensure that each respondent is able to provide useful

information for the study. After the respondents explained their point of view for each
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main question, the researcher used probing questions to ensure that the respondents
cover all three sustainability pillars, if they can. At the end, the respondents were also
asked to rate and briefly explain their companies’ practices on 19 items according to
DIJSI scoring criteria (Table 1). It is worth to note that managers in different functions,
even within the same company, may have different priorities. They, however, tend to be
consistent in reporting what the organization performs because actions are not subjective

(Suwannaporn & Speece, 2010).

3.2.2 Results and Analysis

The notes retrieved from the interviews were later converted into themes
and sub-themes. Repeated themes were extracted into codes. Only descriptive codes
complying with the research question remained (Creswell, 2009; Punjaisri & Harness,
2016).

By analyzing the notes taken during the interview, the researcher
categorized responses into themes and sub-themes. These themes were useful in
identifying the constructs in the respondents’ interview as well as understanding the
relationship among them. The result reveals four main themes, namely environmental
pillar, social pillar, economic pillar, and comprehensive sustainability pillars (see

Appendix A-Table 2).

3.2.3 Defining the Concepts
Two main topics need to be addressed. Firstly, respondents expressed their
perspective and how they define sustainable operations and products. Also, they were
requested to explain how their organizations implement such concepts. Second,
respondents explained their views on sustainable corporate culture and how their
corporates integrate and execute the concept.
3.2.3.1 Sustainable Operations and Products.
Kleindorfer et al. (2005) described operations management
(OM) as “the set of skills and leverages that allow a company to structure its business
processes to achieve sustainable performance”. The literature reveals that sustainable
products are items that provide social, environmental, and economic benefits

concurrently (Rocha et al., 2019; Sonetti & Lombardi, 2020). Sustainable operations
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and products are inseparable. Similar to the literature review stated in the previous
section (Rocha et al., 2019; Sonetti & Lombardi, 2020), all respondents implied that
sustainable products cannot be created without sustainable operations. In other words,
sustainable product is naturally a product of the operations that successfully integrated
the sustainability concept. One respondent very clearly represented this view:
‘sustainable products are the products of sustainable operations’ (M2).

Definitions and Attributes. Because there is no literature that
defines the term “sustainable operations” in the comprehensive three-pillar sense, the
term can be understood in more details through respondents’ explanation. To employees
from the company with high sustainability score, sustainable operations may refer to an
operation or production process that is harmless to the planet, society, and economy.
One respondent from the company with high sustainability score stated that ‘To me,
sustainable operations is to produce zero waste from the operations. This waste needs
to contribute to other parties and is harmless to local communities.’ (M3). This finding
indicates that she naturally integrates all three pillars into her thoughts on sustainability.
In contrast, the managers from a company with low sustainability level mentioned that
‘Most of sustainability integration is used for product development such as eco-friendly
materials. We have various products that incorporate sustainability’ (M7). Such
response implies that she used the word “sustainability” to represent the environmental
pillar. And most of the sustainability concept in this view is integrated in the product
development, rather than fully incorporated with the whole operations.

When discussing about sustainable operations, almost all
respondents first emphasized mainly on environmental pillar, which aims for the least
footprint to the planet. This finding implies that the green module is somewhat the most
top-of-mind when people think of sustainable operations, although frequently
interconnected with aspects of another pillar. In high and medium scored companies,
respondents tended to explain in more details and focused primarily about waste
management. For example, respondent M2 from a high-scored company explained that
sustainable operations are ‘the operations that cause the least waste’. M3, from the same
company elaborated that ‘The main concept is that we need to transform the waste as
much as possible.” And ‘The first implementation called waste to value, where we

modify our waste and donate it to whom who can make use of it. The second
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implementation is called waste to CSR, where we give and teach local community how
to create value from this waste.” (M3). For those who are in lower scored company,
however, the answers were rather vague and focused on the standard they know the
company follows. M8 stated that ‘in our factory we have comply several green
standards such as 1SO and E1°. These green issues were seldom connected more widely
to other pillars in the low score company.

For sustainable product, respondents described sustainable
product as a product that can be reborn and can extend its life cycle by passing its value
to the next owner. The examples of the responses from the companies with high and
medium sustainability levels are To me, sustainable product is the one which can be
reborn (recycle, reuse). This product shall carry it value to the next owner, although the
value can be decreased’ (M1) and ‘I think sustainable products are the ones that can
rebirth. They can continuously be used and circulated. In other words, they are
immortal.” (M4). Although there are several past studies on sustainable products, they
mentioned about neither expanding its life cycle nor conveying its value to the next
owner. Respondents from a company with low sustainability level, on the other hand,
defined sustainable product based on merely an environmental pillar. M7 suggested that
‘sustainable products are the ones that are harmless to the environment and users’.

Respondents also have different opinions on attributes that
sustainable product should possess. They suggested that sustainable product should be
immortal, marketable, profitable, harmless to the planet, and able to satisfy users. For
example, a respondent implied that ‘Sustainable product should not only satisfy the
designer and end users, but also the environment and society’ (M5). Again, respondents
from a company with low sustainability level tend to focus merely on the green module,
like M7 said ‘We have sustainable products made from green materials.” Respondents
from a company with high sustainability score, on the other hand, tend to think in a more
comprehensive way when they talked about sustainable products. This thinking about
recycling and reuse can also be seen from M1’s quote stated above.

Sustainable products may be referred from different perspective
among different companies. In the company where the understanding of sustainability
is limited, the term sustainable products can be used incorrectly. According to a

respondent from a low scored company, one of their sustainable products are furniture
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made from stone and wood substitution. According to her, using these substituted
materials is good for the environment because they ‘do not need to harm rock mountain
and natural resources’ (MT7). Respondents from the companies concerned more about
sustainability tended to think in a more sophisticated way when talking about this issue.
M3 from a high scored organization mention ‘we have green product but not totally
sustainable. We integrate the concept in the design and use recycle/reused material. But
we have not yet made them be able to pass the value to the others.” And ‘Because we
have not yet successfully offered the comprehensive sustainable products, we focus a lot
on our after-sale service because we want our customers to rectify the broken products
instead of buying the new ones.’ (M3).

The findings stated above somehow support the study from
Frank-Martin & Peattie (2009), which indicated that sustainable products possess six
attributes. The six attributes include 1) customer satisfaction, 2) dual focus of social and
environmental benefits, 3) aim for zero-waste, 4) contribution in significant
improvement of socio-ecological problems on a global level, 5) continuous
improvement in knowledge and, and 6) competitive market positioning. At least one out
of six characteristics was mentioned by every respondent while they were talking about
sustainable products.

According to the findings revealed earlier, it is interesting to
note that respondents from a company with low sustainability score focused on merely
one pillar when they talked about the definition of sustainable operations and products.
In this case, they focused mainly on the environment. This is because they have been
communicated merely about one angle of sustainability.

Corporate Policies and Policy Initiation. The literature reveals
that top managers’ leadership is a crucial component in initiating and executing
sustainability in an organization (Avery & Bergsteiner, 2011). All respondents agreed
that the most effective way to initiate the policies is to derive them from CEOs and
management’s vision. When a CEO or top managers initiate the policy and act seriously,
everything will be effortlessly executed. For instead, ‘Most policies came from our
CEO, who focuses mainly on sustainability and environment’ (M6) and ‘Yes, because it

is a top-down policy, everyone needs to follow. In my opinion, this is the most effective
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way to implement the concept of sustainability in an organization and integrate it in the
operations.” (M1).

One respondent from a high scored company explained that the
policies given to her from the top managers were very concise and easy to understand.
Two examples are ‘1) Waste to value and 2) waste to CSR’ (M3). The “waste to value”
policy is when a company aims to transform its waste to a raw material for new products
either for themselves or other companies. Effective communication from top
management like this is essential to convey the message throughout the organization. A
few respondents believed that the executions can be done effectively when incorporating
the sustainability concept into KPIs. It was found that such KPI policies were found in
high and medium scored companies, but not the low scored one. M5 from a company
with medium sustainability level stated, This also implements seriously through KPlIs
for every department’. Policy initiation and communication in low scored company is a
little bit different. In the low score company, respondent M8 mentioned that ‘Our top
managers have joined and mentioned about sustainability in the meeting and training,
mostly about the products, so that we can explain our customers’ It can clearly be seen
that sustainability has not been regularly communicated in the organization.

Bottom-up policy initiation is also possible in a company with
higher sustainability score, where most employees have mutual understanding of
sustainability and its goal. An example of this bottom-up policy was stated by
respondent M3 who said, ‘the Environmental Unit propose the ideas for managements’
consideration’. In a company with low score, however, top-down policy initiation is
more common, as M8 said ‘All policies are top-down, which is effective’

Also, there are specific departments or committees who are
responsible for such matter in the companies with higher sustainability scores. For
example, The parent company has formed a sustainability development board, which
recruits its members from multiple business units’ (M2). There is an environmental unit
who mainly focuses on environmental matter in the company with medium level. In the
company with low sustainability concern, however, there is no particular unit working
solely on sustainability, like M7 said ‘No, we don’t have one’.

Another possible way to initiate sustainable operations is to

integrate it into the business model. This way, daily business routine will automatically
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turn to sustainable operations and naturally communicate to employees without any
effort. One respondent whose company integrated the sustainability concept into its
business model said that ‘the business model itself is very social concerned. The goal of
the organization is to create a job for the locals, as well as to educate and train them to
be skilled workers. Therefore, the policies about social attribute are not only a top-down
policy, but also an integration to our daily business routine’ (M4). This concept is,
however, not common for normal for-profit business model because it requires large
resource and effort. Factors contribute to successful sustainable operations include CEO
or top management’s genuine attention, effective communication, process
improvement, knowledge enhancement, and partnership with knowledgeable partners.
Practices and Execution. When categorizing by each
sustainability pillar, there are various sustainable practices the organizations adopted.
For the green attribute, the operations refer to waste management, production process
management, resource management, pollution management, and alternative energy
selection. Respondent M1 from a company with high sustainability score stated that
‘sustainable operations here involve waste management, resource management, and
pollution management’. Respondent M4 from a medium scored company explained that
stock management crucial to achieve sustainability. Inefficient stock management will
definitely lead to excessive waste as she said ‘the stock management is very important.
We need to calculate how much we exactly need. Insufficient materials order may lead
to another set of stock order, which requires minimum order from suppliers’. Another
respondent mentioned from the same company about the alternative energy, in which
the factory ‘renewed the energy from burning macadamia peels and use it in the ceramic
factory instead of choosing LPG’ (M5). For a company with low sustainability score, a
respondent mentioned vaguely about actual execution by saying that ‘comply several
green standards such as ISO and EI’, (M8). This implies that these respondents have
little understanding on how sustainable operations are executed, and have not known
whether they have been actually executed.
The result shows that the respondents focused on two factors for
green products, which are material and product performance. They suggested that green
product should made of eco-friendly or recycle material, which leaves the least footprint

to the environment, like M3 said ‘We use recycle/reused material for our products’.
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However, the term eco-friendly material might be misinterpreted in the low scored
company, where the substitutions of natural material—such as faux leather—are
considered green material. According to M7, these substitutions are ‘good for the
environment’. In addition, a factory may recycle its waste to use as a raw material for
other products, like M4 said ‘the waste itself needs to be able to be reused or recycle.
For example, the thread left from textile production will be transformed to other
products’.

Apart from the environmental concern, respondents from the
company with higher sustainability score also mentioned about social and economic
concern. Manager M1 has defined sustainable operations as “The operations that involve
waste management, resource management, pollution management, social concern
especially the locals. For example, we need to concern about the pollution occurred
during the production and its effect to the local community’. M3 who is also from the
same company stated that ‘Every practice is created based on the concept of circular
economy, where we can pass the value of our products to the others’.

Social and economic operations and products are a little less
straightforward than the green one. Respondents have different opinions on the issue.
Some respondents believe that social operations need to support local community and
economy by purchasing local products and material. Some suggested that an
organization should hire local people as its employees, in order to stimulate local
economy and increase their quality of life. For example, ‘We hired locals and taught
them various skills’ (M5). One respondent believe that social operations should also
promote human rights and safety in workplace.

According to the respondents, the operations that integrate
economic pillar may refer to transparency brand management, supply chain
management, and tax management. Some respondents believe in using a material and
invent products that support circular economy. These topics are parts of the criteria used
to compute Dow Jones Sustainability Index (DJSI) (S&P Global, 2021). One respondent
from a company with high sustainability level said, The latest policy theme is circular
economy. They have this committee communicating everything about circular economy
and try to execute them through various activities’, (M3). However, circular economy

is the concept that only a few respondents from the companies with medium and high
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sustainability scores understand. None of respondent from a low scored company
mentioned about this concept. In fact, the concern on social and economic pillars, which
is related to operations and products, was nearly absent in the company with low
sustainability score.

It is important to note that the companies with high levels of
sustainability tend to practice and integrate comprehensive three pillars, while the
company with lower sustainability score may incorporate merely one module into its
practice. Respondent M8 from the company with lower level of sustainability indicated
that ‘Our company integrated sustainability into the operations by developing several
products made of green material’. In contrast, respondent M1 from the company with
high sustainability level suggested that sustainable practices include ‘waste
management’, ‘pollution management’, ‘social concern’, ‘genuine and long-term CSR
initiatives’, and ‘supporting circular economy’.

3.2.3.2 Sustainable Corporate Culture.

Definitions and Attributes. Ravasi & Schultz (2006) and Schein
(2010) defined organizational culture as collective shared assumptions and behaviors in
organizations, which are conveyed to new organizational members. The literature,
however, reveals no clear definition of sustainable corporate culture, especially with an
integration the three pillars of sustainability. The result from the qualitative interview
shows that managers agreed that sustainable corporate culture is a mutual understanding
of sustainability and shared behaviors that contribute to sustainability.

Although the understanding of sustainability concept varies
among companies, all of them described sustainable corporate culture as a mutual
understanding of sustainability and shared behaviors that contribute to sustainability.
Respondent M2 from a high scored company stated that he defined sustainable corporate
culture as “the culture that people in an organization have the same vision of
sustainability and practice with such goal in mind”. A manager from the lower scored
company that mainly focuses on green pillar believes that sustainable culture occurs
when everyone ‘focus on the impact of our product to the environment’, (M7). It can
clearly be seen that integrating comprehensive 3 pillars into corporate culture is absent
in the company with lower sustainability level, but they still talk to some extent about

shared thinking.
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CSR Initiatives. Page & Fearn (2005) suggested that the best
way to communicate the message of sustainability to the public is to integrate
sustainability concept into organizational culture and business practices. Most
companies select CSR as a tool for such external message communication. However,
the result from this study shows that CSR can also be effective for internal
communication. Most respondents claim that CSR is an effective tool to create
sustainable corporate culture and can as well be used as a communication tool. CSR
activities range from things like a simple donation and forest planting to a more
sophisticated way like helping local people to develop their own products and
integrating such products to the corporate business.

A company with higher sustainability score tends to create more
sophisticated CSR activities that focus on long-term goal. They even integrate such
concept into KPIs and business routine. One respondent stated that the genuine CSR
should not just benefit the company and cannot be a one-time thing, but rather benefit
mainly to the society. She said “real CSR activities refer to the ones which also
contribute to the society, not only for our company’s sake. We are responsible for
helping them to achieve the long-term goal. To me, donating money cannot considered
a real CSR, (M3). One of the activities she has done is to educate local people to
transform the waste from her factory to a raw material. These products can be sold back
to the company. This way, mutual benefit between the community and company was
created.

In a company with lower score, however, CSR may refer to
doing good to the community, including renovating a school in rural area, planting trees,
and various forms of donation. These activities are mostly the optional one-time activity.
MO explained that ‘Our company has several CSR activities which we can choose
whether to participate, such as forest planting and donation activities’. In this case,
some CSR activities are used as public relations. As noted in the literature review,
however, correspondence between claims and actions is the key issue in determining
whether this would be considered green-washing (Dangelico & Vocalelli, 2017,
Leonidou et al.,, 2011). Given that the company actually does implement green

operations, engaging in green PR activities could not be considered problematic.
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Teamwork, Partnership, and Innovation. The findings from
the interview supports the literature claiming that open innovation culture—a culture
that promotes inflows and outflows of knowledge—is a crucial component of
sustainable organizational culture, which leads to customer satisfaction and economic
performance (Chesbrough et al., 2006; Globocnik et al., 2020; Njoroge et al., 2019; Obal
et al., 2020; Srisathan et al., 2020). It was found during the interview that open
innovation is promoted in the companies with higher sustainability scores, no matter the
respondents recognize the term “open innovation” or not. This open innovation culture
may be promoted through the form of partnerships and collaborations, where the
companies exchange knowledge with other organizations. For instance, ‘We also value
partnership and we exchange knowhow and skills with our partners’ and ‘We developed
the product with our partner by combining our and their expertise’ (M4). Some of
collaborated products generated high demand because there are demands from both
brands’ users.

One way to achieve the open innovation culture is to encourage
teamwork culture (Ehrhart et al., 2013). Teamwork helps forming attractive work
environment, which lead an improvement in organizational efficiency and innovative
environment (Srisathan et al., 2020). Organizations encourage teamwork in workplace
through both culture and organizational structure. In organizations with high
sustainability level, the encouragement of teamwork culture is built through a daily
routine. The goal cannot be done without an efficient co-operation and resource sharing
among departments. For instance, M2 said ‘Teamwork is encouraged and mandatory.
We routinely work with colleagues from other units and even other companies (within
the same parent company) all the time. It’s like each of us is the player in the same field.
We share resources.” The company with lower score also supports working in team by
simply assigning a team project and goal. This is also an efficient way to develop
teamwork culture, although it is limited within a small team rather than an entire
organization. This can be seen from what M7 said, ‘Our culture encourages teamwork
by assigning team jobs. The nature of our work is to help each other in the same team’.

The findings mentioned above are in line with the literature

stated in the previous chapter, where teamwork culture should be encouraged to achieve
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better CSR performance and sustainability in organizations (Freitas et al., 2020;
Gangwani & Alarifi, 2021).

Sustainable Leadership. The literature suggests that sustainable
leadership is a key component in initiating and executing sustainability in an
organization (Avery & Bergsteiner, 2011). Sustainable leadership may refer to a
leadership that aims to meet the needs of current society, without depriving the future
generations’ prosperity (Hargreaves & Fink, 2004). Sustainable leadership’s features
cover emphasizing on leadership rather than merely one leader, long-term vision, goals
that link organizations to society, ethical behavior, focusing on social responsibilities,
innovation capacity, systemic change, stakeholder engagement, and capacity building
of stakeholders (Hallinger & Suriyankietkaew, 2018).

Most respondents accepted that they have shared vision and
perception of sustainability with their seniors and top managers. M2—a manager in the
high-scored company—asserted ‘It feels very natural to me and became my routine
thinking about sustainability. Seniors do it first and be an example for juniors. They also
talked about it a lot’. In the low scored company, top managers are less influenced to
their employees regarding sustainability vision and execution. According to M8, staffs
occasionally receive the message about sustainability through ‘trainings and meetings.’
And most of the message focuses on the green products and how to promote such
products to customers.

Communications. It is obvious that any corporate culture
cannot be created without effective internal communication. According to the result
found from the qualitative interview, communications can be created through various
channels, including emails, billboards, boards in different places, and TV screens. ‘They
are everywhere’ stated by respondent M2. The communication can also be indirectly
conveyed through meetings and personal communications. The most important success
factor is consistent communication, like M2 said ‘They talk about this issue everyday
through various channels, so you automatically absorb the information’. For this reason,
irregular communication in the company with limited understanding of sustainability
like ‘trainings and meetings’, (M8) is not nearly as effective.

Motivation. Corporate culture cannot be created without

motivations. The respondents indicated that motivations for sustainable corporate
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culture include mutual benefit for employees, peer pressure, having role models, and
attitude building. All three respondents from the company with high level of
sustainability agreed that the best way to create sustainability awareness and culture in
an organization is to create mutual benefit for everyone. For example, ‘The key is to
create mutual benefit’, (M3) and ‘For some people, it is almost impossible to practice
sustainable without mutual benefit’ (M1). Creating mutual benefit is easy to initiate any
sustainable practice and form a sustainable culture. However, there was little motivation
to create sustainable culture appearing in the company with low sustainability concern.

Employees also tend to form corporate culture by following
their colleagues, seniors, and role models in their organization, like M2 implied, ‘seniors
do it first and be a good example for juniors’. However, there is no such culture imitation
in the low scored company. This is partly because seniors themselves are not quite clear
about sustainable culture, and therefore are not able to convey it to the others. Attitude
building can be created though allowing staffs to think of their workplace as their homes.
As a result, they will treat the workplace with care like their homes. For example, The
most important thing is to make staffs think of a workplace as a home. When you do
something good, it returns back to you’ (M1).

It is obvious that respondents from the companies with higher
sustainability scores tend to think and explain various issues from different angles of
sustainability pillars—environmental, social, and economic modules. This is because
managers in such firms truly understand the concept of sustainability and have been
communicated consistently. In addition, a specific department working on
sustainability, even a few staffs in the unit, helps an organization executing and

conducting the plan effectively.

3.3 The External Consumer Level

3.3.1 Methodology
For a better understanding of the concepts of the constructs in the external
customer level, the consumer sample needed respondents who were customers of the

companies interviewed. It is not difficult to find consumer durables customers in



College of Management, Mahidol University Ph.D. (Management) / 75

general, but finding knowledgeable customers who buy from a specific company is
slightly more difficult in industries with multiple competitors, none of which has a
dominant position. The customer side included nine customer respondents, three who
mainly bought products from each of the interviewed companies. These respondents
were categorized by their levels of sustainability they see in their main brand choice,
which would be a rough proxy for how much concern they have for sustainability (see
Table 7). (Recall that consumers who are not very concerned with sustainability at all

are not in this sample.)

Table 3.6 List of respondents, their brand, and perceived sustainability level of the

brand.

Respondent sustainability level of brand Sustainability of brand
purchased (researcher’s score) (assessed by respondents)
Cl1 High Medium
C2 High Medium
@3 High High
Cc4 Medium High
C5 Medium High
Co6 Medium High
C7 Low Medium
C8 Low Low
C9 Low Low

Snowball sampling was used, which works well for reaching participants
who are somewhat hard to find (Atkinson & Flint, 2001; Goodman, 2011). The initial
respondents—the seeds—were selected through the researchers’ personal networks to
ensure that they were knowledgeable, able to give required information, and willing to
participate (Browne, 2005; Heckathorn, 2011; Noy, 2008). In general, snowball is often
useful for adapting sampling to specific cultural conditions (Sadler et al., 2010). In
particular, as with the manager interviews, this accommodates Thailand’s relationship-
oriented culture (Kainzbauer & Hunt, 2021).

Similar as the interview in the internal corporate level, semi-structured in-

depth interview technique was adopted. The questions are open-ended and were
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conducted by using the keywords “how” and “what”. Probing questions were used when
needed. Notes were taken, as well as digital record. The interview lasted approximately
30 minutes.

Three main topics were addressed. First, how respondents think about the
brand image related to sustainability. Second, how respondents think of corporate image
that relates to sustainability. Third, how respondents explain the contribution of
sustainability elements to customer emotional satisfaction. The interview was divided
into two parts. The first part is when the respondents were encouraged to explain in their
own definition of branding related to sustainability, while the latter part was the response
after a brief introduction explaining a comprehensive 3-pillar sustainable branding. In
practice, especially for customers who are highly concerned about sustainability, much
of the discussion of sustainability was already oriented toward a more comprehensive
three-pillar view.

Table 3 in Appendix A shows the questions covered in the in-depth
interview. The interview began with the screening question to see whether the
respondent values sustainability in any level. The questions covered all three constructs
in the external consumer level, including brand image, customer satisfaction with focus
on the emotional response, and corporate image, in the context of comprehensive
sustainability. Probing questions were frequently adopted to ensure that the respondents
cover all three sustainability pillars as much as they can, but the three pillar framework
was not stressed in the early stages of the interview. We wanted to see how much the

respondents would bring it up themselves.

3.3.2 Result and Analysis

Similar to what has been done with the managers’ interview, notes taken
during the interview with the customers were analyzed. Responses were categorized
into themes and sub-themes, in order to analyze the constructs found the interview, as
well as to understand their linkages. The result reveals four main themes, namely
sustainable brand, brand image, customer emotional satisfaction, and corporate

reputation (see Appendix A-Table 4).
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3.3.3 Defining the Concepts
Four main topics, which are brand image, corporate image, emotional

attachment, and purchase decision, were addressed. Respondents were requested to
explain how they build brand and corporate images in their mind, and how those images
impact there emotional satisfaction and purchase decision.

3.3.1.1 Brand Image.

Building Brand Image. There are several literatures claiming
CSR activities directly contribute to sustainable brand image (Chang & Yeh, 2017; Lai
et al., 2010). The results from this study, however, reveals that there are several more
factors consumers used to build brand image in their mind, including the product,
consumer’s direct and indirect experiences with the brand, and their own reasoning.

Building sustainable brand image in customer’s mind can be
done through various channels. For the green attribute, most customers agreed that they
had built the green brand image through the product attributes. For example, the
products are made from recycled materials or the products consume less natural resource
compared to competitors. One respondent said, ‘/ think of them as a green brand
because their products consume much less water compared to other options available’
(C3). Another example is respondent C7, who purchased several products from the
brand with low sustainability score, said ‘7 wouldn’t say they are green brand. But yes,
they do have a bit of green image to me.” And ‘I think I built that green brand image
through their products. I spent a lot of time in their showroom, and I found many of their
products are made of eco-friendly materials’.

Building green brand image can also be done through
experience, both one’s own experience and others’ experience. Respondent C6 said 7/
have seen them helping the local community and the environment so I assumed that their
brand is green’ and ‘I think when I contacted their after-sale service or communicated
with the salesperson, I can feel that they are quite ethical and care about customer’
(C8). One respondent implied that she partly built the brand image by listening to her
father, ‘My Dad told me that they concern about the environment’ (C4).

For social pillar, customers also build their social image around
products, as well as the brand story and CSR initiatives. It is interesting to note that

social brand image occurs to only customers who purchase the brands with high and
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medium sustainability score. Some customers may build social brand image when they
know their money will go to help local community, such as ‘The product itself is made
by local tribes with local materials’, C2. Respondent C6 mentioned about the brand
story by saying ‘of course, it has been communicated the story that it is the social brand
since the beginning’. In addition, respondent A2 mentioned about CSR ‘I saw they have
done a lot of CSR activities, so it comes natural to me that their brand is related to social
image’.

It is interesting to note that most economic brand image is not
built by having the economic attribute attached to the brand, but rather built from
customers’ reasoning linked to other pillars. For example, one might think that the brand
has economic image because the products are made by local people, so they naturally
help stimulate local economy. Like ‘It is very obvious that they are local brand that
stimulate economy in many ways’ (C3). For the brand with low sustainability score, both
social and economic brand image were not mentioned.

When considering all three pillars together, the result
straightforwardly showed that a customer who has built comprehensive sustainable
brand image, has created such image from their experience with all angles of
sustainability pillars through various ways mentioned earlier. They might also add their
own reasoning to build such image. Respondent C4 said ‘I have known this brand since
Iwas a kid, and I saw them on TV doing a lot of activities that are good for local society,
implying that they also help stimulating local economy. I also bought their green
products. So I consider this brand sustainable’.

Advantages of Brand Image. Building sustainable brand image
is advantageous for both brand and customers. The result from this in-depth interview
supports the literature that sustainable attributes can benefit to those consumers who
value sustainability in functional, symbolic, and experiential ways. Such consumers are
willing to pay in premium when the products associated with sustainability (Anselmsson
et al., 2014). All respondents are willing to pay in premium if the brand is associated
with sustainability. Respondents who value highly of sustainability are willing to pay
up to 50% more, compared to unsustainable brands. Customer C6 who value highly in
sustainability mentioned ‘When I purchase such product, I consider 30% for product

and 70% for a brand. I can actually go up to 50% for sustainable brands if I can afford’.



College of Management, Mahidol University Ph.D. (Management) / 79

Customer C9 who has low sustainability concern is still willing to pay up to 10% from
normal price.

Another interesting issue to point out is that some customers
tend to link sustainability to product quality. They feel that sustainable brand is likely
to offer good quality products because the brand and company’ intention is good. A
respondent who highly values sustainability and purchased a brand with high
sustainability score said that ‘Because they concern about sustainability, it implies that
the product quality should be good. They care to invest in sustainability, so they are
likely to invest in the product development as well’, C3. However, a customer who value
less in sustainability and bought a product from low scored brand believed that
sustainability is not related to product quality. ‘I think sustainability has nothing to do
with product quality’, stated C8.

3.3.1.2 Corporate Image.

CSR Initiatives. When CSR is implemented proactively and
genuinely, it clearly has positive impact on environmental and social outcomes, which
finally contribute to corporate image and reputation (Becker-Olsen et al., 2006; Nguyen
et al., 2020; Nirino et al., 2019; Saeidi et al., 2015). Customers build corporate image
mostly from CSR activities the company has done in the past (C.-C. Chen et al., 2021).
They have been communicated through PR news, social media, and the brand’s official
website. For a company with high sustainability concern, customers tend to remember
their sustainable image through CSR initiatives. According to respondent C2 who
purchased a brand from the company with high sustainability level, ‘I have seen them
(CSR activities) from social media and TV, but mostly social media.” Customers tend to
perceive the companies who have CSR initiatives are ethical, sympathetic, and not quite
profit oriented. Like C3 said ‘Doing CSR is not cheap, so at least they are not super
profit oriented’. Customers who purchased a brand which is from a low scored
sustainability score, on the other hand, mentioned nothing about CSR.

Customers’ Expectation. Although most customers believe
sustainability is a required practice, they agreed that only one or two pillars of
sustainability is enough. Eight out of nine respondents implied that integrating all 3
pillars are preferable but not a mandatory. For example, C8 said ‘Not necessary three

things. Only one makes me feel good and considered sustainable.’ Customer C3 who
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has high consciousness on sustainability suggested that a company can choose to have
a pillar at a time, and they will naturally combine into a 3-pillar sustainability in macro
scale. He stated ‘Not really, I think only one is enough. Of course, it is good to
incorporate three, but it is much more possible if each company is responsible for one
pillar. Eventually, they will combine into 3 pillars in the larger scale anyway.’ However,
there was one respondent with high sustainability awareness saying that it is important
for a brand to have 3 pillars to be considered sustainable brand. He said ‘To me, I think
a brand needs to have 3 pillars to be a sustainable brand. I think there is nothing wrong
about unsustainable brand. Of course, it is good to have’, C6.

3.3.3.3 Customer Satisfaction and Emotional Attachment.

Thomson et al. (2005) described emotional attachment to
organizations as an emotional bond between an organization and an individual. While
Mai & Ness (1999) have identified customer satisfaction as a level of overall pleasure
perceived by a customer. In this study, customers’ emotion and satisfaction can be
divided into two categories—product related and non-product related factors. The
findings support the literature in which integrating sustainability into the brand can
contribute to satisfaction among sustainability-oriented customers (Becker-Olsen et al.,
2006; Chang, 2011; Kushwaha & Sharma, 2016).

Product Related Factor. According to Frank-Martin & Peattie
(2009), sustainable products can create positive emotion, contributing to customer
satisfaction. In this study, respondents refer their pleasure to product quality,
functionality, design, and material. For example, ‘I am happy with the (product) design’,
(C1), ‘Water saving, design, and basic functions’, (C2), and ‘Recycle material’, (C5).

Non-product Related Factor. For non-product related
satisfaction, respondents referred to moral and emotional fulfillment. Purchasing
products from sustainable brands made them feel either they are good people or they
somehow contribute to the society, even for customers with lower concern on
sustainability. This finding confirms the past study from Njoroge et al. (2019) that
sustainability contributes to consumers’ emotional, if not only physical, needs. The
result of this study supports this literature by showing that buying sustainable brands
fulfill their emotional needs in one way or another, regardless of their level of

sustainability concern.
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For example, respondent C7 who is less conscious about
sustainability said that purchasing products from sustainable brands made him feel good
to contribute to the world sustainability and being a good person, I feel like I can
contribute to world sustainability by buying such brand’. And ‘It makes me feel like I
am a good person’. For emotional needs, purchasing a product from sustainable brand
made they feel good, proud, and less guilty for spending money. Like C9 said, / feel
less guilty when spending a lot of money to consume things’ and ‘I feel good to help the
planet’. Respondent C6 who values highly in sustainability mentioned that sustainable
brand image is important to him when the product is not a basic need, he stated ‘depends
on products. If it is special, not basic needs, it (sustainable brand image) is necessary
because we buy satisfaction, and sustainability is one of my satisfactions’.

Thus, for customers, sustainable brand and corporate image
helps fulfilling their emotional, if not only functional needs (Njoroge et al., 2019). In
other words, it has value to customers, and this, is something worth paying a little more
for. Respondent C5 mentioned ‘If the product is not cheap, I would consider it a
splurge, so fulfilling my emotional needs is necessary’. This sustainable brand image
may also lead to customer’s purchase intention, for those who value sustainability in
medium and high levels. Respondent C2 stated, ‘It helps me make purchase decision
and I can pay even more to buy those brands.’ For customers who value less about
sustainability such as C8, this is still relevant, but only green image matters because she
primarily focuses on the green pillar. She said, ‘green image of the brand might lead to
purchase decision, the others are optional.’

3.3.3.4 Purchase Decision.

When it comes to finalizing purchase decision, customers
definitely also consider various factors other than sustainable attribute. Despite their
positive feeling towards sustainability, and incorporation of sustainability into their
purchase criteria, obviously, being a sustainable brand alone does not secure purchase
decision. Research indicates that sustainability is among the relevant purchase criteria
for many consumers, although not always the most important (Nilssen et al., 2019). The
factors involved in making purchase decision include the product itself, price, and the
brand. For the product, customers value its quality, functionality, design, and material.

Some of such attributes are related to sustainability, such as recycle material and green
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performance. For example, ‘design, functionality, and water consumption rate’, (C1)
and ‘recycle and local material’, (C5).

Some literature suggests that consumers do not want to pay
more for sustainability, and that attitude towards sustainability may not always translate
into behavior or willingness to pay (M. Wright & Kljn, 1998). Much research, however,
demonstrates that consumer segments which value one or more of the sustainability
pillars will pay more (e.g., Fuller et al., 2022; Hinnen et al., 2017; Maaya et al., 2018;
Trivedi et al., 2015). The willingness to pay more was common in these interviews.
This is consistent with other brand image research demonstrating that sustainability-
oriented consumers are willing to pay more for products with a strong sustainability
image, provided they are also perceived as high quality (Anselmsson et al., 2014).
Although there are many concerns while purchasing a product, all respondents are
willing to pay in 10%-50% premium for sustainable brands. Unquestionably, customers
with higher concern about sustainability tend to be willing to pay more for sustainable
brand. Respondent C6 with high sustainability concern stressed, 7/ can go up to 50% for
sustainable brand’, while respondent C9 with low sustainability consciousness
mentioned, ‘I will choose sustainable brands over other brands if the price is no more
than 10% higher.” This finding implied that consumers in sustainable sector are willing
to purchase sustainable brands even when their products are coupled with price
premium.

Of course, small-sample qualitative studies may not be fully
generalizable. This qualitative research, however, does illustrate that the assertions in
the first four research questions hold in this context. Despite different levels of
implementation, companies are already engaged in three-pillar sustainability.
Consumers use sustainability in constructing brand and corporate images, and the
market is moving toward a full three-pillar understanding of sustainability. In
Siggeldow's terminology (Siggelkow, 2007), this qualitative research demonstrates that
these four RQ are ‘plausible’. Therefore, the research indicates paths that need to be
explored as orientation toward sustainability continues to grow among businesses and
in markets. Chapter 4 examines the implications of this sustainable brand image on

emotional response and brand loyalty among sustainability-oriented consumers.
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CHAPTER 1V
THE QUANTITATIVE STUDY OF THE MIXED METHODS

4.1 Introduction

This chapter demonstrates the quantitative part of the study, which surveyed
consumers to examine whether Brand Image and Corporate Image based on the three
pillars impact Emotional Attachment and ultimately Brand Loyalty. A set of
questionnaires was developed from the literature and adapted to the results found in the
qualitative research. A small set of experts were asked to assess the questionnaire. Index
of Item Objective Congruence (IOC) method (Hasson et al., 2000; Thorn & Deitz, 1989)
was adopted to seek for a consensus on the experts’ opinions. The questionnaire was
then distributed to 27 respondents for the pilot test. Exploratory Factor Analysis (EFA)
was used to gain a preliminary assessment of convergent and discriminant validity, and
reliability. The final questionnaires were then distributed to 315 respondents who value
sustainability. At the end, 308 respondents were eligible for the study.

After collecting the data, the overview of the basic summary statistics for
the questionnaire items was performed. The researcher then examined the reliabilities
of the sub-dimensions and sustainability pillars. Composite variables representing the
concepts in the model were created from factor scores. Structural equation modeling
(SEM) was chosen in this study because it aims to explain the relationships among
multiple variables. SEM also examines the structure of interrelationships shown in the
equations, which is similar to a series of multiple regressions. Such equations describe
every relationship among variables and constructs (Hair et al., 2019). There are 4

hypotheses tested in the study. The result of SEM supports all 4 hypotheses.

4.2 Questionnaire Development
Potential questionnaire items in the initial instrument were mostly retrieved

from the literature. For brand image, the study from Lin et al. (2021) suggested items
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to determine each sub-dimension—functional, affective, and reputational modules. The
study used a five-point scale, with 1 is “strongly disagree” and 5 is “strongly agree”.
For Corporate image, the items were initially retrieved from Ali et al. (2020), Bayol et
al. (2000), and Loock & Phillips (2020). There are three sub-dimensions including
credibility, trust and reliability, and responsibility. Ali et al. (2020) suggested a 8-item
scale, while Ali et al. (2020), Bayol et al. (2000), and Loock & Phillips (2020) proposed
a 10 and 7 items scale respectively.

The items for emotional attachment was mainly adopted from the Thomson
et al. (2005) and Barreda et al. (2020)’ studies. The sub-dimensions are passion, and
connection. In Thomson et al. (2005)’s study, respondents used a 7-point rating scale,
ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very well). In Barreda et al. (2020) suggested a 6-point
likert scale, where 1 refers to “strongly disagree” and 6 refers to “strongly agree”. The
measurement of brand loyalty in this study was adopted from Sohail (2022) and Yoo &
Donthu (2002), where there is no sub-dimension. A five-point Likert scales, ranging
from 1 “strongly disagree” to 5 “strongly agree” was proposed.

Such items retrieved from the literature were also modified according to the
results found from the qualitative study.

From the qualitative study, the researcher has gained a thorough
understanding of thinking about the concepts from both internal corporate level and
external consumer level. Such items retrieved from the literature were modified
according to the results found from the qualitative study and to the industry context. A
few items found from the qualitative study were added. The scale was developed in a 5-
point Likert scale, from strongly disagree (1) to strongly agree (5). The questions were
initially conducted in English and translated into Thai, because the respondents are
mostly native Thai.

It should be kept in mind that the respondents qualified for this study are not
random customers, but rather customers who value sustainability to some extent, though
with some range of thinking about this. The objective here is to demonstrate that
sustainability practices in the company translate into positive perceptions among
customers. As with any product / company attributes, of course, segments which see no

value in the attributes will see little benefit to products / companies which provide them.
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4.2.1 Questionnaire items on Brand Image

Because the focus of this research is mainly on comprehensive three-pillar
sustainability, brand image in this study shall refer to a set of perceptions of a brand in
a consumer’s mind that is linked to sustainability, including social, environmental, and
economic concerns. The dimensions used to measure the brand image were initially
adopted from Lin et al. (2021), Hameed et al. (2021), and Chen (2010), refined based
on the results from the qualitative. These 3 studies cover, however, merely 2 pillars of
sustainability, which are green and social pillars. The measurement for the economic
pillar was modified from the other pillars, because the result from the qualitative
interview suggested that the three pillars are interconnected, consistent with literature
discussion (Purvis et al., 2019). And consumers often build their own economic brand
image by linking to the other pillars.

In short, brand image consisted of functional, affective, and reputation sub-
dimensions. The items were initially developed from the study from Lin et al. (2021).
In the study, there are 2, 3, and 2 items for functional, affective, and reputational sub-
dimensions respectively. However, because 4 items were needed for each dimension to
demonstrate thorough representation of the 3 sub-dimensions, and statistical
consideration in case the sub-dimensions are modeled as distinct. The rest of the
questions were modified from the studies from Chen (2010) and Hameed et al. (2021).

Lin et al. (2021) suggested that the functional sub-dimension includes
consumer’s perspective about whether the brand offers high quality products and unique
characteristics, while Chen (2010) and Hameed et al. (2021) proposed that customers
consider whether the brand is excellent about environmental features. Such green
features include whether the brand has incorporated sustainable operations and offers
sustainable green products (Chen, 2008). The results from the qualitative study point in
the same direction that customers tend to link sustainable brand image with high product
quality.

The affective dimension includes whether the customers feel that the brand
is nice, the brand has unique personality in sustainability, and the brand will not
disappoint them. The result of the qualitative study supports the literature in which
consumers tend to have good feeling towards sustainable brands. For the reputation

dimension, the literature proposed three items. One, the brand is one of the best brands
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in its sector. Two, the brand is professional about sustainability. Three, the brand is
trustworthy about sustainability premises (Chen, 2010; Hameed et al., 2021; Lin et al.,
2021). It was found in the qualitative study that consumers tend to trust sustainable
brands because they believe that if a brand cares to invest in sustainability, it is likely
that such brand cares enough to invest in product quality.

Although the measurement was initially retrieved from the literature, it is
important to integrate all three sustainability pillars into the items, to ensure that the
constructs will be created with an incorporation of comprehensive three-pillar
sustainability. Green and social pillar are well stated in the literature, while the economic
pillar is not. The qualitative study, however, pointed out that the three pillars are well
interconnected and consumers often build their own economic brand image from their
own reasoning by linking it to the other pillars. Therefore, the researcher developed
most items for the economic pillar by modifying the items from the other two pillars.

The initial draft questionnaire on brand image can be seen in Appendix B-
Table 1, and Table 4.1 below summarizes the number of items categorized by pillars
and measurement dimensions. Because the concepts are complex components, the
researcher needs to ensure that each dimension of brand image covered all three
sustainability pillars. As a result, there were 36 questions in total, as well as a single

overall summary question to help check that the individual items correlate with it well.

Table 4.1 Numbers of items used in the questionnaire on brand image, categorized

by sustainability pillars and measurement dimensions.

A single overall

Economic
Dimensions Green pillar  Social pillar summary
pillar
question
Functional 4
Affective 4
Reputation 4

A single overall

summary question
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4.2.2 Questionnaire items on Corporate Image

Corporate image refers to “a collective representation of a firm’s past
actions and results that describes the firm’s ability to deliver valued outcomes to
multiple stakeholders” (Gardberg & Fombrun, 2002). For customers, such image is
created from cumulative judgment and perception of a particular enterprise, resulting
from one’s experience and impression with a company (T. J. Brown et al., 2006; Bruno
et al.,, 2020; Mostafa et al., 2015). Past studies suggested that corporate reputation
should possess four functions, which are credibility, trustworthiness, reliability, and
responsibility (Bruno et al., 2020; Van Riel & Fombrun, 1996). Although the
measurement of corporate image is fairly well established in some applications, very
few studies have scales which incorporate the comprehensive sustainability into the
items.

The measurement in this study was developed and adapted from the studies
from (Al et al. (2020), Bayol et al. (2000), and Loock & Phillips (2020), where
corporate image was mentioned in a sustainability context. The findings from the
qualitative phase were also used to fill the gap where the literature did not cover. The
result reveals that customers build corporate image in their mind mostly through CSR
activities. The items were categorized into credibility dimension, trust and reliability
dimension, and responsibility dimension. Although trust and reliability are sometimes
believed to be separated functions (S. Wright, 2010), they are often used
interchangeably (Berens & van Riel, 2004). Respondents in the in-depth interview
mentioned about reliability and trust in the same sense, so attempts to measure two
separate dimensions would be somewhat artificial in this context and they were
combined.

Reputation for credibility may be measured by customer’s perspective on
whether this company offers quality sustainable products, whether a company actively
involved in sustainability development, and whether a company have regular genuine
CSR activities. For trust and reliability dimension, the measure covers whether the
customers believe the company genuinely cares about sustainability, whether they have
good feeling about the company, whether the customers think it is possible for such
company to sacrifice its profitability for a purpose of sustainability, an whether the

company is reliable.
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And for responsibility dimension, the items include if the customer thinks
the company obey laws and is transparent, the company has responsibility on
sustainability concern, and the company appears to support good causes. The items were
modified from the studies from Bruno et al. (2020) and Van Riel & Fombrun (1996).
Table 2 in Appendix B shows the items for pilot questionnaire on corporate image, and
Table 4.2 shows the summary of numbers of items categorized by pillars and

measurement dimensions.

Table 4.2 Numbers of items used in the questionnaire on corporate image,

categorized by sustainability pillars and measurement dimensions.

Economic A single overall
Dimensions Green pillar  Social pillar
pillar summary question

Credibility 4 4 4

Trust and reliability 4 4 4

Responsibility 4 4 4

A single overall 1
summary Q

4.2.3 Questionnaire items on Emotional Attachment

As mentioned in the previous chapter, emotional attachment is an emotional
bond between an organization and/or brand and an individual. This attachment can be
determined by a deep feeling of affection, passion, and connection.

In the qualitative interview conducted in the earlier stage, the respondents
claimed that purchasing products from sustainable brands made them feel either they
are good people or they somehow contribute to the society, which somehow leads to
higher self-esteem. This finding confirms the past studies that integrating sustainability
into the product is likely to evoke consumers’ emotional attachment, which eventually
leads to their self-esteem (Han et al., 2020; Lee & DeLong, 2017).

The measurement of emotional attachment was mainly adopted from the
Thomson et al. (2005) and Barreda et al. (2020)’ studies. The construct consists of
affection, passion, and connection dimensions. According to Thomson et al. (2005),

affection dimension includes affectionate, loved, friendly, and peaceful items. Such
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items show the warm feelings that customers have towards a brand. Passion dimension
includes passionate, delighted, and captivated items. They demonstrate intense and
aroused feelings that are positive towards a brand. The last dimension is connection,
which includes connected, bonded, and attached items. These items are able to describe
consumer’s feelings of being linked to the brand.

The items were categorized into the three dimensions found above
(Appendix B-Table 3). Unlike brand image and corporate image, the questions were not
categorized into the three sustainable pillars. This was because the emotional attachment
is attached to the whole brand, rather than one particular element in the brand. Table 4.3

shows the summary of numbers of items categorized by dimensions.

Table 4.3 Numbers of items used in the questionnaire on emotional attachment,

categorized by measurement dimensions.

Dimensions Number of Questions
Affection 4
Passion 4
Connection 4
A single overall summary Q 1

4.2.4 Questionnaire items on Brand Loyalty

Brand loyalty has long been perceived as a behavioral construct, which
represents consumer’s favorable attitude towards a brand as well as an intention of
repurchase (Nam et al., 2011; Sohail, 2022). The measurement of brand loyalty in this
study was adopted from Sohail (2022) and Yoo & Donthu (2002). Unlike the other
constructs, the literature proposed no sub-dimension for brand loyalty. Brand loyalty is
not the main focus in this study, and it is well known that favorable attitudes (as well as
emotional attachment, if one follows the literature which calls it a separate concept) lead
to brand loyalty. Therefore, a general measurement with no sub-dimension is sufficient
for this study (Appendix A-Table 4). Table 4.4 shows the numbers of items used in the

questionnaire on brand loyalty.
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Table 4.4 Numbers of items used in the questionnaire on brand loyalty

Dimensions Number of Questions

Brand loyalty 5

4.3 Expert Opinion

Although the items were modified according to the literature and results
from the qualitative interview, the opinions from experts are as well important. After
the questionnaire was developed, the questionnaire items were tested for content validity
through expert opinion and the Index of Item Objective Congruence (I0OC) method
(Hasson et al., 2000; Thorn & Deitz, 1989) to seek for a consensus on the opinions. The
concept of IOC is to show both academic and business experts a brief definition of the
concepts and their sub-dimensions, and request them to rate how well the question
represents the sub-dimensions. In total, 4 experts were chosen from academic and
business fields, including 1) a marketing manager who studies a PhD in sustainability,
2) a manager specializing in sustainable products, 3) a PhD university professor
specializing in sustainability, small business, and entrepreneurship, and 4) a PhD
business professor in management. The wording used was:

Please identify whether the questions well represent the following
dimensions.

-1 = not appropriate, 0 = not sure, and 1 = appropriate

Items with the average score lower than 0.5 were eliminated, and the rest of
the items remained. The expert opinion results are shown in Table 5-8 in Appendix B-
1. There were merely two items with the score of lower than 0.5. They were eliminated.
A few questions were also commented to have minor issues such as incomplete
translation from English to Thai and choice of words. Those questions were modified
accordingly. In total, 2 questions were eliminated and the slight wording revision was
made for 10 questions (see Table 4.5). The final draft versions of the questionnaires

used in the pilot study are shown in Table 9-12 in Appendix B.
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Table 4.5 Summary of the questions revised according to IOC

Construct Number of Wording Number of Item
Revisions Eliminations
Brand image 2 1
Corporate image 7 1
Emotional attachment 1 0
Brand loyalty 0 0

Before conducting the main quantitative survey, the researcher needed to
ensure that the measures work properly. The initial list of measures and questions were
refined according to the expert opinions, and were tested through a pilot survey. The
pilot survey is necessary to check whether the items are applicable to typical

respondents.

4.4 Pilot Study

The research then distributed questionnaires for a pre-test. The draft
questionnaire was distributed to respondents who are concerned about sustainability.
These respondents must be the customers of one of the 9 brands stated in Chapter 3
Table 3.2. Snowball sampling, which was also be used in the main study, was adopted.
As mentioned earlier in the qualitative study, personal connections are often important
for information access in Asian culture. Therefore, personal connections were used to
find the snowball seeds. There is evidence showing that snowball sampling technique is
useful when the populations are specific and difficult to find (e.g., Atkinson & Flint,
2001). Van Meter (1990) suggested that when implementing carefully, snowball
sampling can be fairly representative.

In total, 27 respondents were identified in the pilot study. All of them rated
themselves at 3 or above for their concern on sustainability. Six respondents are the
customers of the brands with high sustainability level, 11 respondents are consumers of
the brand with medium sustainability level, and the rest are from the brands with low
sustainability score. Summary statistics, including assessment of normality, mean,

standard deviation, skewness, and kurtosis, were initially examined for each question
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(Appendix B-2 Table 13-14). No major issues were found and all items in the
questionnaire were distributed normally according to the common Shapiro-Wilks
statistical test (Hair et al., 2019).

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was as well adopted to examine the pilot
data. Generally, researchers would not conduct factor analysis of a sample of fewer than
50 observations (Hair et al., 2019), but this is not always the case. When the dimensions
and sub-dimensions are carefully developed from the literature and adapted to the
context, resulting in high factor loadings, small samples are applicable (de Winter et al.,
2009; Jung, 2013). In exploratory research where factor loadings are usually small,
however, large samples are needed. “For loadings higher than .8 and one factor, even
sample sizes smaller than 10 were sufficient for factor recovery” (de Winter et al., 2009).

The analysis initially examined the variables separately, including brand
image, corporate image, emotional attachment, and brand loyalty. The factors were
executed based on Eigenvalues to confirm whether the factors retrieved from the pilot
data are consistent with the theories from the literature. The researcher then explored
the factor analyses with alternative solutions in which one more or one less factor was
forced, in order to identify the best structure (Hair et al., 2019). The factor loadings and
communalities were also carefully investigated to see whether the items were
problematic and should be eliminated.

For brand image, as can be seen in Appendix B-Table 15, it was initially
found that the factors were roughly categorized into 3 sustainability pillars, but not into
sub-dimensions—functional, affective, and reputation dimensions—found in the
literature. After forcing 3 factors to specifically examine the pillars, the economic pillar
was clearly shown while the other two pillars were somewhat mixed together. The
researcher then forced one-by-one more factors to examine the structure. Forcing four
factors show distinctly three sustainability pillars. Among four factors extracted, two
are green, one is social, and one is economic pillar. It can be seen that the green pillar
has split into two sub-structures, while the other two pillars showed no sub-structure.
There was cross-loading problem in a few items. The researcher then explored the three
pillars one-by-one to examine the problematic items. After considering the statistical
results as well as the theories suggested in the literature, a few problematic questions,

including cross-loading, communalities, and reliability issues, were deleted.
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Similar to brand image, the factor solution for corporate image began by
using Eigenvalues to determine the number of factors (Appendix B-Table 16). Roughly,
there were 3 factors according to the 3 sustainability pillars, but not into sub-
dimensions—credibility, trust and reliability, and responsibility dimensions. Unlike
brand image, the three factors did not clearly show up when forcing 3 factors. The pillars
showed up fairly distinctly when forcing 6 factors, in which each pillar showed its own
substructure (i.e., 2 green, 2 social, 2 econ factors). There were several problematic
items, especially with cross-loading issues. After the problematic items were deleted,
the three pillars were revealed much more clearly.

Factor solution for the emotional attachment was also initially performed
based on Eigenvalues. After forcing 3 factors, the 3 sub-dimensions—affection, passion,
and connection—were shown clearly without serious problem. Similarly, the factor
analysis for the brand loyalty shows no major problem. Therefore, no item questions for
emotional attachment and brand loyalty were deleted.

Table 4.6 summarizes the EFA on the three pillars and overall dimensions

in the pilot test.

Table 4.6 Summary of EFA in the pilot study

additive overall

EFA of each single pillar EFA of the construct
dimension
Brand Image A few weak and cross- several cross-loading and a=0.973
loadings items in green and weak items, but coherence
social pillars were deleted. on overall dimension
Corporate A few weak and cross- several cross-loading and a=0.982
Image loadings items in social and weak items, but coherence
economic pillars were deleted.  on overall dimension
Emotional no serious problems were several cross-loading items, a=0.910
Attachment shown but coherence on overall
dimension
Brand Loyalty N/A One weak item and a few a=0.909

cross-loading items, but
coherence on overall

dimension
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4.5 Final Questionnaire Version and Sampling Methodology

After eliminating a few problematic items according to the pilot study, the
final questionnaire version was finalized. In total, there are 84 items, including 34
questions for brand image, 33 questions for corporate image, 12 questions for emotional

attachment, and 5 questions for brand loyalty (Table 4.7).

Table 4.7 Numbers of items used in the final questionnaire, categorized by pillars

and sub-dimensions

A single
Constructs and Green Social Economic  No specific overall
sub-dimensions pillar pillar pillar pillar summary
question
Brand image (BI)
Functional
Affective
Reputation 4
A single overall 1
summary question for BI
Corporate image (CI)
Credibility 4 3 4
Trust and reliability 4 4 4
Responsibility 4
A single overall 1

summary question for CI
Emotional attachment (EA)

Affection

Passion

Connection

Brand loyalty (BL)

(U O NN

The survey samplings started with the seeds from two sources. The seeds of
this study came partly from the researcher’s personal connections. As noted in the
qualitative phase earlier, personal connection is often needed for access in international

business research (Eriksson & Kovalainen, 2008), especially in Asia (Srijumpa et al.,
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2004). These group of respondents were known to be clients of the selected brands and
are concerned about sustainability. The second source of the seeds was people who
interact with fan page and e-commerce channels of the brands. Snowball sampling was
adopted after the initial seeds. As stated earlier, snowball sampling technique is useful
when the populations are difficult to reach, as well as helps adapting the sampling to the
specific cultural context (Atkinson & Flint, 2001; Sadler et al., 2010). The study from
Van Meter (1990) suggested that carefully implemented snowball sampling can be
representative. These initially selected respondents were requested to recommend
people with similar characteristics and fell into the criterion to participate in this study.
The questionnaire was conducted online through Google form, so they were self-
administered and thereby were able to take all the time they needed.

Initially, 315 respondents were collected, 7 of them were found to be
ineligible because they had only one answer throughout the whole set of questions.
These 7 questionnaires were then eliminated. In total, there were 308 eligible cases

ready for the quantitative analysis.

4.6 The Model and the Hypotheses

The model and hypotheses of this quantitative study are shown again in
Figure 4.1 for easy reference. It is worth to note again that all hypotheses tested here are
not in general context, but rather in the context of sustainability, i.e. this data cannot
assess whether sustainable brand and corporate images impact emotional attachment

among people who have no interest in sustainability.
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Brand
Image (Bl)

Emotional
Attachment

(EA)

Corporate
Image (Cl)

Figure 4.1 The structural model and hypotheses for the quantitative study

Hypothesis 1: Corporate image (CI) contributes to brand image (BI)

Hypothesis 2: Brand image (BI) has a positive impact on emotional
attachment (EA)

Hypothesis 3: Corporate image (CI) has a positive impact on emotional
attachment (EA)

Hypothesis 4: Emotional attachment (EA) contributes to brand loyalty (BL)

4.7 Descriptive Statistics for the Concepts, Sub-dimensions, and Pillars

Every item of the data was initially screened to ensure that all data had been
entered correctly and that no impossible values had been inputted. No problems were
uncovered with data entry. The researcher then performed the summary statistical
analysis for each questionnaire item. The normality test, however, was not necessary
because the sample size is large so occasional violation of the normality assumption
should not lead to any issue (Ghasemi & Zahediasl, 2012). At any rate, the small pilot

sample did not show any normality problems, as noted above.
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4.7.1 Brand Image

It can be seen from Table 4.8 that the respondents agree about all of the
brand image items with the mean of around 4, on a 1 to 5 scale with 5 = strongly agree.
The means for all 5 subdimensions/pillars range from 3.899 to 4.093. There is no
substantially stronger or weaker agreement on any particular subdimension and pillar,
but rather somewhat similar. The standard deviation ranges from 0.692 to 0.778. These
results indicate that the respondents do recognize the sustainability efforts of the

companies, at least in terms of brand image.

Table 4.8 Descriptive statistics for brand image

Item N Mean Std. Deviation
BIl.1 308 4.15 0.729
BI1.2 308 4.04 0.741
Subdimension: Functional
Pillar: Green (0=0.642) 4.093
BI1.5 308 4.01 0.729
BIl.6 308 3.94 0.763
BI1.7 308 3.96 0.758
Subdimension: Functional
Pillar: Social (0=0.725) 3.972
BI1.8 308 3.98 0.728
BI1.9 308 3.95 0.692
BI1.10 308 3.94 0.732
BIl1.11 308 391 0.759
Subdimension: Functional
Pillar: Economic (a=0.716) 3.945
BI2.1 308 4.01 0.715
BI2.2 308 4.04 0.743
BI2.3 308 3.95 0.745
BI2.4 308 4.01 0.715
Subdimension: Affective
Pillar: Green (0=0.740) 4.002
BI2.5 308 3.94 0.774

BI2.6 308 3.97 0.754
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Table 4.8 Descriptive statistics for brand image (cont.)

Item N Mean Std. Deviation
BI2.7 308 3.98 0.703
BI2.8 308 3.93 0.765
Subdimension: Affective
Pillar: Social (a=0.713) 3.957
BI2.9 308 3.93 0.820
BI2.10 308 3.87 0.774
BI2.11 308 3.94 0.778
BI2.12 308 3.86 0.765
Subdimension: Affective
Pillar: Economic (a=0.771) 3.899
BI3.1 308 3.94 0.724
BI3.2 308 3.97 0.773
BI3.3 308 3.98 0.719
BI3.4 308 3.98 0.703
Subdimension: Reputation
Pillar: Green (a=0.770) 3.968
BI3.5 308 3.97 0.721
BI3.6 308 4.01 0.735
BI3.7 308 4.01 0.689
BI3.8 308 4.00 0.715
Subdimension: Reputation
Pillar: Social (a=0.771) 3.999
BI3.9 308 3.96 0.728
BI3.10 308 3.96 0.721
BI3.11 308 3.99 0.717
BI3.12 308 3.94 0.727

Subdimension: Reputation

Pillar: Economic (a=0.772) 3.966

4.7.2 Corporate Image
Similar to brand image, the respondents also agree about all of the corporate
image items with the mean of around 4 (Table 4.9). The means for all 5

subdimensions/pillars range from 3.984 to 4.089. There is no substantially stronger or
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weaker agreement on any particular subdimension and pillar. The standard deviation

ranges from 0.661 to 0.779. As with brand image, corporate image results indicate that

consumers recognize the companies’ sustainability efforts.

Table 4.9 Descriptive statistics for corporate image

Item N Mean Std. Deviation
CIl.1 308 4.18 0.779
CI1.2 308 4.04 0.727
CI1.3 308 4.06 0.719
Cl1.4 308 4.07 0.716
Subdimension: Credibility
Pillar: Green (a=0.752) 4.089
CI1.5 308 4.01 0.735
CI1.6 308 3.99 0.699
CI1.7 308 3.97 0.748
Subdimension: Credibility
Pillar: Social (0=0.665) 3.991
CI1.8 308 3.97 0.677
CI1.9 308 3.95 0.76
CI1.10 308 4.03 0.757
CIl1.11 308 4.02 0.793
Subdimension: Credibility
Pillar: Economic (0=0.778) 3.992
Cl2.1 308 4.00 0.768
CI2.2 308 4.04 0.669
CI2.3 308 4.01 0.720
CI2.4 308 3.97 0.726
Subdimension: Trust and Reliability
Pillar: Green (0=0.763) 4.006
CI2.5 308 3.94 0.699
CI2.6 308 4.00 0.708
CI2.7 308 4.00 0.742
CI2.8 308 4.00 0.715
Subdimension: Trust and Reliability
Pillar: Social (0=0.724) 3.988
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Table 4.9 Descriptive statistics for corporate image (cont.)

Item N Mean Std. Deviation

CI2.9 308 3.96 0.732
CI2.10 308 4.00 0.711
CI2.11 308 4.00 0.742
Cl2.12 308 3.96 0.745
Subdimension: Trust and Reliability
Pillar: Economic (a=0.784) 3.984
CI3.1 308 3.98 0.706
CI3.2 308 4.06 0.706
CI3.3 308 4.05 0.716
CI3.4 308 4.01 0.735
Subdimension: Responsibility
Pillar: Green (a=0.745) 4.022

CI3.6 308 4.02 0.724
CI3.7 308 4.01 0.670
CI3.8 308 4.09 0.661

Subdimension: Responsibility
Pillar: Social (0=0.662) 4.043

CI3.10 308 4.00 0.701
CI3.12 308 4.04 0.684

Subdimension: Responsibility

Pillar: Economic (0=0.572) 4.018

4.7.3 Emotional Attachment

The respondents also agree about all of the emotional attachment items with
the means range from 4.026 to 4.072 for the three subdimensions (Table 4.10). The
standard deviation ranges from 0.630 to 0.746. The relatively high level of emotional
attachment is consistent with the strong recognition of the companies’ sustainability

efforts among our respondents, who are concerned about sustainability.
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Table 4.10 Descriptive statistics for emotional attachment

Item N Mean Std. Deviation

EAl.1 308 4.14 0.698
EA1.2 308 4.03 0.728
EA13 308 4.02 0.663
EAl.4 308 4.10 0.670
Subdimension: Affection (a=0.701) 4.072

EA2.1 308 4.01 0.713
EA2.2 308 4.00 0.746
EA2.3 308 4.02 0.706
EA2.4 308 4.08 0.694
Subdimension: Passion (0=0.726) 4.026

EA3.1 308 4.06 0.726
EA3.2 308 4.02 0.701
EA3.3 308 4.08 0.630
EA3.4 308 4.06 0.641
Subdimension: Connection (0=0.691) 4.056

4.7.4 Brand Loyalty

The average agreement on the brand loyalty is 4.014. The mean of each item
ranges from 3.53 to 4.20 (Table 4.10). The means in all items are above 4.00 except
item BL 3, where the mean is 3.53. The standard deviation ranges from 0.674 to 1.009.

Table 4.11 Descriptive statistics for brand loyalty

N Mean Std. Deviation
BL1 308 4.15 0.688
BL2 308 4.08 0.721
BL3 308 3.53 1.009
BL4 308 4.10 0.686
BL5 308 4.20 0.674

(0=0.664) 4.014
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4.8 Scale Purification

As seen above, Cronbach alpha was computed for each individual sub-
dimension. The Cronbach alpha scores are reported in the respective summary statistics
tables. Every sub-dimension had an a > 0.6 except the responsibility dimension in
corporate image which has a Cronbach a bit below 0.6 at 0.572. This indicates that the
items are acceptable in representing each sub-dimension. Although the normality test
is not necessary for the study with large sample size, the researcher conducted a normal
test in order to see the nature of the data. The Shapiro-Wilk test cannot reject normality
for all subscales of the test at 5% significant level (see Appendix B-Table 17). The
careful assessment of items in the expert opinion and pilot stages apparently eliminated
most of the potential problems. The decision of item deletion was not solely based on
the statistical outcome, but also a consideration of the theories found in the literature

and results from the qualitative study.

4.8.1 Factor Solution

To analyze the factor structure, the researcher used Principal Components
Analysis in SPSS. Eigenvalue criterion was initially used to determine the number of
factors to be extracted, and to confirm whether the factors retrieving here are consistent
with the theories and the pilot test. Brand loyalty (BL) was found to have one factor as
predicted. For brand image (BI), corporate image (CI), and emotional attachment (EA),
the researcher explored the factor analyses with alternative solutions in which one more
or one less factor was forced (Hair et al., 2019).

Exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was used to verify whether the
conceptualization from the literature using in the questionnaire is valid. EFA was also
used to give guidance of item deletion. The researcher used EFA as a preliminary
assessment of convergent and discriminant validity, and reliability. However, the results
from EFA were not the only aspect taken into consideration. SEM results were also
taken into account. The problems shown in SEM include standardized residual
covariance, AVE, and Heywood cases.

BI and Cl clearly showed a pattern of 3 pillars—green, social, and economic
attributes—but further differentiation of their sub-dimensions as found in the literature

was not distinct. This pattern is similar to what was found in the pilot test. Therefore,
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the researcher reconducted factor solutions for BI and CI by separating them into
individual pillars, which are BI green, BI social, BI economic, CI green, CI social, and
CI economic. After conducting factor analysis for each individual pillar, each BI pillar
exhibited functional, affective, and reputation sub-dimensions as suggested by the
literature. And each CI pillar also showed credibility, trust and reliability, and
responsibility modules as proposed in the literature. Clearly, all the sub-dimensions on
each pillar only show up distinctly on an individual pillar basis. This sub-structure is not
strong compared to distinctions among the pillars themselves, so they tended to confuse
the result when trying to distinguish them with the three pillars all at once. This result
was an initial indication to use pillars in the SEM, not sub-dimensions, in order not to
ensure that the model was not too complex.

When forcing 3 factors, EA clearly showed 3 factors according to the
literature, including affection, passion, and connection modules. While BL appeared to
have merely one factor as expected. No serious problems were found for either of these

constructs.

4.9 Structural Equation Modeling (SEM)

Structural Equation Modeling (SEM) was chosen to test the relationship
among multiple variables. The model was performed in AMOS. SEM can examine a
series of dependence relationships simultaneously, which is similar to a series of
multiple regressions. Therefore, it is useful in testing theories that can be represented by
multiple equations involving independence relationships (Hair et al., 2019). In this case,

the research aims to examine the structure of interrelationships of the constructs.

4.9.1 Initial SEMs

Initial SEMs were run to detect problematic items. Because summated
scales were to be used in the SEM model, the researcher needed to identify potential
issues that could mix up the result. There were more items than actually needed, so it
was possible to eliminate some problematic items to avoid minor statistical problems.

However, the researcher needed to ensure that deleting the items would not change the
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integrity of the content of the constructs. Hair et al. (2019) suggested that eliminating
the items is possible but it should not change the results.

To decide which items to be deleted, the researcher considered the results
from the following models.

1) Results from the EFA (See Appendix B-3)

2) Results from a full SEM structural model with sub-dimensions (See
Appendix B-4)

3) Results from a full SEM structural model with no sub-dimensions, and
with all indicators for each pillar (See Appendix B-5)

4) Results from an SEM with summated scales using all items in the scales
(See Appendix B-6)

The results from four models appeared to be the same with all paths
significant at 5%. Four following issues were identified. First, whether there is any
multicollinearity problem by checking Measure of Sampling Adequacy (MSA). Second,
whether there are any closely correlated items by checking the communalities. Third,
whether there is any item with insignificant factor loading. Fourth, whether there is any
item with cross-loadings. AVE and Heywood cases were also taken into consideration.

After identifying the problematic items, the researcher reconfirmed whether
these items were able to be eliminated without affecting the conceptualizations. The
theories retrieving from the literature, as well as the result from the in-depth interview
and the questionnaires were taken into account. After careful consideration, 5 items for
BI, 4 items for CI, 1 item for EA, and 2 items for BL were deleted. Each factor with the
remaining items can explain at least 60% of total variance. The remaining items were

used in the measurement and structural models.

4.9.2 Measurement Model

The confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) model was created as a
measurement model (See Figure 4.2). The 3 sub-dimensions of each pillar are
constructed as means of items before running the SEM. These composite variables are
the indicators used to estimate the latent variables, which are BI green, BI social, BI

econ, CI green, CI social, and CI econ. For BL, however, the remaining three
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questionnaire items were directly used as indicators. Table 4.12 shows the items used

for each latent construct, with a report on CFA loadings, and CR

Table 4.12 Items used for each latent construct, CFA loadings, and CR

Construct Latent Variable Items Used Loading CR
BI BI green (composite) BI1.1,1.2,2.1,2.2,2.3,3.1,3.2,3.4 0.993 0.801
BI social (composite) BI1.6,1.7,2.5,2.6,2.7,3.5,3.6,3.7,3.8 0.997 0.795
BI econ (composite) BI1.8,19,1.11,209,2.10,2.11, 3.9,
310, 3.11 0.970 0.846
CI CI green (composite) CI1.1,1.2,1.3,2.1,2.3,2.4,3.1,3.2,3.3, 0.996 0.833
3.4
CI social (composite) CI1.6,1.7,2.5,2.6,2.8,3.6,3.7 0.981 0.824
CI econ (composite)  CI 1.8, 1.9, 1.10, 2.9, 2.10, 3.10, 3.12 0.959 0.849
EA EA1 (composite) EA1.1,13,14 0.797 0.794
EA2 (composite) EA2.1,2.3,2.4 0.732
EA3 (composite) EA3.2,33,34 0.719
BL - BL1,4,5 0.869 0.718

Note: question wording for each item is in appendix B Table 12-15

In this measurement model, correlational relationships were assigned
among the constructs (Hair et al., 2019). The researcher then assessed the goodness of
fit of the measurement model with the following indices. The chi-square of the model
is 424.1 with the degrees of freedom of 240. The P-value associated with this result is
0.000, which is significant using a type I error at 5%. As can be seen in Table 4.13, all
fit indexes are considered good, indicating the model fits well.

The next step is to diagnose the potential problems of the measurement
model. It was found that all loadings are significant at 5%, indicating no problem. The
standardized regression weight shows a few cases which are slightly more than 1.0,
which is 1.004 and 1.008, indicating Heywood cases. Because they are very slightly
more than 1.0, the researcher decided not to modify the model and kept it as is. Later,
however, as discussed below, various deletions of individual items in the composite
variables, and several alternative error-term correlations, were examined to eliminate
Heywood cases in the structural model. All standardized residuals are less than 2.5,

indicating no problem. No unusual coefficient value was found and no variance was
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negative. All factor loadings are more than 0.4. The construct reliability (CR) are all
more than 0.7, and average percentage of variance extracted (AVE) are all more than
0.5 except BL, which has an AVE a bit less than 0.5 at 0.459. A discriminant validity
check was computed. The correlations between two particular factors all appear to be

less than the square root of the AVE values.
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Figure 4.2 CFA measurement model

4.9.3 Structural Model

The structural model was created according to the conceptual model with
the relationships retrieved from the literature and the results from the qualitative study
(See Figure 4.3). Summated scales or the means of each factor for BI, CI, and EA were
created and tested. The summated scale is the method of combining several items that
measure the same concept into a single variable in an attempt to increase the reliability
of the measurement (Hair et al., 2019). After testing various scenarios of the models,
including with and without the summated scales used in the measurement model (Figure
4.2) and correlating error terms (modifications), the model using summated scales with

correlating error terms (Figure 4.3) was selected to get rid of Heywood cases.
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Figure 4.3 The structural model

Some scholars suggested that within-construct errors should be considered
when conducting SEMs (Bocell, 2015), while Hair et al. (2014) argued that correlating
error terms across constructs may compromise the conceptual integrity. Hair et al.
(2014), however, deemed this acceptable, but recommend to compare the results of pre
and post modifications for both measurement and structural models. No significant
standardized parameter should differ by more than a few percent, and the small change
shall not make them non-significant (at p=0.05). Likewise, no non-significant
parameter shall come near significance (at p=0.05). This way, the researcher can ensure
that the model and the integrity of the concept did not change. In this case, adding
correlating error terms, results showed no significant change in standardized parameters
and final results (see Table 4.14). The modifications, therefore, were considered

acceptable.
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As stated earlier, the process initially started with the measurement model,
following by a series of SEM models with different scenarios. The fit indices in all
scenarios appeared to be acceptable given the size and complexity of the model. But
the summated scales for sub-dimensions, with error correlations, give stronger results.
The summary of fit indices for several selected scenarios representing a range of
approaches is shown in Table 4.13. The scenarios include the original measurement
model, the measurement model with modifications (correlating errors), the structural
model with and without summated scale, and with and without modifications. Table
4.14 demonstrates the parameters in all versions. It was found that the parameters in all
versions are significant and slightly different by only a few percent. All fit indices are
considered good. All versions reveal one to four Heywood cases, except the selected
model—cut items in composite sub-dimensions with cross-pillar modifications.

The models shown in the tables are only a representative of various models
conducted during the study. There are several other scenarios which are not shown in
the table, but appeared to have the same results. The fit indices in all models are
considered good. Heywood cases were shown in every option except the ones with

summated scale and modifications.

Table 4.13 Summary of various model scenarios

Structural Structural
CFA - with model - Stg“ft““.‘t'h model - with
CFA - with summated without s ;vl d summated Good fit
Index/Issue summated scales and summated e scale and (Hair et al.,
scale with scale and sca;Z an;l with 2019)
modifications with w.l 0u. modifications
modifications modifications (selected)
Chi-square 424.1 321.998 4,422.599 4247 322.887
Degree of 240 226 3,087 242 228
freedom
CMIN/DF 1.767 1.425 1.433 1.755 1.416 CMIN/DF<3
GFI 0.899 0.921 0.753 0.899 0.920 GFI>0.90
CFI 0.962 0.980 0.882 0.962 0.980 CFI1>0.92
RMSEA 0.050 0.037 0.038 0.050 0.037 0.03<RMSEA<0.08
PGFI 0.719 0.694 0.700 0.725 0.700 PGFI>0.5
SRMR 0.037 0.034 0.045 0.074 0.034 SRMR<0.08
Heywood 2 Heywood None 1 Heywood 2 Heywood None
Cases cases cases cases
Results All paths All paths All paths All paths All paths

significant at  significant at  significant at  significant at  significant at
5% 5% 5% 5% 5%
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Table 4.14 Parameter estimates in various versions of constructing the model

CI-»> CI> BI> EA-> Heywood
Items CMIN/DF CFI RMSEA
BI EA EA BL Cases

Sub-dimensions and pillars,

0.843 0.641 0.261 0.841 1.475 0.870 0.039 Yes
all items
Sub-dimensions and pillars,

] 0.840 0.632 0.269 0.836 1.457 0.897 0.039 Yes

cut some items
Sub-dimensions and pillars,

0.830 0.657 0.231 0.849 1.424 0.897 0.037 Yes
different cuts
No sub-dimensions, all items 0.839 0.650 0.251 0.842 1.433 0.882  0.038 Yes
All items in composite sub-

0.832 0.658 0.232 0.850 1.599 0.966 0.044 Yes
dimensions, mods
Cut items in composite sub-
dimensions, within pillar 0.832 0.658 0.231 0.857 1.619 0.967  0.045 Yes
modifications
Different cuts, composite sub-
dimensions, within pillar 0.842 0.647 0.250 0.870 1.657 0.968  0.046 Yes
mods
Cut items in composite sub-
dimensions, include cross-

0.851 0.644 0.251 0.869 1.416 0.980 0.037 No
pillar modifications

(selected)

The chi-square of the selected model, which is the one with summated scale
and modifications, is 322.887 with the degree of freedom of 228. The P-value associated
with this result is 0.000, which is significant using a type I error at 5%. CMIN/DF =
1.416, showing an acceptable fit. CFI = 0.98, indicating a good fit. RMSEA = 0.037,
which is less than the maximum value 0.08 indicating a good fit. PGFI = 0.700, which
is more than 0.5 indicating a good fit. PCFI = 0.81, which is more than 0.5 indicating a
good fit.

All loadings are significant at 5%, indicating no problem. The standardized
regression weight shows no sign of Heywood case. All standardized residuals are less
than 2.5, indicating no problem. No unusual coefficient value was found and no variance
was negative. All factor loadings are more than 0.4. The construct reliability (CR) are
all more than 0.7, and average percentage of variance extracted (AVE) are all more than

0.5 except BL, which has an AVE a bit less than 0.5 at 0.459.
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4.10 Findings

The result from SEM is shown below in Figure 4.4.

Brand
Image (BI)

Corporate
Image (Cl)

Figure 4.4 SEM analysis results (***p<0.001 and *p<0.05).

As can be seen from Table 4.15, all paths are all significant at 5% level. All
hypotheses are supported.

Table 4.15 SEM analysis results

Hypotheses Coefficient SE CR P value Results
(standardized)
HI1: CI > BI 0.851 0.072 10.805 <0.001 supported
H2: BI > EA 0.251 0.097 2.646 0.008 supported
H3: CI > EA 0.644 0.094 6.403 <0.001 supported
H4: EA > 0.869 0.093 10.481 <0.001 supported
BL

The hypotheses can be explained as follows.
Hypothesis 1: Corporate image (CI) contributes to brand image (BI)
As can be seen from the SEM shown above, corporate image contributes to

brand image in the context of 3-pillar sustainability, with a P value of less than 0.001.
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Hypothesis 2: Brand image (BI) has a positive impact on emotional
attachment (EA)

As can be seen from the SEM model above, brand image has a positive
impact on emotional attachment in the context of 3-pillar sustainability, with a P value
of 0.008 which is significant at 5% level.

Hypothesis 3: Corporate image (CI) has a positive impact on emotional
attachment (EA)

As can be seen from the SEM model above, corporate image has a positive
impact on emotional attachment in the context of 3-pillar sustainability, with a P value
of less than 0.001.

Hypothesis 4: Emotional attachment (EA) contributes to brand loyalty
(BL)

As can be seen from the SEM model above, emotional attachment
contributes to brand loyalty in the context of 3-pillar sustainability, with a P value of
less than 0.001.

All five research questions have been addressed in Chapter 3 and Chapter 4
(see Figure 4.5), from both qualitative and quantitative approaches. The qualitative study
has addressed the RQs in level 1 and level 2, and connecting these two levels, while the
quantitative study has addressed the RQs in level 2 and level 3 and connecting these two
levels. Chapter 5 will illustrate the conclusion, discussion, managerial implications,

academic implications, as well as the limitations of this study.
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CHAPTER V
DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSION

As can be seen from the findings of this study, companies with higher
sustainability scores have been attempting to incorporate all three sustainability pillars
into their business practices and policies. This attempt was perceived by customers
through their products and CSR initiatives they communicated publically. Implementing
sustainable operations and products, as well as creating sustainable corporate culture,
were found to be the crucial tools when a company attempts to integrate such
sustainability concept into its organizational practice. Consumers tend to build
sustainable brand image from their experience with the products and PR activities seen
in various types of media. The findings of this study confirm all paths in the structural
model initially proposed to examine RQS5, most notably that all three pillars are elements
of both brand image and corporate image.

In this chapter, the researcher will discuss the key findings from both
qualitative and quantitative studies, following by interpretations, implications,

limitations, and recommendations for further studies.

5.1 Discussion

The key findings from the studies will be shown and elaborated to address
each research question. In general, the result from the study indicates that managers’
perception of sustainability varies among companies with different level of
sustainability. Therefore, their implementations are also in different degrees.

The first research question is to address what managers’ understanding of
sustainable operations and products is, and how companies implement sustainability in
their internal operations. It aims to identify whether they address the full set of three-
pillar issues and if it is possible to identify different degrees of sustainability

implementation. It was found that the understanding of the term sustainable in general
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varies depending on the company’s level of sustainability. In the firms with higher score,
sustainability was defined by involving the comprehensive three pillars, including
economic, environmental, and social sustainability. For the low-scored company,
however, sustainability was defined by mentioning merely one pillar, particularly a
green pillar.

When discussing about sustainable operations, the first issue usually
mentioned was green operations, which often aim to create the least footprint to the
planet. This finding implies that the green module is somewhat the most top-of-mind
issue when people think of sustainable operations. Such operations include waste
management and material selection. Compared to the other two pillars, the green pillar
was mentioned somewhat more often. This is because the concept of green has been
existing for quite some time and was well understood by most managers. Therefore,
implementing green practice is much more possible and practical for them.

In the high-scored firm, sustainable operations were defined as an operation
or production process that is harmless to the planet, society, and economy. These pillars
are incorporated in both policies and KPIs. The respondents, however, accept that the
implementation is not flawless, and they have not yet achieved their ultimate goal, but
the company is willing to put effort to reach such target. This finding indicates that the
concept of comprehensive three pillars of sustainability is quite well adopted in
organizational practices, at least in some companies. Although the sustainable practice
may not be fully executed in some companies, it is definitely in the developing process.

In contrast, the managers from a company with low sustainability level
usually thinks mainly of one pillar at a time, focused on green. Green pillar is the most
common attribute coming up when discussing about sustainable operations. To some of
them, the word “sustainability” is used to represent merely the environmental pillar.
And most of the sustainability concept in this view is integrated in the product
development and production, rather than fully incorporated with the whole range of how
what the company does has impacts.

Similar to what was found in the literature, most respondents also defined
sustainable products as items that provide social, environmental, and economic benefits
(Rocha et al., 2019; Sonetti & Lombardi, 2020). The managers from high-scored

companies described sustainable product as a product that can be reborn and can extend
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its life cycle by passing its value to the next owner. This definition is still somewhat rare
in the academic literature, mainly discussed in terms of circular economy. Respondents
from a company with low sustainability level, on the other hand, defined sustainable
product based on merely environmental pillar. They simply explained that sustainable
products are the ones that are harmless to the environment.

Respondents have different opinions on attributes that sustainable product
should possess. They suggested that sustainable product should be immortal,
marketable, profitable, harmless to the planet, and able to satisfy users. These findings
support the study from Frank-Martin & Peattie (2009), which indicated that sustainable
products possess six attributes including customer satisfaction, dual focus of social and
environmental benefits, aim for zero-waste, contribution in significant improvement of
socio-ecological problems on a global level, continuous improvement in knowledge
and, and competitive market positioning. During the in-depth interview, at least one out
of six characteristics was mentioned by every respondent while they were talking about
sustainable products. Most respondents from high-score company talked about many
of these six attributes.

Therefore, it is obvious that different companies with different level of
sustainability address and implement different degrees of sustainability. The
respondents from a company with low sustainability score focused on merely one pillar
while those who are from high-scored company tend to integrate the full comprehensive
pillars into the concept.

The second research question of this study is to identify what managers’
understanding of sustainable corporate culture is, and how it works inside companies.
This included exploring whether it integrates issues across the three pillars, as well as
what the differences in the culture among the companies with different level of
sustainability are. The results from the qualitative interviews show that managers
suggested that sustainable corporate culture is a mutual understanding of sustainability
and shared behaviors that contribute to sustainability. This finding supports the concept
from Ravasi & Schultz (2006) and Schein (2010) who described organizational culture
as collective shared assumptions and behaviors in organizations, which are conveyed to

new organizational members. The result, however, strongly indicates that the integration
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of the comprehensive 3 pillars into corporate culture is absent in the company with lower
sustainability score.

Because CSR is one common way to communicate the message of
sustainability and is the crucial part of creating sustainable corporate culture (Page &
Fearn, 2005), this study explores how managers understand and execute CSR in their
organizations. A company with higher sustainability score tends to create more
sophisticated CSR initiatives focusing on longer-term goal. They also includes CSR into
KPIs and business routine. They suggested that the best way to create an effective CSR
is to create mutual benefit. The example includes educating people in the local
community to recycle the factory waste to be a commercial product. This way, the
mutual benefit between the firm and local community is created. In a company with
lower score, however, CSR usually refers to one-time activities, such as renovating
schools in rural areas, planting forest trees, and various forms of donation.

The findings from the qualitative interviews support the literature, which
claims that open innovation culture is an essential component of sustainable
organizational culture, and eventually leads to customer satisfaction and economic
performance (Chesbrough et al., 2006; Globocnik et al., 2020; Njoroge et al., 2019; Obal
et al., 2020; Srisathan et al., 2020). Open innovation usually occurs when a firm uses
the knowledge inflows and outflows to encourage internal innovation, and to expand the
markets for external use of innovation (Chesbrough, 2006). Unsurprisingly, open
innovation is encouraged in the companies with higher sustainability scores, no matter
whether the term “open innovation” is officially used or not. This open innovation
culture may be promoted through the form of partnerships and collaborations, where the
companies exchange knowledge within the firm and with other organizations.
Ultimately, the new product was created by using know-hows from both companies,
which are also benefited from the larger target market.

One way to achieve an open innovation culture is to encourage teamwork
culture (Ehrhart et al., 2013). It was found that organizations may encourage teamwork
in workplace through both culture and organizational structure. In organizations with
high sustainability level, the encouragement of teamwork culture is routinely built
through daily tasks. Collaborations among departments are essential in completing such

tasks. The company with lower score also supports working in team by simply assigning
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team projects and mutual goals. This is also an efficient and simple way to develop
teamwork culture, although it is limited within small teams rather than an entire
organization. The finding implies that teamwork can be executed easily with not much
effort and not much understanding of the sustainability concept, while crating open
innovation culture requires more knowledge and effort.

Similar to what the literature suggested, the study suggested that top
managers’ leadership is a crucial component in initiating and executing sustainability in
an organization (Avery & Bergsteiner, 2011). The result indicates that sustainability will
be effortlessly executed when CEOs or top managers initiate the policy and act
seriously. Bottom-up policy initiation is also possible in a company with higher
sustainability score, where most employees have mutual understanding of sustainability
and its goal. Executions can be done effectively when incorporating the sustainability
concept into KPIs. It was found that such KPI policies were found in high and medium
scored companies, but not the low scored one. This way, the concept of sustainability
was automatically communicated throughout the organization.

In the high-scored firms, most employees accepted that they have shared
vision and perception of sustainability with their seniors and top managers because they
are integrated in the routine activities. In a low scored company, however, top managers
are less influenced to their employees regarding sustainability vision and execution
because the message is sent through occasional meetings and trainings. For this reason,
it is obvious that any corporate culture cannot be created without effective internal
communication. The communications can be created through various channels,
including emails, billboards, boards, trainings, meetings, and role models. Employees
also tend to form corporate culture by following their colleagues, seniors, and role
models in their organization.

These first two research questions are about whether companies in the
household durables industry implement sustainability in their operations, and
sustainability is a part of corporate culture. Yes on both of these research questions, but
to different degrees. Companies that achieve high scores in the DJSI are fairly
comprehensive in implementing full three-pillar sustainability. Low scores may focus

on one pillar — in this research, green.
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The third and fourth research questions are about whether consumers use
the three-pillars in constructing their views of brands and companies, and whether it
actually corresponds to what companies do internally. The third research question is
how consumers use sustainability issues to build their perceptions of brand image and
corporate image, and to what extent do they use full three-pillar sustainability vs. focus
on only one or two pillars.

Apart from CSR activities that directly contribute to sustainable brand
image (Chang & Yeh, 2017; Lai et al., 2010), there are several more factors consumers
used to build sustainable brand image in their mind. These factors include product
attributes, consumer’s direct and indirect experiences with the brand, and their own
reasoning. When talking about the term sustainability in general, very few customers
mentioned an economic pillar initially, although it came up sometimes as the
conversation progressed. Most of them, unsurprisingly, think of environmental and
social attributes. This finding is compatible with the literature, where the sustainable
branding was found to be studied mostly from merely one or two angles, especially
environmental or social attributes.

For green and social brand images, most customers agreed that they had
built brand image through their experience with product attributes. For example, a
product made of recycled material or which consumes less energy tends to have green
brand image. Likewise, consumers build social brand image when they know that the
products are made from craftsmen in local communities, or they know their money will
go to help local communities or the poor. Economic brand image, however, is not built
by having economic attribute attached to the products, but rather created from
customers’ own reasoning which may be linked to other pillars. For example, one might
think that the brand has economic image because the products are made by local people,
so they naturally help stimulate local economy.

Ultimately, sustainable brand image may also lead to customer’s purchase
intention, for those who value sustainability in medium and high levels. It is interesting
to note that purchasing products from sustainable brands made them feel either they are
good people or they somehow contribute to the society. Even customers of the low
scored company said this, although they refer specifically to green image and the

environment, not broader sustainability issues. This finding is consistent with the study
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from Njoroge et al. (2019) that sustainability also contributes to consumers’ emotional,
if not only physical, needs.

One way that customers build corporate image is from the CSR activities a
company has done in the past (Chen et al., 2021). There are many studies suggesting
that CSR initiatives contribute to corporate image and reputation, when they are
implemented proactively and genuinely (Becker-Olsen et al., 2006; Nguyen et al., 2020;
Nirino et al., 2019; Saeidi et al., 2015). It was found during the in-depth interview that
consumers tend to hear about and remember companies’ CSR initiatives through PR
news, social medias, and official websites.

Respondents who value environmental sustainability are attracted by green
brand image, consistent with the statement from Chen et al. (2020). Similarly,
consumers who value social development are attracted by social brand image, which is
compatible with the study from Kumar et al. (2021). Consumers in our interviews are
mostly aware of three-pillar concepts. Although most customers believe sustainability
is a required practice, only a few feel that three pillars are currently necessary for
sustainability. Most of them, however, agreed that only one or two pillars of
sustainability in one brand is sufficient. Many, however, tend to view one or two pillars
now as an intermediate stage in moving toward more sustainability. One respondent
suggested that one pillar at a time will naturally progress toward three-pillar
sustainability in the macro scale. One other respondent is already at the stage where
they expect three-pillars for a truly sustainable company.

In other words, most of the market is not yet demanding full three-pillar
sustainability, but it is clearly moving there. Many organizations are already integrating
the three pillars into their policies and business. When they communicate the message
more effectively, customers will see them as a genuine sustainable brand and no longer
need to accept the brands which do not deliver all three pillars. Some recent research
has already discussed how the comprehensive three pillars are important for product
design (Rocha et al., 2019). And some suggested that effective communication about
sustainability issues is important (Du et al., 2010; Kim, 2019; Lim & Greenwood, 2017;
Wang & Li, 2022).

The fourth research question of this study is to examine how well the

company’s internal efforts at sustainability (operations & corporate culture) translate
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into consumer perceptions of brand image and corporate image. In Chapter 2, it was
pointed out that some companies do engage in green-washing or CSR-washing (the
economic pillar does not seem to be noted in the literature), false or incomplete claims
about the extent of their implementation addressing environmental or social pillars
(Dangelico & Vocalelli, 2017; Devin, 2016; Pope & Waeraas, 2016). In this research,
the sampling explicitly excluded companies which do not seem to do much about
sustainability, and the consumers were specifically chosen not be customers of
companies in the sample. Thus, it was not expected that there would be much
“sustainability-washing”. In fact, findings indicated that what managers talked about
was consistent with what was promoted on their websites. What consumers talked about
was also consistent with the company of their brand, which the slight modification that
the middle-scored company sometimes had a little better sustainability perception than
the top-scored company.

In general, companies implementing sustainability more strongly have a
stronger sustainability brand image. While not exactly a perfect mapping, customers
somewhat perceive sustainable brands consistent with the company’s internal practices.
The slight difference between DJSI scores and consumer perceptions can be explained
by how well corporate communications are able to convey knowledge of sustainability
practices to consumers. The middle-scored company was somewhat more active in
communicating its CSR activities — not in any sense of sustainability-washing through
false or incomplete information, but rather, in bringing actual activities to awareness.
Other work in Bangkok has shown that consumers may be unaware of many CSR
activities if they are not very prominently communicated (Plungpongpan et al., 2016b),
and that stronger communications about CSR improves the impact of CSR on brand
image (Plungpongpan et al., 2016a).

Thus, consumers perceive sustainability efforts through two main sources:
the companies’ products, and CSR initiatives which are communicated publicly. They
tend to build sustainable brand image from their own experience with the products, and
from marketing and PR activities they see in various types of media that tell them
something about the company beyond just what they can observe from using the

products.
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The last research question is to examine whether the sustainable brand
image and sustainable corporate image impact emotional attachment, leading to brand
loyalty. The quantitative study, which adopted SEM model, confirms all paths in the
structural model. All relationships among the constructs were statistically significant,
with the same directions suggested in the hypothesis development. The structural model

with the magnitudes is shown in Figure 5.1 below.

Brand
Image (BI)

0.85%** Emotional

Attachment
(EA)

Corporate
Image (Cl)

0.64%*+

Figure 5.1 SEM analysis results (***p<0.001 and *p<0.05).

As can be seen from the model, all paths proposed in the conceptual model
are significant. Brand image and corporate image comprises of the green, social, and
economic attributes. These three factors confirm the concept of three-pillar
sustainability from (Purvis et al., 2019). It is clear that the comprehensive sustainability
in the view of sustainability-oriented consumers consists of all three of these pillars, for
both BI and CI. The finding also supports the statement from UNESCAP (2018) that
sustainability should provide ‘“social and economic benefits within planetary
boundaries”.

The relationship among the constructs confirms what was hypothesized.
Although most of the past studies of the relationship among brand image, corporate
image, and emotional attachment are not the in context of the comprehensive
sustainability, the findings from this study follow the same structure. Corporate image

leads to brand image (Foroudi et al., 2022). And both brand image and corporate images
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contribute significantly to emotional attachment (Ali, 2018; A. A. Barreda et al., 2020;
Nyagadza et al., 2020; Xu et al., 2021), which is the determining factor of brand loyalty
(Kalakumari & Sekar, 2013). As Thompson et al (2005) speculate may be the case
sometimes, CI here has a stronger impact on EA than does BI (as indicated by the

standardize coefficients), although both are significant.

5.2 Implications

This study provides both conceptual and managerial implications. Most
empirical research on branding related to sustainability has largely focused on a single
pillar, usually the environmental or social one. And most of them approached branding
merely from the marketing perspective, rather than integrating the organizational
operations and culture into the study. This research thereby addresses this gap. The study
also suggests managerial implications, in which sustainability is a strong component of
favorable brand to consumers. And a company shall not focuses only on integrating
sustainability into marketing communications, but also through its practices and

organizational culture.

5.2.1 Conceptual implications

The first observation is that many companies, especially the high-scored
ones, seem well aware of the need for three-pillar sustainability, and are executing it.
Most studies on sustainability as related to branding have mainly focused on a single
pillar, usually the environmental or social one. In addition, the marketing literature often
approaches branding as more of a marketing communications issue, but the key is
connecting the external brand image (and corporate image) to the internal operations.
This is critical for moving to credible sustainability in consumers’ minds, and avoiding
potential perceptions of sustainability-washing. This research demonstrates that
consumer perceptions of BI and CI are related to internal operations. Industry, then, is
somewhat ahead of academic research in sustainability thinking and implementation.
Conceptual discussions are available in the marketing literature, but there is a shortage

of empirical work to build understanding of the more comprehensive view of three-pillar
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sustainability. Although many factors contribute to brand loyalty, sustainability should
be one of the major components in segments which value sustainability.

The second observation is that managers’ understanding and
implementation varies according to their firms’ level of sustainability. The firms with
higher sustainability score, seem well aware of the need for three-pillar sustainability,
and have been executing it although some of them may have not yet achieved the
ultimate goal. Their understanding of the concept and implementation has been tested
and developed over time. The lower-scored ones, however, tend to use the green concept
as indicating sustainability, rather than the full three-pillar concept. In the academic
world, there are very few of empirical studies about marketing and brand image on the
comprehensive view of sustainability beyond one or two pillars.

The third major observation is that some consumers are aware of three-pillar
sustainability in different degree. Many do not yet factor all three pillars into their
perceptions of brand building or product choice, while some of them already do. As
stated in many studies, there are customers with specific pillar segments, such as people
who are environmental or social concerned. However, most respondents already
recognize the interconnections among the three pillars. And some of them already
believe the full three pillars is the long-term trend.

Lastly, this research confirms the results from the previous studies in which
corporate image leads to brand image (Foroudi et al., 2022), and brand image and
corporate images contribute to customer’s emotional attachment (Ali, 2018; A. A.
Barreda et al., 2020; Nyagadza et al., 2020; Xu et al., 2021). This impact on emotional
attachment is a key reason why companies need to worry about the development of three
pillar consciousness among consumers. It will ultimately have a growing impact on
brand loyalty. The sustainable brand image and corporate image needed to foster EA

will increasingly need to incorporate all three pillars.

5.2.2 Managerial implications

Sustainability is a strong component of favorable brand to many consumers.
In order to create strong sustainable brand and corporate images, a company shall not
approach through merely marketing tools, but also through genuine sustainable practices

and corporate culture. Such practices and culture eventually transform to sustainable
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images, leading to customer emotional attachment, which is a major contributor of brand
loyalty.

Initially, sustainability-oriented customers for sustainable brands have
primarily focused on merely one pillar, frequently either environmental or social. That
is, sustainability market segments were small and fragmented. They are now not only
growing, but the different pillar segments are merging. It is thereby predictable that a
brand will not be able to claim that it is sustainable by either being green, supporting
social development, or helping the local economy alone. This is because the customers
will eventually demand for more comprehensive three pillars. Consequently, any
company who wishes to attract customers in the sustainable segment needs to
incorporate the comprehensive three pillars into its brand.

Figure 5.2 shows the current market situation. The three pillars started as
small fragmented market niches. Companies could focus on one pillar and claimed they
are sustainable. Many companies, however, are now aware that the segments are
constantly growing, and they are also merging. Therefore, a comprehensive

sustainability segment will eventually become the mainstream segment.
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Figure 5.2 Evolution of sustainability segments

Source: Chavalittumrong & Speece (2022)
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In the past, the mainstream segments were not necessarily concerned with
sustainability. Some studies state that these particular customers are not always willing
to pay in premium for green or social attributes (Sharma & Joshi, 2019b). Most
respondents in this research, however, are willing to pay more for sustainability. The
reason is because they value sustainable product characteristics and sustainable
company operations. Some segments of the market remain not sustainability-oriented,
but there is rather little conflict except in the lower-end customers who are typically
highly price-oriented. Customers tend to perceive that companies known for
sustainability offer high quality products. Although consumers who value quality may
not care about sustainable attributes such as greenness or social inclusiveness, but they
may be willing to pay in premium for the quality. Therefore, sustainability does not
harm the brand, even if it may not help building a brand in the mainstream segment.

To prepare for these evolving market conditions, companies can make sure
that quality considerations are incorporated into sustainable brand image. In other
words, the brand message would not be simply “this brand is fully sustainable”
(according to the criteria in the UN SDG), but “this brand is excellent quality and fully
sustainable”. This second message will certainly continue to appeal to sustainability-
oriented consumers, but it also appeals to quality-oriented consumers who may not be
strongly sustainability-oriented. The weight of one or the other component in the
message may shift by segment, but there is not need to simply ignore either the (current)
mainstream or the sustainability segments. It is relatively simple to target both with just

slight adjustments in message emphasis.

5.3 Limitations and Recommendations for Further Studies

An obvious limitation of this research is that the study was conducted among
large Thai companies in the household durables industry. Therefore, some results may
not be applicable with smaller firms and the ones in other counties and industries. Larger
organizations usually provide informative and up-to-date websites which are well
established online, which the smaller firms may not be capable of. Retrieving company
information from online resources, therefore, might not be appropriate in the study with

SME:s. Further, in smaller companies, limited workforce may not allow implementation



Preechaya Chavalittumrong Discussion and Conclusion / 126

of comprehensive sustainability and SMEs may thereby automatically feel that they are
forced to focus on individual pillars. This, of course, can be researched to work out how
SME:s can tap into full three-pillar sustainability given much more limited resources.
Necessarily, such work will need to start with looking at how SME internal operations
can be fully sustainable; some may already be there. But starting on the marketing side
with little reference to internal operations runs the risk of simply examining
sustainability-washing.

Marketing communications will need to be investigated more closely. The
result shows that marketing communications have some impact on how aware
consumers are about internal sustainability efforts, such as CSR activities. For this
reason, larger firms with more marketing budget may be perceived as more sustainable,
compared to smaller companies with much less budget. However, this issue was not a
main focus in this research project, it simply was noticed in the course of developing
understanding of the three-pillar issues examined here. Therefore, future research needs
to examine how marketing communications support the comprehensive concept of
sustainability, as well as to examine how small companies can use such communications
if they wish to promote their sustainable practice. There is probably a role for social
media in this; skillful use of social media in theory can give SMEs wide access to the
market (e.g., (Kraus et al., 2019; Odoom & Mensah, 2019).

Another limitation is that this study was tested in the household durables
industry, so some findings may not be applicable to other industries well. Consumer
durables are somewhat high involvement goods, where consumers think carefully before
making purchases. In other words, high level of conscious evaluation of product features
is rarely shown for low-involvement products (Bauer et al., 2006; Thggersen et al.,
2012). Therefore, the result may appear differently for low-involvement products where
consumers tend to make a purchase with less conscious thinking. Possible future
research should address the sustainable branding issue in such low-involvement cases.

The final point is not exactly a limitation, but it should be kept in mind that
these results reflect how sustainability-oriented consumers view things. Just as with any
particular product attribute, consumers who do not value the attribute are not likely to
behave exactly the same way toward the product as those who do value it. Simply doing

research on weak-attitude segments, i.e., the ones who do not care much about
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sustainability, is not likely to demonstrate very useful results on how BI and CI affect
EA. But research would be useful on how to shift attitudes (SHIFT in the terminology
of White et al., 2019) toward sustainability, so that BI and CI do become important
considerations. It is possible that new converts to sustainability could have somewhat
different perspectives than those who have already been considering sustainability for a

long time.
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Appendix A: Qualitative research

Table A1 Question outline used in the semi-structured interviews for the internal

corporate level (industry managers and academic experts)

No. Questions
Screening | What do you think about sustainability in the organization? Does your company

Question | value it? How?

Probing What are your opinions on the UN’s SDGs? And how would you align each goal
Questions | into 3 pillars? Some companies specifically try to follow the UN SDG, but some
companies think this is not necessary alignment closely with the UN SDG. what
do you think? is it company policy?

Q1 In general, how does your firm come up with sustainable policies and how they
execute such policies?
Probing Does your company have policies & practice about environment? What and how

Questions | is executed?
Does your company have policies & practice about social service? What and how
is executed?
Does your company have policies & practice about the economic module eg.
supply chain, risk, innovation, tax, and brand management? What and they are
executed?
Q2 In your firm, is there any internal operations which integrates sustainability
concept? Can you give a couple of examples? How do you define sustainable
operations? What is your thought on this?

Probing Does your company have internal operations about environment? What and how
Questions | is executed?
Does your company have internal operations about social service? What and how
is executed?
Does your company have internal operations about the economic module eg.
codes of conduct, compliance, bribery management? What and they are

executed?
Q3 How do you define sustainable products? Does your firm provide any of these
sustainable products? What is your thought on them?
Probing Does your company produce green products? What and how is executed?

Questions | Does your company produce social products? What and how is executed?
Does your company produce products that support local or sharing economy?
What and they are executed?
Q4 How do you define sustainable corporate culture? Does your firm integrate any
sustainability culture eg. open innovation, teamwork, etc.? What is your thought
on this?

Probing Does your company’s culture value environment? How?
Questions | Does your company’s culture value local society? How?
Does your company’s culture value economic sustainability? How?

Q5 Please rate your company’s practice level on the 19 following topics (Table 1):
“none”, “low”, “medium”, “high”, “N/A”. And briefly say why you gave these
ratings.

Q6 Among the topics shown below (in Table 1), please explain in detail about the

items you are familiar with from dealing with these issues in your job to some
extent. How does your firm create the direction / policy for such topics? And how
do they execute the policies into actual practice. (At least 3 topics)




College of Management, Mahidol University Ph.D. (Sustainable Leadership) / 157

Table A2 Themes and sub-themes found from the interviews at the internal

corporate level

Main themes Sub-themes
1) Environmental pillar 1.1 Green operations
e Practices
o Waste management
* (0 waste to landfill
o Production process
o Resource management
o Pollution management
o Alternative energy
e Policy initiation
o Top-down
= CEO’s vision
o Bottom-up
e Execution
o Environmental department
o Management’s orders
o KPIs
o Corporate policy
1.2 Green products
e Material
o Recycle material
o Eco-friendly material
e Product performance
o Water saving
o Consume less energy
1.3 Green corporate culture
e Policies
o Green office
e Daily life activities
o Water saving
o Energy saving
o Garbage sorting
o Reused papers
e Shared vision and behavior with seniors and top
management
2) Social pillar 2.1 Social operations
e Practices
o Support local community
o Social concern
= Least pollution to the community
o Support local products
o Hire local people
o Internal organization
*  Human rights
»  Workers’ safety
e Policy initiation
o Top-down
o Company’s goal
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Table A2 Themes and sub-themes found from the interviews at the internal
corporate level (cont.)

Main themes Sub-themes
e Execution
o KPIs
o Role models
o Peer pressure
2.2 Social products
e Material
o Raw material from local community
2.3 Social corporate culture
e CSRs
e Integration with business model
o Daily business routine
e Shared vision and behavior with seniors and top

management
3) Economic pillar 3.1 Economic operations
e Practices
o Issues

= Transparency Brand management
= Supply chain management
= Tax management
o Execution
= Rules
= Encouragement
= Corporate culture
e Circular economy
o Pass value to the others
o Our waste can be others’ asset
= Less waste for the company —>mutual
benefit
3.2 Economic products
e Material
o Encourage circular economy
3.3 Economic corporate culture
e Corporate governance
Compliance
Corruption and bribery management
Committee
Communication
o Test
o Seniors
o Rules
Shared vision and behavior with seniors and top
management
4) Complete 3 pillars 4.1 Sustainable operations
e Definition and attributes
o Leave the least footprint to the planet
*  Minimum waste
o Least waste from production
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Table A2 Themes and sub-themes found from the interviews at the internal

corporate level (cont.)

Main themes
(@]
(@]
(@]

e Policies

o
o
o

Sub-themes
Harmless to the environment

Harmless to the society
Harmless to the economy

Waste to value
Waste to CSR
Stakeholder management

e Policy initiation

@)

Top-down
= CEO’s vision
= Board of directors
= Parent company

e Practices

(@]
o
o

Efficient transportation
Efficient stock management
Efficient after-sale service and CRM

e Execution

(@]
(6]
o
(@]

A business unit focuses only on sustainability
Management’s orders

KPIs

Corporate policy

e Innovation

o
(6]
o

Product innovation
Material innovation
Process innovation

e Success factor

o
o
o
O
o

CEQ’s attention
Internal communication
Improvement
Knowledge

Partnership

4.2 Sustainable products
e Definition and attributes

O

O O O 0O O O O O O

O

Rebirth quality

Reused

Recycle

Pass value to the next owner
Immortal

Marketable

Profitable

Gives satisfaction to users
Usable now and in the future
It does not deprive our children’s rights
Result from 4.1

e Innovation — 4.1
e Success factor

O

Knowledge
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Table A2 Themes and sub-themes found from the interviews at the internal

corporate level (cont.)

Main themes

o
o
o
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Sub-themes
Users’ satisfaction
Partnership
Innovation

4.3 Sustainable corporate culture
e Definition

O

O O O O O

e (CSRs
O
O

Mutual understanding
Mutual benefit

Treat like family

Self awareness

Think less about ourselves

Think more about the others and the planet

Simple (1 time)
Sophisticated (continuing benefit)

e Teamwork

@)
@)

Through culture
Through organizational structure

e Partnership
e Innovation management

@)
@)

Open innovation
Kaizen concept

e Communication

O

@) (OENo)

O O O O O

o
o

Committee
Emails
Billboard
Announcement

= Elevators

=  Boards
TV screen
Managers
Meetings
Personal communication
Activities

=  (CSRs

=  Games

= Events

¢ Sunday market

Daily business routine
Consistency in communication

e Motivation

O

o
o
o

Mutual benefit
Peer pressure
Role models and seniors
Attitude building
=  Workplace as a home
= Better environment, better life
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Table A3 Question outline used in the semi-structured interviews for the external

customer level

No. Questions

SQ What do you value in “XXX” brand?

What do you think about sustainability for a brand? Do you think “XXX”

integrate sustainability into its brand?
Assessment | Please rate how much you value the environmental concern (none, low, medium,
Question 1 | high) when considering the brand

Please elaborate.
Assessment | Please rate how much you value the social concern (none, low, medium, high)
Question 2 | when considering the brand

Please elaborate.
Assessment | Please rate how much you value the sustainable economy (none, low, medium,
Question 3 | high)

when considering the brand

Please elaborate.

Q1 What is the product from brand “XXX” you purchased? Why di you choose
this brand? How long have you planned before buying a product? And did you
do a research for the information before buying? What did you consider when
you decided to purchase the products?

Q2 Do you think brand “XXX” considered “sustainable”? And why? Please
elaborate

Q3 Do you think this “XXX" have green, social, or economic brand image? If so,
what cause this brand image? How did you build such image? And what does
this brand image do to you? (eg. lead to purchase decision)

Overall, do you think “XXX’” have sustainable brand image?

Q4 To you, does the green, social, and economic brand image important? Why?

Q5 Can you think of what did the companies owning “XXX* brand do to make
you perceive they concern about green, social, and economic issues? And
does it build a green, social, or economic corporate image to you? How?
make sure to address brand image, customer satisfaction, corporate image.

Qo6 Is it important to you that a company should be responsible for the economy,

society and environment altogether? Please elaborate




Preechaya Chavalittumrong Appendices / 162

Table A4 Themes and sub-themes found from the interviews at the external
customer level

Main themes Sub-themes
1) Sustainable brand 1.1 Definitions
e Green pillar
o Brand that provides green products
= Green performance eg. water saving
»  Eco-friendly materials
e Social pillar
o Brands that have done the activities contributed
to the society
o Brands that were born with social purpose
o Ethical brands
e Economic pillar
o Local brands that stimulate the local economy
e Sustainable brand
o Brands that have at least 1 pillar
o Brands that have all 3 comprehensive pillars
1.2 Believes
e Sustainability leads to quality products
e Sustainability and quality of products are not related
e Intention
o They chose to be sustainable
o They need to be sustainable because it is
marketable
2) Brand Image 2.1 Image building through the following channels
e Environmental pillar
o Products
= Recycle materials
= Resource saving products
e Water saving
e Power saving
o Experience
= Personal experience
= Others’ experiences
e Social Pillar
o Products
= Helps the society
o Brand story
= The beginning and intention of the brand
o CSRinitiatives
e Economic Pillar
o Local brands
o Self-thought linked from other pillars
2.2 Effect of the brand image on customers
e Brand preference
o Willing to pay more for the brand
Brand image linked to product quality
e Purchase intention
Customer satisfaction = customer satisfaction
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Table A4 Themes and sub-themes found from the interviews at the external

customer level (cont.)

Main themes Sub-themes
3) Customer 3.1 Product related satisfaction = Purchase decision = factors
Satisfaction e quality
e function
e design

e material
3.2 Non-product related satisfaction

e Moral fulfillment
o Iam a part contribute to world sustainability
o Ihelp saving the environment
o Thelp local people

e Emotional needs
o [Ifeel good
o Iam proud

4) Corporate 4.1 CSR initiatives
Reputation e Communication channels

o PR news
o Social medias and websites

e Customers’ perception
o Ethical company
o Sympathy
o Give back to society

4.2 Customers’ expectations

e All 3 comprehensive pillars

e Atleast 1 pillar

e Sustainability as an option, not a mandatory

5) Purchase decision 5.1 Factors
e Product
o quality
o function
o design
o material
= recycle material
e Price

o Value for money
o Extra willing to pay for sustainable brand

= 15%
= 20%
" 30%
= 50%

= No limit, as long as it is affordable for
particular customer
e Brand
o Green brand
o Sustainable brand
o Quality brand
5.2 Time used to make decision
o A few weeks
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Table A4 Themes and sub-themes found from the interviews at the external
customer level (cont.)

Main themes Sub-themes

e A few days

e A few hours

e Impulsive purchase

5.3 Research methods

e Internet browsing
o Brand’s official websites
o Brand’s official social medias
o Online shopping platform
o Third party websites
o Third party social media platform

e  On-site visit
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Appendix B: Quantitative research

Table B1 Pilot questionnaire on brand image

Strongly Strongly

Dimensions disagree agree

1. Functional dimension
1.1 The brand offers products that possess green 1 2 3 4 5
qualities such as water savings or made from eco-
friendly materials

d3A A o A a 1 A v ' o 3
uusuaninaasunidulasaedaeasy 1wy Yszndai

o o a o {3 a A4
Uszrndanasay ‘Vi%@ waﬂmmﬁ@‘ﬁnﬂuummﬁmmé’au

1.2 The brand offers products that have better green 1 2 3 4 5
characteristic than competitors

I a 1A

X A o gda o A v
gusUANINand NN an YU N uIaTAR TIIAd DY
WNNNGUU

1.3 The brand offers products which are easy to 1 2 3 4 5
recycle, reuse, or decompose

o3 A o oA A = a o o w '
wusuanlnaasuainaudsumss lada Sea ohnay T 195m))

v
w3o eusousnyuaIunay 119 nyld

1.4 The brand emphasizes on partnership with other 1 2 8 4 5
brands/organizations, which aim to develop green
products

Ay VA o s A s A A o
HUTUANY U UANNTINUDN VLT UAYTOOIANTOU WO NAIU
A o dad a o A )
wann AN ulaINUTUINADY
1.5 The brand offers products that contribute social 1 2 3 4 5

attributes such as being made by local people or
community

v
Wﬁ@]ﬂmWTﬁﬂﬂuUiuﬁa%ﬂﬂﬁﬁLﬁiuﬁﬂﬂN LBU Wﬁ@liﬂﬂ“ﬁnﬂ"mﬂ%ﬂ

{ g
auludon ifudu
1.6 The brand offers products that have better social 1 2 3 4 5
characteristic than competitors

4 1
uusudiinaasuaintnudnyay lumsduaiudinunanh

G

1.7 The brand has operations that focus on human and 1 2 3 4 5
labor rights

v

El v 1
nusUANTIUaeUMINaaN ITANud R R UAN I NeYULaY

o )

UIWIU

1.8 The brand emphasizes on partnership with other 1 2 3 4 5
brands/organizations, which aim to develop the
products that support the society

Ay ' A o s A s A A o
HUTUAUYIUUANNITINNONVUUITUANTODINNIDUNUNDNAIUN

A o ga Ao
NARNUNNBIVHADTINY
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Table B1 Pilot questionnaire on brand image (cont.)

. . Strongly Strongly
Dimensions disagree agree
1.9 The brand offers products that have characteristics 1 2 3 4 5

to of supporting local economy
naafasNITUA S ed wadurs pg R luiea
1.10 The brand offers products that made from local 1 2 3 4 5
material and local suppliers
nusudTraasuatin Saaim 18 luefnaz afuayy

Y a v . y A
WWaauazyv1e (supplier) Novnu
1.11 The brand offer products that have image on local 1 2 3 4 5
agriculture or local business

v H
uususiiinaasusininmanyalaiuayuMsInEATNTINNIO

A Jy A
NITNIUFINDIDU

1.12 The brand emphasizes on partnership with local 1 2 3 4 5
brands/organizations, which ultimately stimulating
local economy

PE ) oA o s A s A A o
HUTUAUYUUUANUTIVUDNUUUTUANTODIANTOUNUNDWAIU

IATHNIN DI

2. Affective dimension
2.1 This brand is nice because they offer 1 2 3 4 5
environmentally friendly products

Fl

v YR A v I a 9 g A v A v
uugﬁﬂﬂﬂmmiuﬂumiwaumgﬂumﬁﬂummﬂaau

2.2 The brand has green personality that distinguishes it 1 2 3 4 5
from competitors

P ) a o 4 ) ' 24
L!,llﬁuﬂuuﬂ'J']iJ!f].Ju'lJ(5]ﬁﬂuﬁﬁll"]ﬂa'ﬂuiﬂﬂﬂ'ﬂllﬂiuﬂ@uc‘]

2.3 The brand will not disappoint the customers in its 1 2 3 4 5
green attribute

Pt 1o q Y Y a o 4 I A o
vusuataz lihldgnmAandsluisesanuiluiiasiu
Faadoy
2.4 The brand is considered as the best benchmark of Ik 2 3 4 5
green development

7 & . A A o A v
susuailutuuegve s UANulas NuFUIAADY
2.5 This brand is nice because they offer products that 1 2 3 4 5
support local people and community

v YR A v I a @ o 1 A 9
AUFANANVUUITUAUNIIEHAADUNVDIUVITIVHABTIVIULAY

aulusguay

2.6 The brand has social personality, such as promoting 1 2 3 4 5
human rights, that distinguishes it from competitors

o o o v a a 2 o 9 Yo s
Lﬁjﬁuﬂuﬁlﬂﬂ'J']iJﬁ']ﬂiyﬂUﬁV]‘ﬁiJla!HEJ‘]f‘L! Farm 1damusua

HANANIINLLTUADUY

2.7 The brand will not disappoint the customers in its 1 2 3 4 5
social concern

72 1o q ¥ Y a o P ' "o
Llﬂﬁuﬂuﬂzqﬂﬂ'ﬂﬂaﬂﬂ'mﬂﬁ')ﬂ11!!5@\1?]')']111’”\313]9]@@1\1?111

U
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Table B1 Pilot questionnaire on brand image (cont.)

N . Strongly Strongly
Dimensions disagree agree

2.8 The brand is considered as the best benchmark of 1 2 3 4 5
human and labor rights

2 < . A1 A A a
LlﬂﬁuﬁulﬂullﬁﬂﬂEﬂ\ﬂlﬂ\il!ﬁﬂﬁuﬁﬂﬁﬁlﬁﬁhﬁﬂﬁﬂuﬂﬂ‘lﬂulm%

13U
2.9 This brand is nice because they offer products that 1 2 3 4 5
help stimulate local economy

4
U ANANUIDTUA NS IEHAAS U YD IBNTZA AT

Tuitosn

2.10 The brand cares about local economy, and that 1 2 3 4 5
distinguishes it from competitors

v i v v
susudilalanurssgnariosdu Fah ldunsudiuanaignn

24
LHUTUADU

2.11 The brand will not disappoint the customers in its 1 2 3 4 5
contribution to the local economy

Pxt Toq 9y Y a o A ' S a
umuﬁuaz'lwﬂwgﬂmwwmq1uﬁmmiﬁmammimﬂiygﬂa
g A
NDIDU
2.12 The brand is considered as the best benchmark of 1 2 3 4 5
local economic development

2 ' Ia 1 ' A a g A
LL‘]JﬁuﬂulﬂuLL‘]J‘]J@EJN"’U@QLL‘]J?Hﬂﬂ“ﬁﬂﬂﬁﬂ!ﬁinlﬂiyﬁﬂ‘ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂu

3. Reputation dimension
3.1 The brand is one of the best brands that offer 1 2 3 4 5
environmentally friendly products

q'

P % ddad A a a yAd a 1
susuatiunilslunnsudanangeaindadumniluinsae
Faunadew

3.2 The brand is very consolidated in the market, 1 2 3 4 5
compared to competitors who offer green brand image

o A o A A o s A
LlﬂiuﬂulﬂuﬂEJE]3JiU1uﬁﬁ1ﬂL3JE]LVIEJUﬂ1JLL1JiuﬂE]uC]‘I/'I?J

Y S P A v A Y]
Mwanyalulasnuawanon

3.3 The brand’s vision related to the environment is 1 2 3 4 5
trustworthy

Ay o Jad ¥ o A v s A A A
'J’dﬂ‘ﬂﬁu‘lﬂ!ﬂEJT’U’E)\‘1ﬂUﬁQ!L?ﬂﬁ@MﬂJﬂ\illﬂiuﬂLﬂuﬂu?!“]f’t]ﬂ@

3.4 The brand has good reputation on its environmental 1 2 3 4 5
image

Il A Ao v I a v A v
pusualFeITeana lumuaNuiulasnuaunadon

3.5 The brand is one of the best brands that offer 1 2 3 4 5
socially responsible products

Y Ao a

s g & sdad A a a ,
U,Uiuﬂulﬂuﬂuﬁiuuﬂiuﬂﬂﬂﬂqﬂ‘ﬂWa@]ﬁuﬂ’]ﬂiuwﬂﬂf@ﬂﬁﬂ

AL
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Table B1 Pilot questionnaire on brand image (cont.)
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Dimensions

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
agree

3.6 The brand is very consolidated in the market,
compared to competitors who focus on social
responsibility

o’dy I A [ A~ [ oA g 4
nusuatiiluneenivluaamadameununusuaouaildalases

ANVTUAASDUADTIAN

1

4 5

3.7 The brand’s vision on social responsibility is
trustworthy

Ay o Jad Y o T Ao S A A A
'J’ﬁfJ‘V]ﬁu‘VI!ﬂfJ”J“lJENﬂ‘UfﬂifNL’ﬂillfNﬂuﬂ]ﬂﬂllﬂiuﬂlﬂu‘ﬂu“ﬂ)’ﬂﬂﬂ

3.8 The brand has good reputation on social
responsibility

Il o A Y v A 1w
HUSUANTOITEINA TUAUANNTURATD UADTIAY

3.9 The brand is one of the best brands that offer
products made from local materials and suppliers

P £ dhdad A aa YY o a
LL‘]JiuﬂulﬂuWu\Talu!,!ﬂﬁuﬂﬂﬂﬂqﬂﬂwaﬂﬁuﬂWﬂjﬂ'JﬁQﬂuiu

Uszmanazaivayugnan/duie (supplier) Tuioad

3.10 The brand is very consolidated in the market,
compared to competitors who help stimulate local
economy

o A o A~ [ s A
Llﬂiuﬂulﬂu‘ﬂfJE]ZJT]JGLuﬁa1ﬂL3JE]L1/'IEJ°1Jﬂ1JLL1J51JﬂE]u¢]‘1/16]5'38

duasuATHgNINoINY

3.11 The brand’s vision on supporting the local
economy is trustworthy

’JﬁﬂﬂﬁuﬂLﬂﬂTﬂ@QﬂUﬂﬁﬁﬂlﬁimﬁi‘ﬂ‘ﬁﬂﬂﬂluﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂl’ﬂﬁlmiuﬂ

ufividede

3.12 The brand has good reputation on its support to
local businesses

A A Aa F) 0 a a 9 A
Llﬂiuﬂu“]ffllﬁﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂluﬂ']uﬂ'liﬁﬁ!,?fiuﬁiﬂﬁ]ﬂf]ﬂﬂu

4. Summary question

4.1 Overall, the brand is very good on sustainability
Tagsmuda uusudiiinmdnpeiiamnlude sy

(sustainability)
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Table B2 Pilot questionnaire on corporate image

Strongly Strongly

Dimensions disagree agree

1. Credibility dimension
1.1 I believe this company tries to use only the 1 2 3 4 5
necessary natural resources

o A 1 Ao X & Y o Ao g
ﬂuﬁf@3'11JiHVIuWfJ']fJ']ﬂJVIﬁlzal“]fWﬁ\N_luwn‘ﬂﬂ']!ﬂu

1.2 T believe this company tries to sponsor pro- 1 2 3 4 5
env1ronmenta1 programmes

nuwmmwwuummwawmﬂmﬁuuﬁuuﬂﬁmsiummiu

mumaoumm

1.3 I believe this company used its best effort to 1 2 3 4 5
manage and recycle its waste properly

AUFONUTHNUNO NI NFANIZUTMITIANTVIZIAZV

AN E AR EY

1.4 Th1s company tries to protect the environment 1 ) 3 4 5
Vi ouinymmﬂaou

1.5 I believe this company tries to promote human and 1 2 3 4 5
labor rights

! 3
FuirenuIEnineewlfinauuuImednsuyyesuuay

LTI

1.6 I believe this company tries to sponsor social 1 2 8 4 5
development programmes

ﬂulﬁlﬁ)’ﬂﬂiyﬂumﬂ’ﬂi\l‘w&ﬂ&ﬂﬂﬂ%”ﬁuﬂﬁuuﬂﬂﬂiiﬂﬁﬂ!ﬁiﬂ
E‘NﬂJWING]

1.7 I believe this company used its best effort to 1 2 3 4 5
operate with the care of local communlty

ﬂ‘uL%B’JT]JTHVIUWEJ"IEJHJ@EJNT]’GWW]%w‘]JﬁﬁWﬁ]ﬂﬂWﬁIﬂﬂﬂ"lu\'m\i

up1 Ayl

1.8 This company tries to protect local community 1 2 3 4 5
u?ﬁmﬁwmamﬁ%ﬂﬂﬂowmu

1.9 I believe this company tries to support local 1 2 3 4 5
economy

£l

SuFenuiiniinenwewduad s afvayuassgiolu

Y A
NoIN

1.10 I believe this company tries to sponsor the 1 2 3 4 5
programmes that stimulate local economy

ﬂuL%GJWUEHWHMﬂJWNWHWEﬂN‘W%wﬁuﬂﬁuuﬂﬂﬂiiﬂﬁﬁlﬁiﬂ

BN TuguwY

1.11 believe this company used its best effort to operate 1 2 3 4 5
and select suppllers with the care of local economy

‘ﬂuL%E]JWUSHT]‘LAWEHEHM@EJNWG@W‘t]uﬂ’i‘lfi'liﬂﬂﬂ']’i!m Laﬁ]ﬂﬂﬂ']

Tﬂﬂmmmtﬁiygﬂﬂuﬂom
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Table B2 Pilot questionnaire on corporate image (cont.)
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Dimensions

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
agree

1.12 This company tries to protect local economy
v ]
vigninnewlnieussugnaiosnu

1

4 5

2. Trust and reliability dimension

2.1 I trust that this company really cares about the
environment

1 ' v 1
{fuﬁmﬁu31nﬁy1numﬂaﬁmma"@manuﬁ’md

2.2 I trust this company when they say they have done
practices that concerns the environment such as
selectlng only the necessary natural resource, etc.

ﬂuiﬁﬂl%@uuiuﬁﬂﬂUiBﬂWﬂ LNﬂUiBﬂﬂﬂﬂ’JW‘lﬂﬂgﬂﬂﬂu
‘I’ii’ﬂ‘l/l']ﬂﬂﬂiilﬂ/llﬂl!ﬂi$jﬁﬂfuﬁﬂﬁﬂu?ﬂﬁﬂll U ﬂﬁmﬂﬂiﬂf

o =
nanumneulu

2.3 I think it is possible for this company to sacrifice
its profit to ensure clean environment

v oa 1 o g { B = © ' 4
dufaIfudlu ) 1dnusimilezseudeaazi lsuraaiuiie

¥esNITUIATOY

2.4 This company has reliable plan on how to protect
the environment

Ao Ao A0 A A v o2 Y
‘lJi‘}JVlum!,Nuﬂ/lmL‘KEmE)GlumimgiﬂHtN!,L'maE)iJ

2.5 I trust that this company really cares about the
society

4 Y 4 1 a
iu;%ﬁmmsywﬁmﬂaammﬂwuﬁ'ﬁm

2.6 I trust this company when they say they have done
practices that concerns the society such as hiring local
people and promote human rlghts elc!

ﬂuiﬁﬂléﬁ’i)uuﬁluﬁﬁﬂUi‘H‘ﬂWﬂ L?JE]UE‘};IVIUE]ﬂ’J']VlﬂﬂQUﬁQ']u
ﬂﬁ’t]ﬂ']ﬂﬂﬂiiﬂﬂ!,ﬂuﬂi$IEJG])'HG]E]E‘N?IEJ 11 msmwm%nmu

a wa 9 o ¥ w a A
Tuguau wiedfiaanuTaslinnudyiuaniuyberu

2.7 1 think it is possible for this company to sacrifice
its profit to ensure the well-being of the community

v a RS YA a o dy = o 1 A
FufaIfudlu ) 1dnusimilazseudeaayi lsuradiuiie

l U a I 1A
GH'JEJET\‘]!ET?llﬂ'ﬂll!ﬂui’)gﬂﬂ”llﬂﬂﬂuGluﬁlqﬁﬁiu

2.8 This company has reliable plan on how to protect
the local community

Ao Ao A A A ' a
Uij&lﬂuiﬂlﬂuﬂu'ﬂ‘m]ﬂﬂiuﬂ']iﬁﬁlﬁiiﬂqfﬂ‘]fu

2.9 I trust that this company really cares about the
local economy

v
A

FuFounUTEnivlossugnaiesduesiaieg
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Table B2 Pilot questionnaire on corporate image (cont.)

Dimensions

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

2.10 I trust this company when they say they have 1 2 3 4 5
done practices that concerns the local economy such as
using local supphers etc.

ﬂuiﬁﬂlﬂfﬁ)ﬂ\luﬂluﬁﬂ’]Ui‘HﬂWﬂ LN@U?‘HVIU@ﬂ’JﬂﬂﬂQU@NTH
mamﬂﬁmsiumﬂuﬂszTwuﬂmﬁsygﬂwawwu U M3

A Yy a ] . Y A
enlddnanuasduie (supplier) Tunioan

2.11 I think it is possible for this company to sacrifice 1 2 3 4 5
its profit to support local economy

suaa il 1dnussniazseudeaazi lsuediuie

FIWATUAYUIATHINIVOIYNBY

2.12 This company has reliable plan on how to support 1 2 3 4 5
the local economy

UiH‘I/ll.!iJLLWlW]uWL“HE]ﬂE)GlHﬂ'ﬁﬁﬂlfffimﬁi‘hﬁiﬂﬁ]ﬂ@ﬁﬂu

3. Responsibility dimension
3.1 This company carefully selects natural resource 1 2 3 4 5
that causes the least harm to the environment

P A ' o A g a A 1 A )
‘]JTHWuGl\iﬁlmﬁ@ﬂllﬁﬁ\iwaﬂﬂTuWﬂ@i‘ﬂlﬂﬂuﬁw‘]ﬂﬁ@ﬁﬂ!nﬂﬁﬂﬂ

y A
uagNga

3.2 This company concerns about the environment 1 2 3/ 4 5
when managmg its waste

‘]Ji‘H‘ﬂuﬂTL!\m\ifﬂiiﬂHWﬁQ!L]ﬂﬁBMquﬂWEﬂW%WlJEJwLm GNG L

3.3 This company obeys the environmental laws and 1 2 5] 4 5
regulations

4 ]
usEniliAnwngInasitasngiinedunaden

3.4 This company is environmentally responsible 1 2 3 4 5
4 '
viEnilianuSuiaseuaeduadon

3.5 This company invested its resources in developing 1 2 3 4 5
local communlty

‘]Ji}ﬂ/]uMﬂﬁ“fﬂﬁ’ﬁﬁiﬂWSﬁQVIHL‘WﬂGIf’JfJ‘WGMuWGlﬁJGIf‘L!

3.6 This company concerns about local community 1 2 3 4 5
when managing its waste

a o :dy o = = o w =)
‘]Ji‘H‘ﬂuﬂTuQﬂﬂ%ﬂ%uiﬂﬂ‘i’ﬂuiuﬂWiﬂWﬂﬂﬂJﬂgllﬁzﬂJ@Q!ﬁﬂ

3.7 This company promotes human and labor rights in 1 2 3 4 5
the workplace

Ao Aqy o v o A a a A o
‘]JTH‘V]‘L!Gl'ﬂﬂ')’]ﬂﬁ’]ﬂmgﬂ‘u!ﬁaﬂﬁﬂﬁﬂuyﬂ“]fusluﬂw']\‘]’]u

3.8 This company is responsible to the society 1 2 3 4 5

a

U3EniianusuRaveusedeny

3.9 ThlS company uses local supphers 1 2 3 4 5

myﬂuﬁuuﬁuuwwmwam (supplier) #osdu
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Table B2 Pilot questionnaire on corporate image (cont.)
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Dimensions

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
agree

3.10 This company concerns about the local economy
when it conducts the business such as selecting local
suppliers

Ao Ao a a o R = a Y A
UiHVIuﬂ']!uuﬁiﬂﬂiﬂﬂﬂ?uﬁﬂﬂlﬁiyﬁﬂﬂﬂlu‘ﬂ@ﬁ‘ﬂ YU NI

advayugsnoazdnan/duie (supplier) Tusten

1

5

3.11 This company obeys financial and tax laws and
regulations

Y
VIEnHAmungrInemsIuaz M

3.12 This company is responsible to local economy
v ]
sEnillianuSudareudeisugnaiosdu

4. Summary question

4.1 Overall, this company has good reputation on
sustainability

'
o = A

Y a A d 4 o A
Tﬂﬂi')u!tﬂ')ﬂﬁ ‘V]ull‘lfﬂlﬁﬂﬂ‘ﬂﬂtluLiaQﬂ'ﬂiJfoJu

(sustainability)
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Table B3 Pilot questionnaire on emotional attachment

Dimensions oo
1. Affection
1.1 I'love this brand 1 2 3 4 5
SudnuusuaT
1.2 I feel affectionate towards the brand 1 2 3 4 5
sudnFurounusudiinn
1.3 The brand looks friendly to me 1 2 3 4 5
suZdniuusudilaiufiag
1.4 1 feel comfortable using this brand 1 2 3 4 5
ﬁuﬁﬁﬂﬁmﬂ%ﬁﬂﬂ%’umuﬁﬁ
2. Passion
2.1 I'really want to buy the products from this brand 1 2 3 4 5
SuennvzienansuatINIUs IS
2.2 T am passionate about this brand 1 ) 3 4 5
ﬁuiﬁﬂwaﬂwaﬂluumuﬁﬁ
2.3 T am delighted by this brand 1 2 3 4 5
sudnsulofuuusudil
2.4 This brand captivates me 1 2 3 4 5
sudntuusudii i

3. Connection
3.1 I feel connected to the brand when I use it 1 2 3 4 5

v Y = = o v o o A o QY a o
ﬂugaﬂmmmmmwummauﬂumuummmﬂuﬁlﬁmaﬁﬂmm

s
VDILUIUAU

3.2 My identification with this brand increases though 1 2 3 4 5
the use of the brand

o o oA A X A o v o 2 A
ﬂ')']ll@ﬂwuﬂUL!llﬁuﬂHLWNEUuLN@ﬂuVlm“lﬂ']uuuiﬂﬂélluﬁﬂﬂ 9

3.3 The use of this brand affects my association to the 1 2 3 4 5
brand

mslFnunaasuinnusuANdwWaden NN FuRL TR IR U

HUTUA

3.4 I feel bonded to this brand 1 2 3 4 5

o Y= o o o
ﬂugﬁﬂlﬂﬂwuﬂmmiuﬂu

4. Summary question
4.1 Overall, I feel related to this brand 1 2 3 4 5

P S Y 4 Y Pt
Tagsuudr sujdnnauiinnusen Teanunusuan
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Table B4 Pilot questionnaire on brand loyalty
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Questions —
1 I consider myself to be loyal to the brand 1 4 5
ﬁu;ﬂugﬂﬁ’wﬂﬁzﬁwmumuﬁﬁ
2 This brand will be my first choice 1 4 5
msudiziudadenusnveasy
3 I will not buy other brands if this brand is available 1 4 5
mnsuansadendounsudi ldsuee ludenuusuday
4 T have a favorable attitude towards this brand 1 4 5
HsUA TR T a0 s
5 I plan to repurchase this brand 1 4 5
Suszdounsudiion
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As an expert on these issues, please indicate whether you think each

question is relevant (+1) for the sub-dimension, or not relevant (-1). The scale is:

-1 = not relevant, O = not sure, and +1 = relevant

Table B5 I0OC assessment for questions on brand image

MWENBAlVRIDITUA
o
(@ulandumsldau)

Yy a2 9
- AMUFAIUINADY

o"dyl Y 1 A o d A
umuﬂummummimmnmmauﬂwsa
s A A o A o Jad G a o
mﬂﬂiauﬂLwawmuwwamnmmmﬂuumﬂu

Funadeu

. Expert
Concept measured Questions Com
a A o o 10C
Fandeamsia CRGREY 2| 3 ments
1. Functional
dimension
¢
Wandumsliam
. 1.1 The brand offers products that
Brand image b <
. 4 . possess green qualities such as water
(functional dimension) . .
) savings or made from eco-friendly
— green attribute ;
materials
N s 3 A& o ddd a1 A > 11 1.00
MUANHAVDIULDTUA HusUANNHAnN AN ULAIAO ALIAADY
y 1 o ¥ o o a
(Muilandumsldamu) wu Uszndain dszndandanu vise waa
Yy a2 v o Al a A v
- AUAUNIAAOY nndaaniuliasaedandon
Brand image 1.2 The brand offers products that have
(functional dimension) better green characteristic than
— green attribute competitors
MdnyaivewUTUe . W e o 11 0.75
Y Ve b, HUsHANTIHAnA U NNRMaNBuzTlulasae
(@ulendunsldan) 3 . W
Yy Y TUNADDUNINNIINUYY
- AUFAUNIAAOY
Brand image .
mage. . 1.3 The brand offers products which are
(functional dimension)
. easy to recycle, reuse, or decompose
— green attribute
o ¢ 3 A o dA1 A Ay A a
MNANHAUVDILUTUA nusUANINARS M NduaI NS lsiAa sy 11 1.00
) o o ' 2
(@ulandumsldau) (vhndu1145Ini) vie awnsauenduaiu
- Mudunadon LTRSS AT bt
1.4 The brand emphasizes on
Brand image — green partnership with other
attribute brands/organizations, which aim to
develop green products
1|1 1.00
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Table BS I0C assessment for questions on brand image (cont.)

. Expert
Concept measured Questions Com
o ay v o 10C
7aNnvIMIIA oY 2| 3 ments
. 1.5 The brand offers products that
Brand image . . .
. . . contribute social attributes such as
(functional dimension) . .
: . being made by local people or Adjus
— social attribute .
community t the
v @ ¢ 110 0.75
MNANHAUVDILLTUA oL . 2 , langu
Y e Y NAANNIINUUTUALFIITUATUTIAN 1Y
z age
(@ulandumsldau) - v oa w Ao v
v nan lagythuvseanluien Wudu
- uaIA
Brand image 1.6 The brand offers products that have
(functional dimension) | better social characteristic than Confu
— social attribute competitors ol o 0.00 sion/
o ¢ s oA A o sda o : limi
MUANBAUVDAULUTUA nusuAtlnaasueinlgadnyas lums elimin
o o o @ o o ate
- Mudany TUATUTIANNINNIIALYS
Brand image .
asg P 1.7 The brand has operations that focus
(functional dimension) -
. ] on human and labor rights
— social attribute
MWARBAIVBIILTUR Vi o ey . 11 1.00
Y N ) nusuAtlTuaeumMInani Iianudaynu
(@ulandunmsldau) .
g . ANTUYHIFULASIUTINY
- A
1.8 The brand emphasizes on
Brand image partnership with other
(functional dimension) | brands/organizations, which aim to
— social attribute develop the products that support the
society 1 1 1.00
o o ¢ Y o2y LA o 7 A
MNANHAVBILUTUA (AU | HUTUAUNIHUANNTINNONULDTUANTO
Wassumsldan) - du | ssdnsduqiioimmanduaingiomae
GAGH danw
Brand image 1.9 The brand offers products that have
(functional dimension) | characteristics to of supporting local
— economic attribute economy
mwdnualvowusug (v | _ 2 . - R 0l 1 0.75
v Y Y HANAUNINUUTUA LT IOTUATNATHNY Y
Wandumsldau) - d y 4
- NN
ATHIND
Brand image 1.10 The brand offers products that
(functional dimension) | made from local material and local
— economic attribute suppliers
o B ) sAa A& o oA o v A
MuaNHEiveUTUS (A1 | nusuatlnaasusinienTaginm iy 11 1.00
s d { o a .
Wandumsldaou) - dw | Aesfivazmivayudnanuazfuie (supplier)
IATHFNY Noadu
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Table BS I0C assessment for questions on brand image (cont.)

. Expert
Concept measured Questions Com
o ay v o 10C
aINALINISIA oY 2| 3 ments
Brand image 1.11 The brand offer products that have
(functional dimension) | image on local agriculture or local
— economic attribute business
MnanyaivewuTUR B m e da e 11 1.00
Y .o Y HUTUANURAAA N NUMNAN B A UUE YU
(@uiansumsldan) " - vy 4
Y R INHATNITUHIONTWIUBENDIDY
- AUIATHIND
. 1.12 The brand emphasizes on
Brand image ppaa
. . . partnership with local
(functional dimension) .. . .
. . brands/organizations, which ultimately
— economic attribute . .
stimulating local economy
v @ s 0] 1 0.75
MUANBAUVDAULUTUA L S o
Y - o HUTUANYUUUANINTINUDNULDTUAHTO
(@ulangunsldan) 0 4 . . o
Y R D4ANTDUPNDWAUUATHFNINDIDU
— AUIATYIND
2. Affective dimension
Brand image (affective . el
. s ( 2.1 This brand is nice because they
dimension) — green . .
. offer environmentally friendly products
attribute
MWANHBIVOUILTUS - A o, [P L1 1.00
Y B AUFANANVLUTUANINI I TUAT LAY
(AuAnwian) P
) |, GRIRELERI
- AUFAUNIARDY
Brand image (affective .
. mag ( 2.2 The brand has green personality that
dimension) — green b g g 3 .
. distinguishes it from competitors
attribute
MWANHATUDILDTUS N , 1| 1 0.75
Y e HUTUANNANNA UNAINUTWIAADUNINA
(AuANuian) .
Yy 2 Y HUTUADUY
- AUAUNIAAOY
Brand image (affective . : .
. mag ( 2.3 The brand will not disappoint the
dimension) — green L .
. customers in its green attribute
attribute
MWANHATURILDTUS I 11 1.00
Y o uusuatioz i ldgnmranialuisesniy
(auanuian) e
Yy 2 Y Hulasnuaunadon
- AUFUNINAOY
Brand image (affective . .
. mag ( 2.4 The brand is considered as the best
dimension) — green
. benchmark of green development
attribute
MWANHATUILDTUS 2 , e oL 1] 1 1.00
Y e nusuAI MUV DT UATIT WA A
(AuAnwuian) P
) Y GRIRELERH
- AUFTUNANOY
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Table BS I0C assessment for questions on brand image (cont.)
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@ o < Y
NNANHUUDILUITUA (mu

ANMuian) — AuATbgne

22 o ' I ' a
!,L“Uiuﬂu!ﬂuuﬂ'ﬂ'ﬂﬂ'lQﬂ]@ﬁllﬂiuﬂ‘ﬂ"ﬁﬁﬂﬁ%ﬁiﬂ

IATHNINDIDY

. Expert
Concept measured Questions Com
o ay v o 10C
aINALINISIA oY 2| 3| 4 ments
Brand image (affective | 2.5 This brand is nice because they
dimension) offer products that support local people
— social attribute and community il 11 o7s
Y .
mwanvaiveusus (M | sudananunusuatimszransuaiveun
Y= Y o 1 A 9
Anuian) — dudenu Fromaoy 1 unazau Tuguasy
Brand image (affective | 2.6 The brand has social personality,
dimension) — social such as promoting human rights, that
attribute distinguishes it from competitors ol 1l 11 07s
F v .
mwanuaivewuiud (M | nusudilianuddyiuaniuyyeru Fah
Y= Y o Yo s ' oA
AMWEan) — Audenu TG TUALANAIINLUTUAD U
Brand image (affective . : .
. mag ( ¥ 2.7 The brand will not disappoint the
dimension) — social .. .
. customers in its social concern
attribute
v ; 11 1] 1.00
[ o J Y =) "o Y Y a 1Y A
mwanbaivewusud (M | uusuatez livhldgnddanisluiGesni
Y= Y o 1 " o
AMWFAN) — Audenw nalededeny
Brand image (affective ; .
. mge ( . 2.8 The brand is considered as the best
dimension) — social .
. benchmark of human and labor rights
attribute
) o s Y 22 & ' S A 01 1 0.75
MNANHAVRWUTUA (AU | HUTUATI MDDV TUAN T TY
anuidan) — dudaay ANTUYHIFULAZITINY
Brand image (affective | 2.9 This brand is nice because they
dimension) — economic | offer products that help stimulate local
attribute econom
o o /Y vyddz Py a o ¢ L 1.00
MWANHAVOIUTUA (AU | AUIANANVUUTUAUINTIZHAANUNVDIUU
anuian) — duaspgne | Fronszduiasugneluiei
Brand image (affective | 2.10 The brand cares about local
dimension) — economic | economy, and that distinguishes it from
ri mpetitor
attribute competitors _ IEIERET
@ o J Y I J o a 9 a =2 [J Y
manyaivewnsua (A | uusuanlaleduasygnaiesdu daildn
v ) a o ' 74
AMWIEN) — AATHENY | TUALUANAIINULTUADUY
Brand image (affective | 2.11 The brand will not disappoint the
dimension) — economic | customers in its contribution to the local
attribute economy . TRERET
v o J Y IS "o Y Y a [ A '
amanuaiveansua (A | nusuaiee livihldgnddanisluisesmssie
9= Y a J a a g A
auian) — dAuasugne | duasursygneiesdu
Brand image (affective | 2.12 The brand is considered as the best
dimension) — economic | benchmark of local economic
attribute development IEIERET
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Table BS I0C assessment for questions on brand image (cont.)

. Expert
Concept measured Questions Com
o ay v o 10C
aINALINISIA oY 2| 3 ments
3. Reputation
dimension
Brand image 3.1 The brand is one of the best brands
(reputation dimension) | that offer environmentally friendly
— green attribute products il 100
o ¢ s Y 2 g & ddad A A a :
mwanyalvewnsua (A | susuaniunialunusuanangannaadum
A o y A v A g a =) v
¥oideq) - mudunadoy | niluliasaedunadon
Brand image 3.2 The brand is very consolidated in Adjus
(reputation dimension) | the market, compared to competitors tment
— green attribute who offer green brand image in
o o s Y of 3 A o A Ao 0] 1 0.75 Thai
MwanyalvewuIua (A | uusuatiiluisonsvluaaiaemsununy ai
4 o v oo . v langu
Foideq) - mudwadey | susounlinmanyaliulasnudwadey
age
Brand image ol <
. 4 . 3.3 The brand’s vision related to the
(reputation dimension) . .
) environment is trustworthy
— green attribute 1l L00
o 02 ¢ Y Ay o JdAdd 9 o A v ' .
MUANBAVDUDTUA (AU | ITENAUNINGIVOINVAAIAQONUDILUTUA
A4 o EI) 9 I
Foides) - mudunadoy | Huiiuiens
Brand image .
g 1 ! 3.4 The brand has good reputation on
(reputation dimension) | : 3 .
) its environmental image
— green attribute i1 1.00
o t3 s Y Il o Ao ) Y A o :
MUANBAVOWLTUA (AU | BUTUALFRIFeINA TuAuaNuulasny
Foides) - audunadoy | aunaden
Brand image .
nage : 3.5 The brand is one of the best brands
(reputation dimension) ; :
. . that offer socially responsible products
— social attribute E L00
o < ¢ Y o2 g & sdad A a a 9 )
Mwanyalvewusua (A | susuatidunillunusuanangannaadua
A o v o Ao a o
Foides) - audany NITVAAYOUADTIAY
Brand image 3.6 The brand is very consolidated in
(reputation dimension) | the market, compared to competitors
— social attribute who focus on social responsibility 1l 1.00
£ ] ) .
mwanbaivesnusud (Mu | nusuaiiluiseniuluamadioieuiuny
4 g o vd dq a4 v o
Foirdeq) - audany suasualdlaGesnnuiviayouaedny
Brand image . .
nage. . 3.7 The brand’s vision on social
(reputation dimension) e
. . responsibility is trustworthy
— social attribute il 1 1.00
mndnyeivenuIus (u | Aderiminnertestumsduasudenuvoany
A Y o SR A A A
Foides) - mudany suaunuuene
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Table BS I0C assessment for questions on brand image (cont.)

. Expert
Concept measured Questions Com
o ay v o 10C
aINALINSIA oY 2| 3 ments
Brand image .
nage, . 3.8 The brand has good reputation on
(reputation dimension) . s
. . social responsibility
— social attribute il 100
o o < Y Y S = P v o a ' .
MWANHAVOWVITUA (AU | LUTUANFOIFEINA TuA AU VHTOUAD
A o Y [ o
Foirdeq) - audany NP
Brand image 3.9 The brand is one of the best brands
(reputation dimension) | that offer products made from local
—economic attribute materials and suppliers
F [l ] [l ]
o . Vo pusuatiilunilalunusudiangaiinaadum 11 1.00
MwanyUveILIUA (AU | . oo
4 - Y R aeiagaulullszmaazmivayudnaa/
Fordeq) - MUIATHINY ” . pr—
A1y (supplier) lunean
Brand image 3.10 The brand is very consolidated in
(reputation dimension) | the market, compared to competitors
—economic attribute who help stimulate local economy 111 L00
o o ¢, v X A o 4 Ao :
mMwanyaivewuIua (A | uusuatiilunsonivlunaiaemsununy
A~ ) a SA A ' P a g A
Foideq) - MUIATHINY FUADUNNYIVAUTTUIATHTNINDIDY
Brand image ~— .
N i3 s 3.11 The brand’s vision on supporting
(reputation dimension) .
! v the local economy is trustworthy
—economic attribute e 1.00
mwanbaivesuuIud (Mu | Ideiminneatesiumsauaiussugnolu
A4 o Y a y A s A A A
Forded) - AUIATHN NoINvoUTUA UNUUFOND
Brand image .
nage. 2 3.12 The brand has good reputation on
(reputation dimension) : ;
. : its support to local businesses
—economic attribute E L00
Y o S Y Il o Aa Y ' A a :
MWANHAVOWDTUA (A | LUTUANFOIFEINA TumUMIdUaIugIng
A o Y a R
Fordeq) - MUIATHINY NOIY
4. Summary question
Brand image - 4.1 Overall, the brand is very good on
sustainability sustainability
v @ Y v o o gda 111 1.00
MWANBAVDIUTUANTY Tagsawudd vusuatnmanyainaunly ‘
ANUITY i599AW838Y (sustainability)




College of Management, Mahidol University

Table B6 I0C assessment for questions on corporate image
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Expert
Concept measured Questions Com
2 4y o q 10C
TINABINIIN 0N 2 3 ments
1. Credibility dimension
Corporate image 1.1 I believe this company tries to
(credibility dimension) use only the necessary natural
— environment resources 111 1.00
amdnwainsAns (fuadw 4 2 4oy o
VoA y 2 M Ao NnuIEnHnne e lFwasnumasuiy
u'IlG]fEJﬂfJ) - AUTIULIAADY
Corporate image 1.2 T believe this company tries to
(credibility dimension) sponsor pro-environmental
— environment programmes 111 1.00
mwdnmaiesdns (Amnnw SuFeNUEnilanumeewezaivayu
oA A y A ) a yoe L v '
u'IlG]fEJﬂfJ) - AUTANULIAADY NINTTNTUTTUTAILIAADNUA NG
Corporate image 1.3 I believe this company used its
(credibility dimension) best effort to manage and recycle its
— environment waste properly 111 1.00
mwdnuaiesdns (dunnw AuFeNUTEN N s hgaNIz U s IANTS
Vugede) - Awdunadon VoIAZVOUTEOI NI AY
Corporate image . ! Adjustm
e | g g 1.4 This company tries to protect ent in
(credibility dimension) ’
. the environment Thai
— environment 1)1 1.00 |,
. o ¢ anguag
amanvalesdns (Auanu 2 5 . . ’ e
D4 LA Y VIENUNNUNIOYTNHAUNIANON
u'lefJﬂE]) = AUAIULIAADY
Corporate image ’ . . Eliminat
DO ‘S S 1.5 I believe this company tries to z
(credibility dimension) .
. promote human and labor rights
— social 0|0 0.25
mwdnuaiesdns (Aunnw FuFeNUIENineemfridamnuImeans
1i115f“mﬁa) - Mudann VUBIFULASITNIY
Corporate image 1.6 I believe this company tries to
(credibility dimension) sponsor social development
— social programmes 111 0.75
mwdnuaiesdns (dunnw FuFenusEniilianumenewhvzaivayu
1iw14'm§a) - fudanu fanssuduaTudannnieg
Corporate image 1.7 T believe this company used its Adjustm
(credibility dimension) best effort to operate with the care %‘: n
. . al
— social of local community 111 1.00 languag
mwdnuaiesdans (dwnnw FuFenuTEniineewediganzsmsians e
A A Y o o 2 =
ummna) = AUTIAY Iﬂﬂﬂ]uﬂﬂi“};ﬂ“}iﬂiﬂﬂiﬂﬂ
Corporate image . .
Tporate Image 1.8 This company tries to protect
(credibility dimension) .
X local community
— economic 111 1.00
mudnwainaans (fuaw o 2 4
D4 Y - vidmilwenewizlnifo s
1!1!%'8]'08) = ANUIATHIND
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Table B6 I0C assessment for questions on corporate image (cont.)

Expert
Concept measured Questions Com
2 Ay o q 10C
TINABINIIN 0N 2 3 ments
Corporate image . . .
Tpora‘e Image 1.9 I believe this company tries to
(credibility dimension)
X support local economy
— economic ol1 0.75
amdnwainsAns (fuadw SuFoNUTHNineemewdudue Ay
oA A v a a 9 A
HuFede) - AuAsHgne isEgne lunoad
Corporate image 1.10 I believe this company tries to
(credibility dimension) — | sponsor the programmes that
economic stimulate local economy 111 0.75
mwdnuaiesdns (dunnw AudeNUTENNauNeemnazaTuayy
Liu%ﬁa) - MuAsEgn AINITNAUATWATHND Uy
Corporate imace 1.11 believe this company used its Adjustm
rporate Image best effort to operate and select ent in
(credibility dimension) — ; . Thai
. suppliers with the care of local
economic 1981 1.00 | languag
economy : e
mwdnmaiesdns (dmnnw FuFoNUITHNINeeWed ANz MIsANS
oA A v a A 5 o = = a g A
u'ILGIfEJﬂEI) - AUATHIND Lm%lﬁﬁ)ﬂﬂﬂWIﬂUﬂﬂND\ilﬁi}lﬁﬂﬁ]iﬂﬂﬁ)\iﬂ
Corporate image . .
IpOTatgImage | 1.12 This company tries to protect
(credibility dimension) —
. local economy
economic 0l1 0.75
mwdnuaiesdns (dunnw o 2 N o
V4 i ~ vSimiinenemndeussugnaiosau
umsena) = AUATHIND
2. Trust and reliability
dimension
Corporate image
(trust&reliability 2.1 I trust that this company really
dimension) — cares about the environment
environment 11 1.00
o CO P 4 4
mwdnmaieedns (Muanuseiy) | o 4 . L 2. a4 e wa
g 2 o aumanmmmwumq“lﬂmmﬂaamammma
= NUFAWINADY
. 2.2 T trust this company when they
Corporate image .
R say they have done practices that
(trust&reliability .
. . concerns the environment such as
dimension) — .

. selecting only the necessary natural

environment 111 1.00
resource, etc. :
v YR A A & ao A ao )
Y e e s 4 ufdndoiulugenisinye devsinuenila
mdnyeiosdns (fuanudoiu) o m A da .
v o4 UiRaumseshnanssuitiulss Teanise
- MuUdunAeN B o i ay e Cde
Funaden 1wy msdenldnasumnsuiu
Corporate image S . .
P mas 2.3 I think it is possible for this
(trust&reliability o .
. . company to sacrifice its profit to
dimension) — .

. ensure clean environment 111 1.00
environment :
awdnuaiesans (Sumnuidesiu) | sudaduiuiuhlidnusdniweeudeaazils
- ﬁ’Wuéi!L]ﬂﬁ’ﬂﬂ ‘]ﬂﬂi’%’)ulﬁﬂﬂ;’]ﬂ%’ﬂﬂWéﬂlL’Jﬂﬁ‘f')iJ
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Expert
Concept measured Questions Com
2 Ay o q 10C
TINABINIIN 0N 2 3 ments
Corporate image
(trust&reliability 2.4 This company has reliable plan
dimension) — on how to protect the environment
environment 11 1.00
o S v A4 4
mdnyeiosdns (fuaaudeiu) e Za 4 4 om o s Y
y 2 v U 1/]HNLLWuVIu']L‘HﬂEIGG],HﬂﬁﬂHiﬂHﬁ\uL’JﬂﬂﬂlJ
- AMUAUNA[DY
Corporate image .
P mag 2.5 T trust that this company really
(trust&reliability )
. . . cares about the society
dimension) — social 111 1.00
amdnpalesdns (Swmmidoiu) | 4oL v, oL
v o ﬂul‘lfﬂ1J1!’JT1.I§H“V]uW’N“lEJﬁQﬂiJ@EJN!LWi]ﬁQ
- MUY
2.6 I trust this company when they
Corporate image say they have done practices that
(trust&reliability concerns the society such as hiring
dimension) — social local people and promote human
rights, etc.
wshﬁ;u'/ A d ao A a o Ty 1 1 1'00
augﬁmﬂfauuﬁluﬁmmywmﬂ LiJ’E)TJiH‘VIiJE)ﬂ’ﬂ‘lﬂ
o A v 4 4 a wa A o a = S o
MNANHUDIANT (mummwauu) ﬂ;]mﬂﬂu“l’iﬁﬂi’]1ﬂﬂﬂiiwﬂlﬂuﬂi;1ﬁ]‘lﬂuﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂn
- Mudann wu My luguay vselgiaamlae
Ttanuddniuaniuysesu
! 2.7 1 think it is possible for this
Corporate image e = .
L TP company to sacrifice its profit to
(trust&reliability :
. . : ensure the well-being of the
dimension) — social ;
community 111 1.00
. .. 7} suaadniudiu i 1dius iz ooudeaaz il
nwanpaieans (Auanuieiy) . . A
Yy o TJNfT’Ji!LWEJ“H’!EJfNlﬁﬁllﬂ'ﬂmﬂu@g%ﬂﬂl@ﬂﬂuiu
- AMUTIAY
YUPY
Corporate image 2.8 This company has reliable plan Adjustm
(trust&reliability on how to protect the local %1: n
. . . o 1
dimension) — social community 111 1.00 lanaguag
amdnuaioadns (Fwemndein) | _ . L. 4 . o e
Yy o U mummummmnaiumimmiwgm%u
- AMUTIAY
Corporate image .
P mag 2.9 I trust that this company really
(trust&reliability
. . . cares about the local economy
dimension) — economic 111 1.00
amdnuaiesdns (Sunnuideniu) | sudeiuindiminialosssgivtostueda
- MuiAsHgnY RN
. 2.10 I trust this company when they
Corporate image .
S say they have done practices that
(trust&reliability
. . . concerns the local economy such as
dimension) — economic . .
using local suppliers, etc.
. sufFndoiuludeiviinga dovsimuendld 1|1 1.00
MNANHBIDIANT o m A da . R
Y 4 Uginauvsehnnssuiiulsg leminomsugne
(Sruanmidesiv) )  ave ey
v - VOIYUYU LYY ﬂWilﬁﬂﬂGl&]!ENﬁﬁllmxﬂ"lﬂﬂ
= AMNUATHIND . y A
(supplier) luitesd
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Expert
Concept measured Questions Com
2 Ay o q 10C
TINABINIIN 0N 2 3 ments
Corporate image 2.11 I think it is possible for this
(trust&reliability company to sacrifice its profit to
dimension) — economic support local economy 111 1.00
amdnuaiosdns (Swmmdeiiu) | sudatuiuiul1disdniisemdsaazils
- MuiAsHgnY vud e emuay AT HgAVIe A
Corporate image 2.12 This company has reliable
(trust&reliability plan on how to support the local
dimension) — economic economy 111 1.00
amdnuaiosdns (Summnieiiu) | vSimiliuuiindede lumsaudiuasygh
— MUATHEI Woadu
3. Responsibility
dimension
Corporate image . Adjustm
rpora’e Ias 3.1 This company carefully selects ent in
(responsibility .
dimension)lL natural resource that causes the Thai
. least harm to the environment 111 1.00 | languag
environment ’ e
Mwanyalesans (Auanu 3gniiasladenuvaandsnuiine lfinauaiivde
fufiavew) - AwAunadoy Fanadeuttosiiga
Corporate image .
Tporaig R NEe 3.2 This company concerns about
(responsibility ; .
. . the environment when managing its
dimension) — B
environment 11 1.00
o s 7 v P @ 2 P o o
NMWANHUBDIANT (mumm Hiﬂﬂuﬂ1u\1ﬂ\1ﬂ1iiﬂh1ﬁ\1ll’)ﬂﬁ@ﬂ1uﬂ1§ﬂﬁ]ﬂ6ﬂﬂ$
fudiavew) - AwAunadoy HAzve Y
Corporate image
(responsibility 3.3 This company obeys the
dimension) — environmental laws and regulations
environment 11 1.00
ﬂ1WﬁlﬂHﬂTl’fNi;l’ﬂi (ﬁ'mmm I 3 2 !
Y g 2 o mywuﬂgmmuﬂgmmwmzﬂgwmammmau
illNWIfﬂ‘U) - NUTIIAADY
Corporate image
(responsibility 3.4 This company is
dimension) — environmentally responsible
environment 11 1.00
@ Cs J Y
amanbalesdns (Auanu A A Y
o A g 2 v VIHNUUANUIUNAFDUADTULIADDY
TUWWH@'U) = NUFAWINADY
Corporate image 3.5 This company invested its
(responsibility resources in developing local
dimension) — social community 111 1.00
mwdnwsinsAns (fuanw e da . i .
o A Yy o U 1/1LlllﬂWiﬁ]ﬂﬁiirﬂiaﬂﬂulwa%?ﬂw@llﬂ‘ljﬂﬂ!u
ﬁ_INWIf'E]‘U) - AMUTIAY
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Expert
Concept measured Questions Com
2 Ay o q 10C
TINABINIIN 0N 2 3 ments
Corporate image 3.6 This company concerns about
(responsibility local community when managing
dimension) — social its waste 111 1.00
amdnwainsAns (fuadw vsEnifmiladauanlasseulumsmiavezuas
Sufiaven) - Audeaw VoudY
Corporate image . Adjustm
rpora’e Iag 3.7 This company promotes human ent in
(responsibility . ;

. . . and labor rights in the workplace Thai
dimension) — social 111 1.00 languag
mwdnuaiesdns (dunnw il ldanudnynuisesansuyverului e
Sudawen) - Mudeay LAY
Corporate image . . .

rporate imag 3.8 This company is responsible to
(responsibility s

. . . the society
dimension) — social 1% 1.00
mwdnuaiesdns (dunnw e aa L
o A . F VIHNUUANUIUNAFDUADTIAN
i]JWﬂ‘IfE]‘U) = MUY
Corporate image . Adjustm

rpora’eynag 3.9 This company uses local ent in
(responsibility . .
. . ! suppliers Thai
dimension) — economic 111 1.00
rowddosins (4 ’ languag
NMWANHUDIANT (ATUATY H ¥ 2
- 1 - vismiilagane/dwaa (supplier) ftosdu e
illNWHﬂ‘U) = NUATHIND
| 3.10 This company concerns about
Corporate image [
oy the local economy when it conducts
(responsibility : .

. . ! the business such as selecting local

dimension) — economic 3 111 1.00
raw materials :
mwdnuaiesdns (dunnw vSHniiduiiugsnalaemiledussygialuiosi
Sufiawen) - AuAsHgNY wu madenl¥iagauluiesd
Corporate image . y b
rporate thag 3.11 This company obeys financial
(responsibility y

. . . and tax laws and regulations
dimension) — economic 111 1.00
mwdnmaiesdns (dunnw o 2 N B
Y v - i) ‘vmﬂ;}mmnm;]wmammuua:my
illNWHﬂ‘U) = NUATHIND
Corporate image . . .

rpora‘e imag 3.12 This company is responsible to
(responsibility

. . . local economy
dimension) — economic 111 1.00
mwdnuaiesdns (dunnu o 2 Y- , oy A
o v - UVIHNUNANNITUAATDUABIATHININOIDU
i‘]_INWIf'E]‘U) = AMUATHIND
4. Summary question
Corporate image — 4.1 Overall, this company has good
sustainability reputation on sustainability

o ¢ o A 4 A Y a0 Aad o dag 4 A 1 1 1.00
NMWANHUDIANTLIDINNUEIYU Iﬂﬂi'}ﬂlm’) ‘]_Ii‘H‘VluN%ﬂLﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂiuli@ﬂﬂ’ﬂNUﬂﬂu
(sustainability) (sustainability)
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Concept

Expert

uestions
measured Q ) 10C Com
& Am - MY 2 |3 ments
aINNVINIFIAN
1. Affection
Affection 1.1 I love this brand Adjustme
1 1 1.00 | ntin Thai
ANUFOU I love this brand language
Affection 1.2 feel affectionate towards the brand
o Y= A PEy 1 1 1.00
NNV NUIANFUFDVUUITUAUNIN
Affection 1.3 The brand looks friendly to me
o Y= 1 O L T 1 1 1.00
ANV AUFANNUMUIUANGII U
Affection 1.4 1 feel comfortable using this brand
o w= pH M) b 1 1 IOO
ANV suganauelanes lsunsuan
2. Passion
. 2.1 I really want to buy the products
Passion g
from this brand 1 1 1.00
anunaslva FUDIINIZHONAANUNIINUUTUAUNIN
Passion 2.2 1T am passionate about this brand
ABE Y] 1 1 1.00
Anuradlva aujanuaslvalunusuan
Passion 2.3 T am delighted by this brand
o Y= A Y o 1 1 1.00
Anuradlva ujanoulanuunsuatl
Passion 2.4 This brand captivates me
AN 2 1|1 1.00
anunaslva AUFANIUUTUAUTEUN
3. Connection
. 2.1 I feel connected to the brand when
Connection .
Tuse it
v o Jw v YR =R A o v v w s 1 1 1 OO
ANUFNAUTNY | AUFANDIANUNINUVDINUNUAIUTUA .
P A w9 a o @ Pxt
HUIUA wenuldmansusiveuuIUAY
. 2.1 My identification with this brand
Connection .
increases though the use of the brand
ANuANTUEAY | Anugniusunusuamuuietu a1y Ll 1.00
s ™ E
HUIUA UNUNNVUTOY )
. 2.1 The use of this brand affects my
Connection ..
association to the brand
o o dw t-ls} N P ' 1 1 1.00
ANUTUNUTAY | M IFNUNAANUANALUITUAL TINAAD
HUTUA ANUFNIUT VIR UA VI DTUS
Connection 2.1 feel bonded to this brand
aywdwiusin | L. 2 1|1 1.00
, AUIANHARUNULUTUAY
HUSUA
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Table B7 I0C assessment for questions on emotional attachment (cont.)

Concept . Expert
uestions
measured Q ) 10C Con:
a a o Mo
Fafidesmsia 1 2 |3 |4 ments
4. Summary
Question
Connection 2.1 Overall, I feel related to this brand
awdnfuiioen | Tasauuds suddanidulianudenlesny | 1 | 1 | 1 | 1 | 1.00
¢ 2
A HUTUAT
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Table B8 IOC assessment for questions on brand loyalty

(s Questions Expert
measured 10C Com
T 1 2 3 4 ments
Fahidesmsda Mo

Brand

Loyalty

Brand 1 I consider myself to be loyal

loyalty to the brand

Aty | L L 2 1 1 1 1 1.00
., Aihugnimilsziveannsuail

HUTUA

Brand 2 This brand will be my first

loyalty choice

ANUANA U ad, = 5 1 1 1 1 1.00
, HUsHANIITUANAD NI NUDINY

HUTUA

Brand 3 I will not buy other brands if

loyalty this brand is available

anusnaly | winduansadendeuusuai 16 1 1 1 1 1.00

HUTUS Fuezliidenuusudan

Brand 4 T have a favorable attitude

loyalty towards this brand

ANuANA Y 'y . 5 1 1 1 1 1.00
., susuandunusuda llsavesnu

HUTUA

Brand ;

loyalty 5 I plan to repurchase this brand

anuanaly | 2 1 1 1 1 1.00
. AULFOUVITUAUDN

HUTUA
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Table B9 Pilot questionnaire on brand image AFTER 10C

Strongly Strongly

Dimensions disagree agree

1. Functional dimension

1.1 The brand offers products that possess green 1 2 3 4 5
qualities such as water savings or made from eco-
friendly materials

d3A A o oA a 1 A v ' o 3
uusuaninaasunidulasaeaaeasy 1wy Yszndai

v o a o { Y a A4
Usgndandsau vie waanniagiuiinsaedunadon
1.2 The brand offers products that have better green 1 2 3 4 5
characteristic than competitors

A A o gda o Ag a 12 v
nusuANURand N nNgadnyaztlulasaeaaunaaon

MNNNGUU
1.3 The brand offers products which are easy to 1 2 3 4 5
recycle, reuse, or decompose

P P TN 2 a ~ a a o Y '
wusuRnlnaasuainaudsunss lada Sea ohna T 19m))

v
w30 eunsousnyuaIunay 1149 uld

1.4 The brand emphasizes on partnership with other 1 2 3 4 5
brands/organizations, which aim to develop green
products

xS oA o s A ) A o
HUTUANY U UANINTINUON VLT UAYTOOIANTOU WO WA
A o A a v A v
wann AN ulaINUTUINADY
1.5 The brand offers products that contribute to the 1 2 3) 4 5

society such as being made by local people or
community

v
wamﬂmw‘fmmmmﬁﬁmammmmﬂu LFU Wﬁﬁiﬂﬂ“lﬂ')ﬂ"lu

A Y A d oy
wsoaulunon Wudu

1.6 The brand has operations that focus on human and 1 2 3 4 5
labor rights

wusudilvunoumsnanilinnudnyiuansuyuosunas

13U

1.7 The brand emphasizes on partnership with other 1 2 3 4 5

brands/organizations, which aim to develop the
products that support the society

=] ' A o s A s A A4 o
HUSUANYUHUANYIINUDN UL T UAYITOOIANTO U WD WAL
HaRS RN ImAD A Ay
1.8 The brand offers products that have characteristics 1 2 3 4 5
to of supporting local economy

v '
HARS IR TUA BT U WATHT A IUTT 9N

1.9 The brand offers products that made from local 1 2 3 4 5
material and local suppliers

o3 A o od e o A 9 A o
U,Uﬁuﬂuﬂﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂ!mﬂﬂ']ﬂ']ﬂ')ﬁﬂﬂﬁquuﬂﬂQﬂ!LagﬁuUﬁwu

Y a 1) . y A
Anaauazyv1e (supplier) Nosnu
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Table B9 Pilot questionnaire on brand image AFTER 10C (cont.)
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Dimensions

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
agree

1.10 The brand offer products that have image on local
agriculture or local business

v 1
uususiiinansuainimMwanyal iUy UMSINEATNTINNSO

MIMA IR0 I0Y

1

4 5

1.11 The brand emphasizes on partnership with local
brands/organizations, which ultimately stimulating
local economy

PE ) oA o s A s A A o
HUTUAUYIUUANNITINNONVUUITUANIDDIANITDUNUNDNAIUN

IRTHNINDINY

2. Affective dimension

2.1 This brand is nice because they offer
environmentally friendly products

v YR A v I A 9 g a o A )
uugﬁﬂﬂﬂmmiuﬂumﬁzaumsﬂumsﬂummmau

2.2 The brand has green personality that distinguishes it
from competitors

o a & A o A ) ' o4
Lluﬁuﬂuuﬂﬁ']ulﬂuuﬁjﬂuﬁ%mﬂa'ﬂuﬂ’]ﬂﬂ?']ullﬁuﬂ@uc‘]

2.3 The brand will not disappoint the customers in its

green attribute
Pt 1oq ¥ Ya o A A o
wusuataz lihldgnmAanisluisesnnuiluiiasiu

Y

Faunadew

2.4 The brand is considered as the best benchmark of
green development

P ' A a o A v
uusuallusyyegeveausuantuinsnuauadon

2.5 This brand is nice because they offer products that
support local people and community

o Y2 A It a o < ' A 9
ﬂugﬁﬂﬂﬂ'ﬂuuiuﬂutw51$Wﬁﬁﬂﬂl“ﬂmﬂﬂlm']%')ﬂ!ﬂﬁ@“lf']')u’]ulm%

aulusguay

2.6 The brand has social personality, such as promoting
human rights, that distinguishes it from competitors

22q v o v @ a a & o q Yo 7
Llﬂﬁuﬂuﬁlﬂﬂ'ﬂuﬁ']ﬂiyﬂﬂﬁ‘l/l‘ﬁiJk!‘HfJ“]ﬂ! mﬁﬂ?iﬂﬂ?!tﬂiuﬂ

HANANINLLTUADUY

2.7 The brand will not disappoint the customers in its
social concern

72 1o q ¥ Y a o P ' "o
Llﬂﬁuﬂuﬂzqﬂﬂ'ﬂﬂgﬂﬂ'mﬂﬁ')ﬂ11!!5@\3?]')']111’”\313]9]@@1\1?111

2.8 The brand is considered as the best benchmark of
human and labor rights

2 g ' Iat A a a
Llﬂﬁuﬂulﬂull‘ﬂﬂﬂEJ'NGUENLﬁjiufr’mﬁ\iLﬁﬁuﬁﬂﬁﬂuﬂﬂﬂfulmz

UIWU

2.9 This brand is nice because they offer products that
help stimulate local economy

o Y2 A I a o ' v a
ﬂu;ﬁﬂﬂﬂ‘ﬂ!tuiuﬂu!W51$Wa@]ﬂﬂ!mﬂJﬂQLﬂJW‘]ﬁUﬂﬂi$ﬂu!ﬁ5H:ﬁgﬂﬂ

luitoan
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Table B9 Pilot questionnaire on brand image AFTER 10C (cont.)

. . Strongly Strongly
Dimensions disagree agree

2.10 The brand cares about local economy, and that 1 2 3 4 5
distinguishes it from competitors

v ' v v
unsudilaladurssgnariosnu Fei liunsudiuanaisnn

24

HUTUADU
2.11 The brand will not disappoint the customers in its 1 2 3 4 5
contribution to the local economy

v !
upsuaiaz livhivgnddaniiluiseamsseduauasygio
y A
N090Y
2.12 The brand is considered as the best benchmark of 1 2 3 4 5

local economic development
22 g ' P S a A
uusuatldunyuedivue s UANT A UAT IATHTN DI

3. Reputation dimension

3.1 The brand is one of the best brands that offer 1 ) 3 4 5
environmentally friendly products

22 g & vdad A a a gAg a
Llﬂﬁuﬂulﬂuﬁuﬂiuuﬂﬁuﬂﬂﬂﬂqﬂ‘ﬂwaﬁﬁuﬂWﬂ!ﬂuﬂﬁﬁﬁ@

Faunadew

3.2 The brand is very consolidated in the market, 1 2 3 4 5
compared to competitors who offer green brand image

o A o A~ o I A
LLUiuﬂuLﬂuWEJE]lli'1J1u€‘lﬁ1ﬂluﬂlﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂllﬂiuﬂﬂu@]T'Iil

Y S P A v A Y]
Mwanyaluilasnudwanon

3.3 The brand’s vision related to the environment is 1 2 3 4 5
trustworthy

Ay o daAd 9 o & Y s A A A
IenauNneITeINUFTUNIAdENYR DT UAIT U 1B DD

3.4 The brand has good reputation on its environmental 1 2 3 4 5
image

P Aa P 3 a o A )
LﬁJﬁuﬂu”ﬁﬂlﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂiuﬂWﬂﬂ'ﬂNLﬂuﬂ@]iﬂﬂﬁﬂl!')@ﬁﬂ“

3.5 The brand is one of the best brands that offer 1 2 3 4 5
socially responsible products

'
Y Aou A

2 & & s e e .
LﬁJﬁuﬂulﬂuﬁuﬂiul!ﬂﬁuﬂﬂﬂﬂqﬂ‘ﬂwaﬁﬁuﬂWﬂiUW@mﬂﬂ@ﬂ

AGE

3.6 The brand is very consolidated in the market, 1 2 3 4 5
compared to competitors who focus on social
responsibility

A A v A Ao 24 dq g A
susuailuisensvluamaemsuiuuusuaougnlalaiGes

ANUSURAFOUADTIAY

3.7 The brand’s vision on social responsibility is 1 2 3 4 5
trustworthy

Ay o JaAd Y o I oA o s A A A
aaemﬁumﬂmmaﬁﬂumimmiumﬂmammumﬂuwmwaaa

3.8 The brand has good reputation on social 1 2 3 4 5
responsibility
uusUALIFOIFaNA lumuauS uiave ude dIny
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Table B9 Pilot questionnaire on brand image AFTER 10C (cont.)

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

3.9 The brand is one of the best brands that offer 1 2 3 4 5
products made from local materials and suppliers
susuandunililunususnangainaadumdioiagauly

Dimensions

Uszmenazmivayugdwaa/due (supplier) Tustoad

3.10 The brand is very consolidated in the market, 1 2 3 4 5
compared to competitors who help stimulate local
economy

o 2 A o A Ao sA A
Llﬂﬁuﬁulﬂuﬂﬂﬂili‘]_lGluﬂﬁ”lﬂﬂl'ﬂlﬂﬂuﬂuuuiuﬂﬂu“’]ﬂGH'JfJ

duasuATygNItoIny

3.11 The brand’s vision on supporting the local 1 2 3 4 5
economy is trustworthy

'Jﬁﬂﬂﬁu‘l/lLﬂfJ’J"lJENﬂ']Jﬂﬁ’dﬂl’dimﬁi‘ﬂfﬁﬂﬁ]iu%ﬂﬂ‘ﬂ‘ﬂﬁ)%miuﬂ

Hufividedo

3.12 The brand has good reputation on its support to 1 2 3 4 5
local businesses

A A Aa P 0 a a 9 A
Lmiuﬂll“]fﬂlﬁﬂﬂ“ﬂﬂﬂluﬂ'mﬂ']iﬁﬁ!?fiilﬁiﬂi)‘]/lﬂﬂﬂu

4. Summary question
4.1 Overall, the brand is very good on sustainability 1 2 3 4 5

Iﬂﬂi')mtﬁ’) LLUiuﬂuiJﬂ']‘Wﬁﬂ‘}Jmﬂﬂu?ﬂﬁluﬁﬁ)ﬂﬂ'ﬂuﬂﬁﬂu

(sustainability)

Table B10 Pilot questionnaire on corporate image AFTER 10C

Strongly Strongly

Dimensions disagree agree

1. Credibility dimension
1.1 I believe this company tries to use only the 1 2 3 4 5
necessary natural resources

wwmmwwuwmamm G],‘IfWE‘N\iTL!!,“V'IW'I‘ML“]J‘L!

1.2 T believe this company tries to sponsor pro- 1 2 3 4 5
envrronmental programmes

wwmmwmuummwmmwe“ﬁuuﬁuuﬂﬂﬂﬁmmmm

mumaeumm

1.3 I believe this company used its best effort to 1 2 3 4 5
manage and recycle its waste properly

ﬂulﬂ)‘ﬂJ'IUSHTI‘HWEHEHME)EJNﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂ”ﬂiﬂ']iﬂﬂﬂ']ﬁ]ﬂ“’l,m VDI

RN AR

1.4 This company tries to protect the environment 1 2 3 4 5
Viniinnewizdniedunaden
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Table B10 Pilot questionnaire on corporate image AFTER 10C (cont.)

Strongly Strongly

Dimensions disagree agree

1. Credibility dimension
1.5 I believe this company tries to sponsor social 1 2 3 4 5
development programmes

ﬂuLGKE)”JWUiBVIuﬂJﬂ?WiJWEﬂEHN‘VI%wﬁuﬂﬁuuﬂﬁ]ﬂiiuﬁﬁlﬁiu

ﬁ\iﬂﬂJ@lNc]

1.6 I believe this company used its best effort to 1 2 3 4 5
operate with the care of local community

o A 1 aw A oA = o a o =2 &
ﬂuﬁf@?']‘uillVIHWEJ']EJ'I?JE]EJ'NV]Q@V]ﬂg‘i’]']'i;iﬂﬂiﬂﬂﬂ'luflﬂ\?élﬁﬁfﬂ

Tagseu

1.7 This company tries to protect local community 1 2 3 4 5
vsEniweowivznilesauan

1.8 I believe this company tries to support local 1 2 3 4 5
economy

! 3
FuFe T ENHneewewduEs sz A DAY AT N Y

9y A
NoINn

1.9 I believe this company tries to sponsor the 1 2 3 4 5
programmes that stimulate local economy

Fure s EniilanuwenemizaiuayunRIns suaEsY

IATE g UL

1.10 believe this company used its best effort to operate 1 2 3 4 5
and select supphers with the care of local economy

ﬂu!ﬁlﬁ)’JT]JEHVIUWEHEHM’E)EJNT]’GWWI%w‘ﬂﬁiﬁﬂmm Lﬁﬂﬂﬂf’ﬂiﬂﬂ

ﬂ']uﬂﬂﬁ!ﬁi‘}:liﬂﬂﬁluﬂﬂﬂﬂ

1.11 This company tries to protect local economy 1 2 3 4 5

P a g A
‘]Ji‘H'ﬂuWﬂWﬂWﬂJﬂﬂﬂ’ﬂ\ilﬁﬁHﬂﬂﬁ]ﬂ@ﬂﬂu

2. Trust and reliability dimension
2.1 I trust that this company really cares about the 1 2 3 4 5
environment

o A 4 0 aw A A ] ' Y A
ﬂulﬁﬁaﬂu'ﬂﬂﬁy‘V]u‘ﬂ'NélfJﬁ\unﬁﬁ'f)l]@?ﬂ\ﬂﬁ/ﬁ]i\i

2.2 1 trust this company when they say they have done 1 2 3 4 5
practices that concerns the environment such as
selectlng only the necessary natural resource, etc.

ﬂusamﬁmuuﬁlumwummm LJJE]UEHT]UE]ﬂT]hlﬂﬂ;]UﬁQ'IHﬂSE]
Tl'lﬂﬂﬂSﬂJW,‘lJuﬂﬁ$Iﬂﬂfuﬁﬁ]ﬁﬂuﬂﬂﬁ’ﬂh LU ﬂ']im’ﬁ)ﬂhl‘]fWﬁNﬂv!

P Ao g
R R ERGIEY

2.3 I think it is possible for this company to sacrifice its 1 2 3 4 5
profit to ensure clean environment

v a R YA A o dy = o 1 A
FunaIfudlu ) 1dnusimilezseudeaazi lsunadiuiie

¥esnuITUIAde

2.4 This company has reliable plan on how to protect 1 2 3 4 5
the environment

P A A A o A v
Uillﬂuillmu‘ﬂu“‘]fﬁ]ﬂﬂiuﬂ']iﬁ]“laliﬂ‘]&l?fﬁ!t')ﬂﬁﬂil
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Table B10 Pilot questionnaire on corporate image AFTER 10C (cont.)

Strongly Strongly
disagree agree

2.5 I trust that this company really cares about the 1 2 3 4 5
society

! ' v
Fureiunusintviledeaue EJNLW?%?Q

Dimensions

2.6 I trust this company when they say they have done 1 2 3 4 5
practices that concerns the society such as hiring local
people and promote human rlghts etc.

ﬂuﬁﬁﬂl‘ﬁﬂhuiuﬁﬂﬂﬁiﬁ‘ﬂWﬂ mamuwmmﬂﬂﬂgnmmma
ﬂ?ﬂﬂﬂiiuﬂlﬂuﬂizIﬂéﬁuﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂu U msﬁnwm“}mumﬂlu

gy wielfianulaelianudiyiuaniuyberu

2.7 I think it is possible for this company to sacrifice its 1 2 3 4 5
profit to ensure the well-being of the community

v a 1o g { oW o ' 4
sufaIfuilu ) 1dnusimilazseudeaayi lsuraaiuiie

' ' A < 1A
T?ﬂﬁﬁ!ﬁiuﬂi}mLﬂuﬁ)q‘nﬂmmﬂuiuﬂ;&l%u

2.8 This company has reliable plan on how to protect 1 2 3 4 5
the local community

Ao Ao A A A
Ui‘}ﬂﬂuuuwuﬂu“‘ﬁﬂﬂ@iuﬂ'ﬁﬂﬂﬂﬂ\?"]qfﬂ“l)'u

2.9 I trust that this company really cares about the local 1 2 8 4 5
economy

i & 1 aw A a A ' a
ﬁuﬁaﬁmmsyﬂﬁmﬂmﬁiygﬂ%ﬁ’amuammﬁ'ﬂsa

2.10 I trust this company when they say they have done 1 2 B 4 5
practices that concerns the local economy such as using
local supphers etc.

ﬂusaﬂwauu“lumwuwmwsa LiJE]']JiHVIUE]ﬂ’J']VlﬂﬂQUGN'm‘I’ﬁE]

£

Renssuiiiuilsz Tomidesugnavesuan wu madonld
9

f Y A
AranaLaz mnﬂ (supplier) Tuvioan

2.11 I think it is possible for this company to sacrifice 1 2 3 4 5
its profit to support local economy

suaa il 1dnussnilazseumdeaazi lsuediuie

FIOTUVAYUATHFNVVOIGUBY

2.12 This company has reliable plan on how to support 1 2 3 4 5
the 1oca1 economy

mumummuwmwaaaiumsmmsmﬁsu%ﬂwamu

3. Responsibility dimension
3.1 This company carefully selects natural resource that 1 2 3 4 5
causes the least harm to the environment

Ao XY A Y o ad1 gya A
‘]JTH‘V]‘L!CéN1%!ﬁ@ﬂ1%ﬂﬁwa1ﬂiﬁiiﬂ“ﬁ1ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂlﬁlﬂﬂﬂﬁwyﬂﬂ

2 Y Y A
ﬁmmaanuaﬂmqﬂ

3.2 This company concerns about the environment 1 2 3 4 5
when managing its waste

Ao Ao = o= o 2 9 o a
‘unmumuQmm’iiﬂmmu’maaﬂumim%ﬂmﬂmm%m!ﬁﬂ

3.3 This company obeys the environmental laws and 1 2 3 4 5
regulations

Ao & (aawa ¢ 2 )
‘]Jilﬂ/l‘aﬂ;]‘]J@WHllﬂg]lﬂm‘meﬂgﬂ;]'ﬂiﬂﬂﬁﬂ!!ﬂlﬂﬁf)ll
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Table B10 Pilot questionnaire on corporate image AFTER 10C (cont.)

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
agree

3.4 This company is environmentally responsible 1 2 3 4 5
Y '
ViEniianuSudasouaodauadon

Dimensions |

3.5 This company invested its resources in developing 1 2 3 4 5
local community

Y '
VIHNUIMIIasIMIaI U0 TIOHALINTY

3.6 This company concerns about local community 1 2 3 4 5
when managing its waste

a o dy o =& =& o v =
UiHVIuﬂWHQﬂQﬂjN“}fHIﬂﬂiﬂuiufﬂiﬂﬁ]ﬂ“ﬂﬂzllﬁg“{l@\‘l!ﬁﬂ

3.7 This company promotes human and labor rights in 1 2 3 4 5
the workplace

viEnidudsvansuyyerulunmau

3.8 This company is responsible to the society 1 2 3 4 5
VTENUTANNTUAAT UADTIAY

3.9 This company uses local suppliers 1 2 3 4 5

v
a o A

A ) Y a . 9y A
vigniaenldguiesnan (supplier) vioedu

3.10 This company concerns about the local economy 1 2 3 4 5
when it conducts the business such as selecting local
suppliers

Aw Ao a a o =R = a &) gt R
v3EnHAutugine laemtaduasugno luiesn wu ms

o a Y a 9 o y A
aduayugInauazdran/du1e (supplier) luvioan

3.11 This company obeys financial and tax laws and 1 2 3 4 5
regulations

4
VSNl ungrinemstuLaza

3.12 This company is responsible to local economy 1 2 3 4 5
v ]
sEnillianuSuiareudeisugnaiesdu

4. Summary question

4.1 Overall, this company has good reputation on 1 2 3 4 5
sustainability

o

) A Fad a Aa A o A
Tﬂﬂi’mum 1JE‘Hﬂuwﬁmﬁﬂwﬂﬂlmimﬂammau

(sustainability)
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Table B11 Pilot questionnaire on emotional attachment AFTER 10C

Dimensions

Strongly
disagree

Strongly
agree

1. Affection

1.1 I'love this brand
¥
FuSnuusUAY

4 5

1.2 I feel affectionate towards the brand
fufAnsureuLDIUATIND

1.3 The brand looks friendly to me
4
sudanuusudigiluiing

1.4 1 feel comfortable using this brand
sufdnavielaiivg 1 fuusudil

2. Passion

2.1 I'really want to buy the products from this brand
¥ Y
AUBHINIYFOHAAN AN INLUUTUT NN

2.2 I am passionate about this brand
o Y= 7
audanvaslvalunusudn

2.3 I am delighted by this brand
sufanoulanuunsudil

2.4 This brand captivates me
v YR ' e’aya 1 g
AUFANNUVTUAUIAUT

3. Connection

3.1 I feel connected to the brand when I use it
sufdndennuineniuvesiunudnusudiiosulsnansus

s
VDILUIUAU

3.2 My identification with this brand increases though
the use of the brand

o o oA A X A o v o 2 A
ﬂ')']ll@ﬂwuﬂUL!llﬁuﬂHLWNEUuLN@ﬂuVlm“lﬂ']uuuiﬂﬂélluﬁﬂﬂ 9

3.3 The use of this brand affects my association to the
brand

v
mslFnumaasuinnuTUAHdIRaden NN FURLTUR IR Y

fUMDTUA

3.4 1 feel bonded to this brand
sufAngniuiunysudil

4. Summary question

4.1 Overall, I feel related to this brand
Y o YR 1 o A A o P4
Tagsauudd FuFannauln ey TeanuuusuaAt
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Table B12 Pilot questionnaire on brand loyalty AFTER 10C

. Strongly Strongly
QlleSthIlS disagree agree
1 I consider myself to be loyal to the brand 1 2 3 4 5
suflugadnlszdweasudil
2 This brand will be my first choice 1 2 3 4 5
susuanzdudndenuInveIRY
3 I will not buy other brands if this brand is available 1 2 3 4 5
masumuTadonienusual lanue llidenuusudou
4 I have a favorable attitude towards this brand 1 2 3 4 5
susuaddunusua llsaueady
51 plan to repurchase this brand 1 2 3 4 5
FUFOUVTUANDN
Table B13 Final questionnaire on brand image
c q Strongly Strongly
Dimensions disagree agree

1. Functional dimension
1.1 The brand offers products that possess green 1 2 3 4 5
qualities such as water savings or made from eco-
friendly materials

o3 A o oA a 1 A ) ! o
uusuaninans Nt uiasaodawinasy 1w Usevgaiin

Uszudandanu vie nannniagiidluiinsdedunadon
1.2 The brand offers products that have better green 1 2 3 4 5
characteristic than competitors

X A o gda o A a1 A v
susUANlnaadunlnuanyuznulasaeaundey

WINNNGUU

1.3 The brand offers products that contribute to the 1 2 3 4 5
society such as being made by local people or
community

A o @ o2 v A o ' a v
NAANNINULTUATLFWTUFTUTIAY 15U Han laea T

A Y A Y
maﬂulumm !,‘]Ju@]u

1.4 The brand has operations that focus on human and 1 2 3 4 5
labor rights

umuﬁﬁﬁ%’umumswamﬁlﬁ’mmﬁwﬁ'ﬂﬁuﬁwau YHeBULDY

U39U

1.5 The brand emphasizes on partnership with other 1 2 3 4 5

brands/organizations, which aim to develop the
products that support the somety

L!JJ’iuﬂuMQ!‘L!‘L!ﬂ’.ﬂ115Jililﬂﬂ‘lJ!LlJiuﬂﬂiﬂ’tNﬂﬂiﬂu‘]LWE]‘WGJI‘L!']

wa@mmmwmamaamﬂu

1.6 The brand offers products that have characteristics 1 2 3 4 5
to of supporting local economy

Wa@]ﬂﬂ!mﬂlﬂllﬂiuﬂuﬁﬁ’lﬂﬁﬁlﬁimﬁiyﬁﬂﬂiu“ﬂﬁ]ﬂ“ﬂ
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Table B13 Final questionnaire on brand image (cont.)

. . Strongly Strongly
Dimensions disagree agree
1.8 The brand offer products that have image on local 1 2 3 4 5
agriculture or local business
v 1
uususdiinansusinimMwanyal AUy UMSINEATNTINNSO
MIMAFHNDIDU
1.9 The brand emphasizes on partnership with local 1 2 3 4 5

brands/organizations, which ultimately stimulating
local economy

PE ) T oA o s A s A A o
HUTUAUYUUUANUITIVUBNUUUTUANTODIANTDUNUNDWAIU

IATHNINDINY

2. Affective dimension
2.1 This brand is nice because they offer 1 2 3 4 5
environmentally friendly products

v YR A v I a 9 3 a v A 9
ﬂugﬁﬂﬂﬂ‘mmiuﬂuL‘W518ﬁuﬂ1lﬂum@]§ﬂﬂﬁﬂu’)ﬂﬁﬂm

2.2 The brand has green personality that distinguishes it 1 2 3 4 5
from competitors

o & A o A ) ' o4
Lluﬁuﬂuuﬂ'ﬂulﬂuuﬁﬁﬂuﬁ%mﬂa'ﬂuﬂ’]ﬂﬂ?']ullﬁuﬂ@uc‘]

2.3 The brand will not disappoint the customers in its 1 2 3 4 5
green attribute

Pt 1oy Ya o A A o
nusuatag lihldgnmAanisluisesnnuiluiiasiu
Fanadou
2.4 The brand is considered as the best benchmark of 1 2 3 4 5
green development

7 & \ A A o A )
susuaniutueg eI UANI UNAI N UFUIAADY
2.5 This brand is nice because they offer products that 1 /b 3 4 5
support local people and community

o Y2 A I a o < ' A 9
ﬂugﬁﬂﬂﬂuLLUiuﬂuLW51$Wﬁ@]ﬂﬂ!“ﬂEUENLGU'V])"JEJLWQGGUTJU'INLLﬁg

aulusguay

2.6 The brand has social personality, such as promoting Ik 2 3 4 5
human rights, that distinguishes it from competitors

o9 v o o v a a X o9 Yo ¢
Llﬂﬁuﬂuﬁlﬂﬂ'J']llﬁ']ﬂfyﬂﬂﬁ‘ﬂ'ﬁillé!‘ﬂﬂ‘lfu Farm liauusua

HANANINLLTUADUY

2.7 The brand will not disappoint the customers in its 1 2 3 4 5
social concern

o 1o q ¥ Y a o A ' Vo
Lmsuﬂui]z'lnwﬂwgﬂﬂwwc-m’n1uﬁmmmmﬂﬂmmﬂu
2.8 The brand is considered as the best benchmark of 1 2 3 4 5
human and labor rights

9 1
umuﬁﬁ!ﬂmmnafmﬁuﬁ]mmuﬁﬁmmiuﬁmm@ﬂﬂmum

UIWU

2.9 This brand is nice because they offer products that 1 2 3 4 5
help stimulate local economy

o Y2 A I a o ' v a
ﬂu;ﬁﬂﬂﬂ‘ﬂ!tuiuﬂu!W51$Wa@]ﬂﬂ!mﬂJﬂQLﬂJW‘]ﬁUﬂﬂi$ﬂu!ﬁ5H:ﬁgﬂﬂ

luitoan
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Table B13 Final questionnaire on brand image (cont.)

. . Strongly Strongly
Dimensions | disagree | | agree

2.10 The brand cares about local economy, and that 1 2 3 4 5
distinguishes it from competitors

v ' v 4
spsudilaladurssgnaesnu FeilRunsudiuanaisnn

24

HUTUADU
2.11 The brand will not disappoint the customers in its 1 2 3 4 5
contribution to the local economy

v !
upsuaiaz livhivgnddaniiluiFeamssieduauasygh
y A
N09DY
2.12 The brand is considered as the best benchmark of 1 2 3 4 5

local economic development
22 g ' P S a A
uusuatlilunyuediuewusUANTaUAT IATHTN DI Y

3. Reputation dimension
3.1 The brand is one of the best brands that offer 1 2 3 4 5
environmentally friendly products

2 g & dhdad A A a YA a !
umu:ﬂmﬂuwuﬂmmsuﬂ‘nﬂ‘nqwwaﬁaummﬂumma

Faunadew

3.2 The brand is very consolidated in the market, 1 2 8 4 5
compared to competitors who offer green brand image

o A o A~ o I A
Lmiuﬂmﬂu‘ﬂEJE]3Ji']JGluﬂammﬁ]m&mﬂmmiuﬂﬁmﬂmJ

Y S P A v A Y]
Mwanyalluiasnudwanon

3.3 The brand’s vision related to the environment is 1 2 3 4 5
trustworthy

Ay o Jad Y o A v S A A A
'J’dﬂ‘ﬂﬁu‘lﬂmEJ’J‘]Jﬂ\1ﬂ']J?NLL'JﬂﬁE)iJGUENLHJTHﬂLﬂUVI‘HH“HE]GE)

3.4 The brand has good reputation on its environmental 1 2 3 4 5
image

I~ Ao v I a v A v
nusualFoIFeana luauanuilulasnuaunado

3.5 The brand is one of the best brands that offer 1 2 3 4 5
socially responsible products

'
Y Aow A

v ' ' ' 1
spsustliflunilslunusudiaigaiinaadumi Ao ude
GAGH]

3.6 The brand is very consolidated in the market, 1 2 3 4 5
compared to competitors who focus on social
responsibility

A A v A Ao 24 dq g A
nusuatiiluneenivluaamaiomeviunusudougildloseq

ANUSURAFOUADTIAY

3.7 The brand’s vision on social responsibility is 1 2 3 4 5
trustworthy

Ay o I Y o I oA o I A A A
aaemﬁumﬂmmaﬁﬂumimmiumﬂmammumﬂuwmwaaa

3.8 The brand has good reputation on social 1 2 3 4 5
responsibility
uusUATIFOIFNaA lumuauS uiave ude dInl
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Table B13 Final questionnaire on brand image (cont.)

- X Strongly Strongly
Dimensions | disagree | | agree

3.9 The brand is one of the best brands that offer 1 2 3 4 5
products made from local materials and suppliers

P & ddad A aa Yy o a
susuatidunilunusuanangannandumdleingauluy

Uszmenazamivayuduina/duie (supplier) luiesi

3.10 The brand is very consolidated in the market, 1 2 3 4 5
compared to competitors who help stimulate local
economy

o @ A o A a @ oA S
Llﬂiuﬂulﬂu‘ﬂfJﬂlli‘]J1uﬂﬁ1ﬂLNﬂLWHUﬂU!LUiuﬂﬂuﬂVIGIf'JfJ

duasuATHgNINoInY

3.11 The brand’s vision on supporting the local 1 2 3 4 5
economy is trustworthy

'Jﬁﬂﬂﬁu‘l/lLﬂfJ’J"lJENﬂ']Jﬂﬁ’dﬂlﬁimﬁi‘]ﬂ‘ﬁﬂﬁ]iu%ﬂﬂ%ﬂlﬁ)%miuﬂ

Hufiidede

3.12 The brand has good reputation on its support to 1 2 3 4 5
local businesses

A A Aa F) 0 a a 9 A
Lmiuﬂll“]fﬂlﬁﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂluﬂ'mﬂ']iﬁﬁ!?fiilﬁiﬂi)‘]/lﬂﬂﬂu

4. Summary question
4.1 Overall, the brand is very good on sustalnablhty 1 2 3 4 5

Iﬂﬂi’muﬁ? LL'UiuﬂL!1JﬂTWﬁﬂ‘}Jm%ﬂil']ﬂbluliﬂﬂﬂ’J'liJENEJ'L!

(sustainability)

Table B14 Final questionnaire on corporate image

Strongly Strongly

Dimensions disagree agree

1. Credibility dimension
1.1 I believe this company tries to use only the 1 2 3 4 5
necessary natural resources

v A 4 Ao £ P Y o Ao o
ﬂuHf’i)’J']’]JiH‘VI‘L!WEﬂEﬂiJ‘VIﬂ$1‘IfoN\111!!711“]/1‘1]1L°1Ju

1.2 T believe this company tries to sponsor pro- 1 2 3 4 5
env1ronmenta1 programmes

ﬂuwmmwmuummwmmwmﬁu‘uﬁuuﬂﬂﬂﬁmmmm

mumaaumm

1.3 I believe this company used its best effort to 1 2 3 4 5
manage and recycle its waste properly

ﬂ‘u!ﬁ]fﬂJ'IUSHTI‘HWEHEHME)EJNﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂ”ﬂiﬂ']iﬂﬂﬂ']ﬁ]ﬂ“’l,m VDI

G LRIV AR e

1.4 This company tries to protect the environment 1 2 3 4 5
vsnilnenwizniesdaunadon

1.5 I believe this company tries to sponsor social 1 2 3 4 5
development programmes

SurenusEniiianuneswiaivayunanssuduasy

FIANA




College of Management, Mahidol University Ph.D. (Sustainable Leadership) / 201

Table B14 Final questionnaire on corporate image (cont.)

. . Strongly Strongly
Dimensions disagree agree

1.6 I believe this company used its best effort to 1 2 3 4 5
operate with the care of local community

! 4 1 1
FuFe U ENINeewed e Nganazigsne laomiilad s

Tagsou

1.7 This company tries to protect local community 1 2 3 4 5
VsEnineewivznifesauan

1.8 I believe this company tries to support local 1 2 3 4 5
economy

Fl

FuFenuiiniinenwewduadmasafvayuassgioly

9 A
NoIN

1.9 I believe this company tries to sponsor the 1 2 3 4 5
programmes that stimulate local economy

uuwmmiy%uummwmam‘w%Wﬁuuauuﬂﬁmﬁummiu

IATHFNY UYL

1.10 believe this company used its best effort to operate 1 2 3 4 5
and select supphers with the care of local economy

ﬂuLTOUWUiBWUWEJ]EJHJE)EJN‘VIﬁﬂ‘ﬂ‘t]wT'ITﬁiﬂ‘t]mem@ﬂﬂﬂﬂﬂEl

ﬂWuQﬂQ!ﬁi‘Hiﬂ‘ﬂiu‘ﬂ@ﬂ‘ﬂ

1.11 This company tries to protect local economy 1 24 3 4 5
vigniwneulnieussugnaiesnu

2. Trust and reliability dimension
2.1 I trust that this company really cares about the 1 2 3 4 5
environment

o A & 1 aw A A ) ' S
ﬂuﬁf@llu'ﬂllﬂslVI'H“H'Nﬁlflﬁﬂlmﬂﬁﬂuﬂfnﬂl‘ﬂﬂiﬂ

2.2 1 trust this company when they say they have done 1 2 3 4 5
practices that concerns the environment such as
selectlng only the necessary natural resource, etc.
ﬂuﬁﬁﬂrﬁ@uu"luﬁmummm mamyﬂuamﬂﬂﬂ;]ummma

o

WWﬂi]ﬂﬁiiJ‘V]L‘]Ju‘ﬂSZIﬂ%u@]ﬂﬁ\unﬂﬁﬂh U ﬂ1§mﬂﬂ1%Wﬁ\N"lu

VAo |
sl

2.3 I think it is possible for this company to sacrifice its 1 2 3 4 5
profit to ensure clean environment

v a AR ald' a o g =) o U d'l
suaaiudlu il ldnusinilezseudsaazi lsunaaiuiie

¥esnuITUIAde

2.4 This company has reliable plan on how to protect 1 2 3 4 5
the environment

Ao Ao A A oA o oA 9
‘UTH‘V]‘L!NLLNHﬂu“"]jaﬂﬂiuﬂ’]i@ialﬁﬂyﬁ\'illjﬂaﬂﬂ

2.5 1 trust that this company really cares about the 1 2 3 4 5
society

o A 44 aw A o ' Y a
ﬂul%aﬂu31U5 ﬂﬂﬂi)ﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂuamum%ﬂ
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Table B14 Final questionnaire on corporate image (cont.)

Dimensions disagree agree

2.6 I trust this company when they say they have done 1 2 3 4 5
practices that concerns the society such as hiring local
people and promote human rlghts etc.

nusﬁﬂwawﬂlumwuwwm mamwuamﬂﬂﬂgummma

| Strongly ‘ | Strongly

ﬂ?ﬂﬂﬂiiuﬂlﬂuﬂizIﬂéﬁuﬂﬂﬁﬂﬂu U ﬂﬁﬁ]N\ﬂU‘]ﬂ’J‘lﬂlﬂu

gy wielfianulaslinnudwynuaniuyberu

2.7 1 think it is possible for this company to sacrifice its 1 2 3 4 5
profit to ensure the well-being of the community

v a AR YA a o dy = o 1 A
dufafdlu ) 1dnusimilazseudeaayi lsunaaiuiie

' ' A < 1A
Glf'JthNl,tTiiJﬂ'.lmLﬂuﬁ)q‘nﬂmmﬂuiuﬁlgwﬁu

2.8 This company has reliable plan on how to protect 1 2 3 4 5
the local commumty

Ui‘}JVIHJJLLWUVIHWL‘HE]ﬂE)GLHﬂ']iﬂﬂﬂi]ﬂ)‘ll‘lﬂ!

2.9 I trust that this company really cares about the local 1 2 3 4 5
economy

i & 1 aw A a A ' a
ﬁu;%ﬁmmsywﬁmﬂmﬁiygn%ﬁ’mauafmuﬁ’%sa

2.10 I trust this company when they say they have done 1 2 8 4 5
practices that concerns the local economy such as using
local suppliers, etc.

o Y= A & A A a A o T YA ea A
ﬂuqﬁlﬁﬂﬁf@uuﬁluﬁfi‘ﬂui‘HWWﬂ LN@U?HﬂU@ﬂ?]VlﬂﬂQU@\ﬂuﬁiﬂ

gy

o A A g a0 a T A 9
WWﬂi]ﬂﬁill‘V]!f]JuLﬂSZIﬂ%u@]ﬂlﬁﬁ'ﬂﬂﬂﬂmﬂﬂ‘l{jﬂ“ﬁu WU Msaenly

Y a 9 b 9y A
HHAALIAS KUY (suppher) luroan

2.11 I think it is possible for this company to sacrifice 1 2 3 4 5
its profit to support local economy

v oa 1o g YA Ao A o 0 }
suaaiudlullldnusinilzeeudsaazi lsunaaiuiie

FIWTUVAYUATHFNIVOIRUFY

2.12 This company has reliable plan on how to support 1 2 3 4 5
the local economy

Ao Aa A A A ' a a g A
‘]Ji‘H'ﬂuML!WUV]HH%@Q@GLHﬂ1§ﬁ\1lﬁ§ﬂlﬁ§]&l§ﬂﬁ]ﬂﬂﬂﬂu

3. Responsibility dimension
3.1 This company carefully selects natural resource that 1 2 3 4 5
causes the least harm to the environment

Ao AP A Y o ad 1 gya P
‘]JTH‘V]‘L!CéN1%!ﬁ@ﬂ1%ﬂﬁwa1ﬂiﬁiiﬂ‘]ﬂﬂ‘ﬂﬂﬂﬂlﬁlﬂﬂﬂﬁwyﬂﬂ

4 v Y A
aunANUBINGA

3.2 This company concerns about the environment 1 2 3 4 5
when managing its waste

Ao Ao = o= o 2 9 o a
‘]JﬁlWluﬂWuQﬂ\iﬂqiﬁﬂHWﬁQ!L"lﬂﬁﬂﬂﬂluﬂ15ﬂ1i’lﬂ“ﬂﬂ$uﬁ$9ﬂﬂ\1!ﬁﬂ

3.3 This company obeys the environmental laws and 1 2 3 4 5
regulations

Ao A (awa ¢ 2 v
my‘nﬁﬂgmmmﬂgmmmuazﬂg]wmﬂmumaau

34 Thls company is env1ronmentally responsible 1 2 3 4 5
v3niiiauiuiaveude Funadon
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Table B14 Final questionnaire on corporate image (cont.)

Dimensions = | [Suoeay
3.5 This company concerns about local community 1 2 3 4 5
when managing its waste
v3tiniliiilad e Tasseu lumsiiaveziazvoude
3.6 This company promotes human and labor rights in 1 2 3 4 5
the workplace
u’%ﬁwﬁdam?m?m%wyﬂ%uiuﬁ'ﬁmu
3.7 This company is responsible to the society 1 2 3 4 5
Viniitausuiiaseudedany
3.8 This company concerns about the local economy 1 2 3 4 5
when it conducts the business such as selecting local
material
u?ﬁﬂﬁﬁuﬁur;sﬁﬂTﬂﬂﬁﬁaﬁamwgﬁﬂuﬁ'ﬁmﬁ wu mstaonly
Fogauitesiu
3.9 This company is responsible to local economy 1 2 3 4 5
u?ﬁmﬁﬁmm%uﬁﬂ%wimﬁmgﬁ%ﬁmﬁu
4. Summary question
4.1 Overall, this company has good reputation on 1 2 3 4 5
sustainability
Tagsmuda 1imiTivededialuidesniudity
(sustainability)

Table B15 Final questionnaire on emotional attachment

Dimensions gy
1. Affection
1.1 I'love this brand 1 2 3 4 5
SusnuusuaT
1.2 T feel affectionate towards the brand 1 2 3 4 5
ﬁ’ué’%%u%mmuﬁﬁmﬂ
1.3 The brand looks friendly to me 1 2 3 4 5
ﬁuiﬁﬂ'jmmuﬁﬁ@ﬂuﬁm
1.4 I feel comfortable using this brand 1 2 3 4 5
sudnauielofiez lduususdii
2. Passion
2.1 I really want to buy the products from this brand 1 2 3 4 5
Fuse NIz deNAAUTINIUTUA AN
2.2 T am passionate about this brand 1 2 3 4 5
ﬁuiﬁﬂwaﬂwaiuumuﬁﬁ
2.3 I am delighted by this brand 1 2 3 4 5
suZdnsulofuuusudil
2.4 This brand captivates me 1 2 3 4 5
suddnumsudifianid
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Table B15 Final questionnaire on emotional attachment (cont.)

Strongly Strongly

Dimensions disagree agree

3. Connection
3.1 I feel connected to the brand when I use it 1 2 3 4 5

o Y=o = = o v v o A o 9Py a o o
ﬂugﬁﬂmmmmmwummauﬂumumummauhwmﬂmm

Pt
VBAULUIUAY

3.2 My identification with this brand increases though 1 2 3 4 5
the use of the brand

o o oA A XA o ) o R
ﬂ’nllﬁﬂwuﬂﬂllﬂiuﬂulwuﬂlu!uﬂﬂuIlm“]fﬂTulluil']ﬂﬂlu!ﬁ@ﬂ 9

3.3 The use of this brand affects my association to the 1 2 3 4 5
brand

mslFnuRaasuaTINIL TS daradonuF TSV aT U

HUTUA

3.4 1 feel bonded to this brand 1 2 3 4 5

v Y= o o o2
AUFADHDNUN VUV ITUAY

4. Summary question
4.1 Overall, I feel related to this brand 1 2 3 4 5

. v
Taosauudy sufaninauiianuienTeaiuuusudil

Table B16 Questionnaire on brand loyalty

Questions e
1 I consider myself to be loyal to the brand 1 2 3 4 5
ﬁugﬂugﬂﬁ'wszﬁiwmumuﬁﬁ
2 This brand will be my first choice 1 2 3 4 5
nsugISus s nve sy
3 I will not buy other brands if this brand is available 1 2 3 4 5
msuansadendeunsudi ldsuee lidenuusuday
4 1 have a favorable attitude towards this brand 1 2 3 4 5
nsUA TR T s Ao s
5 I plan to repurchase this brand 1 2 3 4 5
Fuszdounsudion
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Table B17 Summary statistics for brand image (n=27)

Std. Skewness Kurtosis Shapiro-Wilk
Mean Deviation Statistics Statistics Significance

BIl.1 3.890 0.847 -0.187 -0.710 0.002
BI1.2 3.560 0.892 -0.004 -0.594 0.006
BI1.3 3.110 0.934 0.072 0.235 0.014
BIl.4 3.070 0.874 0.223 -0.862 0.002
BIL.5 3.330 1.074 0.067 -0.395 0.010
BIl1.6 3.630 0.839 -0.021 -0.445 0.004
BIl.7 3.330 0.877 0.000 -0.650 0.004
BI1.8 3.590 1.185 -0.313 -0.839 0.008
BI1.9 3.410 1.185 -0.136 -1.002 0.016
BIL1.10 3.150 1.231 0.098 -0.929 0.023
BIl1.11 3.000 1.144 0.000 -0.376 0.032
BI2.1 3.310 1.006 -0.841 0.711 0.002
BI2.2 3.150 1.064 -0.316 -0.367 0.027
BI2.3 3.440 0.847 0.187 -0.376 0.003
BI2.4 3.480 0.893 -0.115 -0.600 0.005
BI2.5 3.110 1.155 0.092 -0.575 0.033
BI2.6 3.110 1.013 -0.477 -0.325 0.009
BI2.7 3.440 0.847 0.187 -0.376 0.003
BI2.8 3.070 0.829 0.294 -0.479 0.002
BI2.9 3.190 1.111 -0.212 -0.465 0.042
BI2.10 3.110 0.892 0.122 0.804 0.003
BI2.11 3.300 1.103 -0.087 -0.745 0.031
BI2.12 3.300 0.993 0.361 -0.777 0.003
BI3.1 3.330 0.832 0.144 -0.347 0.003
BI3.2 3.560 0.934 -0.786 1.000 0.003
BI3.3 3.630 0.967 -0.535 0.741 0.004
BI3.4 3.480 1.014 -0.902 1.108 0.001
BI3.5 3.370 1.115 -0.638 -0.227 0.005
BI3.6 3.260 1.059 -0.565 -0.154 0.009
BI3.7 3.260 1.130 -0.210 -0.374 0.033
BI3.8 3.480 1.051 -0.484 -0.222 0.014
BI3.9 3.410 1.118 -0.551 -0.092 0.014
BI3.10 3.370 1.079 -0.430 0.184 0.010
BI3.11 3.330 1.074 0.067 -0.395 0.010
BI3.12 3.260 1.130 -0.210 -0.374 0.033
BI4.1 3.590 1.083 -0.649 -0.162 0.005
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Table B18 Summary statistics for corporate image (n=27)
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Std. Skewness Kurtosis Shapiro-Wilk
Mean Deviation Statistics Statistics Significance

CIl.1 3.700 0.869 -1.257 2.735 <.001
Cl.2 3.520 0.975 -0.190 -0.867 0.004
CI1.3 3.590 1.010 -0.757 0.406 0.003
Cli4 3.440 0.934 -0.132 -0.785 0.004
CIl.5 3.670 1.000 -0.498 0.465 0.004
CIl.6 3.590 0.971 -0.145 -0.840 0.006
CI.7 3.370 1.182 -0.345 -0.547 0.027
CI1.8 3.370 1.079 -0.232 -0.561 0.029
CI1.9 3.480 0.975 -0.078 -0.891 0.006
CI1.10 3.330 0.920 -0.427 0.456 0.009
CIl.11 3.190 0.834 0.056 -0.706 0.002
CI2.1 3.630 0.792 -0.713 0.254 <.001
CI2.2 3.780 0.847 -0.359 -0.209 0.003
CI2.3 3.670 0.832 -0.144 -0.347 0.003
CI2.4 3.560 1.050 -0.696 -0.013 0.003
CI2.5 3.410 1.118 -0.195 -0.698 0.027
CI2.6 3.560 1.013 -0.403 0.187 0.011
C12.7 3.670 0.961 -0.094 -0.877 0.005
CI2.8 3.190 0.879 -0.387 0.321 0.007
CI2.9 3.300 0.953 -0.369 0.051 0.015
CI2.10 3.630 0.742 0.128 -0.240 <.001
CI2.11 3.520 0.849 -0.469 -0.380 <.001
CI2.12 3.300 0.823 -0.177 -0.711 0.001
CI3.1 3.520 0.849 -0.062 -0.422 0.004
CI3.2 3.560 0.892 -0.004 -0.594 0.006
CI3.3 3.780 0.751 0.399 -1.064 <.001
CI3.4 3.810 0.681 0.247 -0.711 <.001
CI3.5 3.260 0.859 0.236 -0.407 0.004
CI3.6 3.520 0.849 -0.469 -0.380 <.001
CI3.7 3.560 0.698 0.154 -0.078 <.001
CI3.8 3.810 0.834 -0.056 -0.706 0.002
CI3.9 3.440 0.698 0.579 0.194 <.001
CI3.10 3.520 0.802 0.176 -0.283 0.002
CI3.11 3.890 0.847 -0.187 -0.710 0.002
CI3.12 3.520 0.849 0.345 -0.463 0.001
Cl4.1 3.810 1.039 -0.490 -0.828 0.001




College of Management, Mahidol University Ph.D. (Sustainable Leadership) / 207

Table B19 Factor solution for brand image

Rotated Component Matrix®

Component Communalities
1 2 3 4 5 Initial Extraction
Bl1.1 0.729 Bl1.1 1 0.669
Bl1.2 0.573 Bl1.2 1 0.483
BI1.5 0.493 0.538 Bl1.5 1 0.631
BI1.6 0.543 0.449 Bl1.6 1 0.543
BI1.7 0.762 BI1.7 1 0.683
Bl1.8 0.496 BI1.8 1 0472
BI1.9 0.6 BI1.9 1 0.521
BI1.10 0.661|BI1.10 1 0.634
Bl1.11 0.496|BI1.11 1 0.532
Bl2.1 0.678|BI2.1 1 0.648
BI2.2 0.661 Bl2.2 1 0.631
BI2.3 0.495 Bl2.3 1 0.456
Bl2.4 0.657 Bl2.4 1 0.551
BI2.5 0.52 Bl2.5 1 0.529
Bl2.6 0.436 Bl2.6 1 0478
BI2.7 Bl2.7 1 0.389
BI2.8 0.515 Bl2.8 1 0.505
BI2.9 0.463 Bl2.9 1 0.491
BI2.10 0.609 BI2.10 1 0.587
BI2.11 0.55 Bl2.11 i 0.52
BI2.12 0.644 Bl2.12 1 0.588
BI3.1 0.488 BI3.1 1 0.484
BI3.2 0.557 BI3.2 1 0.514
BI3.3 0.5 0.401 BI3.3 1 0.476
BI3.4 0.556 BI3.4 1 0.498
BI3.5 0.579 BI3.5 i 0.45
BI3.6 0.549 BI3.6 1 0.48
BI3.7 0.512 BI3.7 1 0.502
BI3.8 0.619 BI3.8 1 0.552
BI3.9 0.599 BI3.9 1 0.529
BI3.10 0.561 BI3.10 1 0.482
BI3.11 0.61 BI3.11 1 0.497
BI3.12 0.607 BI3.12 1 0.508
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.
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Table B19 Factor solution for brand image (cont.)

Appendices / 208

forcing 6 facs
Rotated Component Matrix®
Component Communalities
1 2 3 4 5 6 Initial Extraction

BI1.1 0.717 Bl1.1 1 0.672
BI1.2 0.575 BI1.2 1 0.533
BI1.5 0.438 0.521 Bl1.5 1 0.653
BI1.6 0.542 0.451 BI1.6 1 0.555
BI1.7 0.749 BI.7 1 0.689
BI1.8 0.519 BI1.8 1 0.493
BI1.9 0.628 BI1.9 1 0.56
BI1.10 0.657|BI1.10 1 0.639
BI1.11 0.474|BI1.11 1 0.557
BI2.1 0.669|BI2.1 1 0.651
Bl2.2 0.648 Bi2.2 1 0.631
BI2.3 0.459 BI2.3 1 0.462
BI2.4 0.623 BI2.4 1 0.551
BI2.5 0.548 BI2.5 1 0.549
BI2.6 BI2.6 1 0.501
BI2.7 0477 BI2.7 1 0.475
BI2.8 0.454 BI2.8 1 0.528
BI2.9 BI2.9 1 0.492
BI2.10 0.534 BI2.10 1 0.606
BI2.11 0.555 BI2.11 1 0.59
BI2.12 0.551 BI2.12 1 0.6
BI3.1 0.401 BI3.1 1 0.486
BI3.2 0.471 BI3.2 1 0515
BI3.3 0.44 BI3.3 1 0.476
BI3.4 0.65 BI3.4 1 0.584
BI3.5 0.582 BI3.5 1 0.486
BI3.6 0.588 BI3.6 1 0516
BI3.7 0.634 BI3.7 1 0.586
BI3.8 0.603 BI3.8 1 0.561
BI3.9 0.486 BI3.9 1 0.53
BI3.10 0.654 BI3.10 1 0.618
BI3.11 0.484 BI3.11 1 0.497
BI3.12 0.581 BI3.12 1 0.563

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 9 iterations.

Extraction Method: Principal Componen
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Table B19 Factor solution for brand image (cont.)

forcing 7 facs
Rotated Component Matrix®

Component Communalities

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 Initial Extraction

BI1.1 0.704 BI1.1 1 0.692
Bl1.2 0.581 BI1.2 1 0.543
BI1.5 0.584|BI1.5 1 0.669
BI1.6 0.748|BI1.6 1 0.713
BI1.7 0.646 BI1.7 1 0.691
BI1.8 0.428 BI1.8 1 0.501
BI1.9 0.721 BI1.9 1 0.643
BI1.10 0.658 BI1.10 1 0.644
BI1.11 0.46 BI1.11 1 0.56
BI2.1 0.691 BI2.1 1 0.653
BI2.2 0.631 BI2.2 1 0.636
BI2.3 0.483 BI2.3 1 0.491
BI2.4 0.643 BI2.4 1 0.5654
BI2.5 0.508 BI2.5 1 0.573
BI2.6 BI2.6 1 0.508
BI2.7 0478 BI2.7 1 0.5617
BI2.8 0.446 BI2.8 1 0.528
BI2.9 0434 BI2.9 1 0.553
BI2.10 0.51 0.436 BI2.10 1 0.643
BI2.11 0.535 BI2.11 1 0.591
BI2.12 0.523 BI2.12 1 0.601
BI3.1 0.443 BI3.1 1 0.633
BI3.2 0.465 BI3.2 1 0.516
BI3.3 BI3.3 1 0.488
BI3.4 0.611 BI3.4 1 0.585
BI3.5 0.631 BI3.5 1 0.543
BI3.6 0.566 BI3.6 1 0.516
BI3.7 0.609 BI3.7 1 0.586
BI3.8 0.611 BI3.8 1 0.571
BI3.9 0.551 BI3.9 1 0.594
BI3.10 0.641 BI3.10 1 0.661
BI3.11 0.529 BI3.11 1 0.519
BI3.12 0.564 BI3.12 1 0.563
Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Extraction Method: Principal Compone

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 10 iterations.
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Table B20 Factor solution for Corporate Image

based on eigen value

Rotated Component Matrix®

Component Communalities
1 2 3 4 Initial Extraction
Ccl1.1 0.744|CI1.1 1 0.641
cl.2 0.548|Cl1.2 1 0.503
cl.3 0.634|CI1.3 1 0.56
Cl1.4 0.451 0.429|Cl1.4 1 0.518
Cl5 0.484 CcH5 1 0.43
Cl1.6 0.472 CcH1.6 1 0425
cH.7 0.606 cnz 1 0.559
cl1.8 0.662 cHn.8 1 0.538
cl.9 0.635 cHn.9 1 0.559|
Cl1.10 0.608 CI1.10 1 0.52
Cl1.11 0.59 Ccl1.11 1 0.542|
Cl2.1 0.58 Cl2.1 1 0.559
Cl2.2 0.589 Cl2.2 1 0.542
Cl2.3 0.779 E12.3 1 0.697
Cl2.4 0.406 0.423 Cl2.4 1 0476
Cl25 Cl25 1 0.448
Cl2.6 Cl26 1 0.375
Cl2.7 0.508 Cl2.7 1 0.499
Cl2.8 0.598 Cl2.8 1 0.444
Cl2.9 0.631 Cl2.9 1 0.544
Cl2.10 0.599 Cl2.10 1 0.513
Cl2.11 0.528 Cl2.11 1 0476
Cl2.12 0.601 0.435 Cl2.12 1 0.595
CI3.1 0.404 0.429 ClI3.1 1 0.439
Cl3.2 0.47 Cl3.2 1 0423
CI3.3 0.446 CI3.3 1 0.437
Cl3.4 0.628 Cl34 1 0.532
ClI3.6 0.527 0.496|CI3.6 1 0.543
CI3.7 0.582 CI3.7 1 0.502
CI3.8 0.458 0.436|CI3.8 1 0.452
CI3.10 0.512 CI3.10 1 0474
Cl3.12 0.535 Cl3.12 1 0.421
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Table B20 Factor solution for Corporate Image (cont.)

Delete 2.6
Rotated Component Matrix®
Component Communalities

1 2 3 4 Initial Extraction
Ci1.1 0.746|CI1 .1 1 0.646
Ci1.2 0.546|CI1.2 1 0.503
CH.3 0.641|CI1.3 1 0.569
Ci1.4 0.456 0.426|CI1.4 1 0.521
CH.5 0.486 CH15 1 0435
Cl.6 0.472 Cl.6 1 0.425
Ci.7 0.603 cH.7 1 0.555
Cl1.8 0.654 cK1.8 1 0.529
ci.9 0.636 CcH1.9 1 0.56
CI1.10 0.609 Cl1.10 1 0.519
Cl1.11 0.596 Cl1.11 1 0.551
Cl2.1 0.583 Cl2.1 1 0.562
Cl2.2 0.596 Cl2.2 1 0.56
Cl2.3 0.778 Cl2.3 1 0.696
Cl24 0413 0.417 Cl24 1 0471
Cl2.5 Cl2.5 1 0.433
Cl2.7 0.518 Cl2.7 1 0.5
Cl2.8 0.608 Cl2.8 1 0.448
Cl2.9 0.632 Cl2.9 1 0.544
ClI2.10 0.591 Cl2.10 1 0.51
Cl2.11 0.531 Cl2.11 1 0.477
Cl2.12 0.591 0.445 Cl2.12 1 0.593
Cl3.1 0.436 Cl3.1 1 0.444
Cl3.2 0.458 Cl3.2 1 0.421
CI3.3 0.443 Cl3.3 1 0.437
Cl3.4 0.622 Cl3.4 1 0.529
CI3.6 0.543 0.484|CI3.6 1 0.546
CI3.7 0.58 CI3.7 1 0.504
CI3.8 0.453 0.435|CI3.8 1 0.448
CI3.10 0.511 CI3.10 1 0.476
Cl3.12 0.538 Cl3.12 1 0.424
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Table B20 Factor solution for Corporate Image (cont.)

Forcing 5 facs

Rotated Component Matrix®

Component Communalities

1 2 3 4 5 Initial Extraction
Ci1.1 0.753 Cl1.1 1 0.668
cH2 0.557 CH.2 1 0.532
Cch1.3 0.64 Cc1.3 1 0.586
Ch14 0.445 0.407 Cl14 1 0.521
CI1.5 0.498 CI1.5 1 0.451
Cl1.6 0.462 Ci6 1 0.428
c.7 0.589 c1.7 1 0.591
Cc1.8 0.646 c1.8 1 0.56
Cci1.9 0.469 0.46|CI1.9 1 0.566
Cl1.10 0.55|CI1.10 1 0.574
Cl1.11 0.61]Cl1.11 1 0.61
Cl2.1 0.531 CI2.1 1 0.565
Cl2.2 0.464 0.588|Cl2.2 1 0.662
Cl2.3 0.765 Cl2.3 1 0.7
Cl24 0.403 Cl24 1 0.473
Cl25 0.508 0.429 Cl25 1 0.554
Cl2.7 0.49 0.468 Cl2.7 1 0.549
Cl2.8 0.618 Cl2.8 1 0.469
Cl29 0.633 Cl2.9 1 0.545
Cl2.10 0.609 Cl2.10 1 0.541
Cl2.11 0.519 Cl2.11 1 0.479
Cl2.12 0.61 Cl212 1 0.626
Cl3.1 ClI3.1 1 0.445
Cl3.2 0.472 Cl3.2 1 0.452
Cl3.3 0.46 Cl3.3 1 048
Cl3.4 0.613 Cl34 1 053
Cl3.6 0.514 0.446 CI3.6 1 0.577
CI3.7 0.56 CI3.7 1 0.513
Cl3.8 0.51 ClI3.8 1 0.536
CI3.10 0.491 CI3.10 1 0.496
Cl3.12 0.628 Cl3.12 1 0.509

¢ Evtrantinn Mathnad: Drincinal Camnnanant Analhucic Evtrartinn Mathad: Drincinal Mamnnr
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Table B20 Factor solution for Corporate Image (cont.)

Forcing 6 facs

Rotated Component Matrix®

Component Communalities

1 2 3 4 5 6 Initial Extraction
Ci1.1 0.741 Cl1.1 1 0.672
cn.2 0.538 cn.2 1 0.547
CI.3 0.652 Cl1.3 1 0.6
Cci1.4 Cci.4 1 0.528
CI.5 0.524 0.462 Cl1.5 1 0.693
CI1.6 0.468 Cl1.6 1 0.452
cn.7 0.572 cn.7 1 0.595
CI.8 0.628 Cl1.8 1 0.563
CI.9 0.442 0.495 Cl1.9 1 0.589
Ci.10 0.573 Ci.10 1 0.574
Cl1.11 0.623 Cl1.11 1 0.615
Cl2.1 0.533[ClI2.1 1 0.566
Cl2.2 0.571 0.48|Cl2.2 1 0.663
Cl2.3 0.758|ClI2.3 1 0.701
Cl2.4 0.406|Cl2.4 1 0.483
Cl2.5 0.501 0.403|CI2.5 1 0.556
Cl2.7 0.454 0.497 Cl.7 1 0.583
Cl2.8 0.558 Cl2.8 1 0.494
CI2.9 0.665 Cl2.9 1 0.633
Cl2.10 0.501 Cl2.10 1 0.55
Cl2.11 0.527 Cl2.11 1 0.544
Cl2.12 0.496 Cl2.12 1 0.637
CI3.1 ClI3.1 1 0.454
Cl3.2 0.584 Cl3.2 1 0.553
CI3.3 CI3.3 1 0.481
Cl3.4 0.676 Cl3.4 1 0.622
CI3.6 0.402 0.425 Cl3.6 1 0.582
ClI3.7 0.537 CI3.7 1 0.542
Cl3.8 0.53|ClI3.8 1 0.571
CI3.10 0.492 CI3.10 1 0.518

1

0.51

Cl3.12 0.612 Cl3.12




Preechaya Chavalittumrong Appendices / 214

Table B21 Summary Statistics for Brand Image, Corporate Image, Emotional

Attachment, and Brand Loyalty

Descriptive Statistics

Item N Mean Std. Deviation ;I Intive Statist
BI1.1 308 4.15 0.729| Descriptive taNt'St'cs v T
BI1.2 308 4.04 0.741) —— - can T td. e;':;';"
(0=0.642) 4.093 CI1.2 308 4.04 0-727
BI1.5 308 4.01 0.729 CI1.3 208 4'06 0'719
BI1.6 308 3.94 0.763 CI1.4 208 4'07 0'716
BI1.7 308 3.96 0.758 : 575 7 0'89 -
{0=0.725) el Cl1.5 = ;08 .4 01 0.735
BI1.8 308 3.98 0.728 CI1'6 208 3'99 0'699
BI1.9 308 3.95 0.692 CI1'7 Ros 3'97 0.743
BI1.10 308 3.94 0.732 : e ] 9‘91 -
BI1.11 308 3.91 0.759 i (=0, ;08 3 p 577
(o7 16) 3.943 L9 308 395 076
BI2.1 308 4.01 0.715 CI1.10 = 4'03 5 7'57
BI2.2 308 4.04 0.743 Cll.ll o8 4'02 0'793
BI2.3 308 3.95 0.745 : S E 9‘92 .
BI2.4 308 4.01 0.715 Tk LB ;08 : . S7cs
{01740} 4.002 CI2.2 308 4.04 0-669
BI2.5 308 3.94 0.774 c+2'3 s 4'01 6 -
BI2.6 308 3.97 0.754 02'4 s 3'97 5 7.25
BI2.7 308 3.98 0.703 : T R doe -
BI2.8 308 3.93 0.765 e~ Lot ;08 3 ” 5695
050.243) 3.957 26 308 4 0.708
BI2.9 308 3.93 0.82 cr2'7 > 2 0'742
BI2.10 308 3.87 0.774 CI2'8 - 2 0'715
BI2.11 308 3.94 0.778 : 72 Y -
BI2.12 308 3.86 0.765 g S e 3 ” 5732
(0=0.771) 3.839 CI2'10 308 . 4 0-711
BI3.1 308 3.94 0.724 CI2'11 208 2 0'742
BI3.2 308 3.97 0.773 c|2'12 208 195 0'745
BI3.3 308 3.98 0.719 : : -
(0=0.784) 3.984
BI3.4 308 3.98 0.703 31 208 308 5706
(0=0.770) 3.968 CI3.2 308 4.06 0-706
BI3.5 308 3.97 0.721 . : :
c3.3 308 4.05 0.716
BI3.6 308 4.01 0.735
ci3.4 308 4.01 0.735
BI3.7 308 4.01 0.689 o745 2002
BI3.8 308 4 0.715 C13.6 o=t ;08 .4 02 0.724
(0=0.771) 3.999 . : -
c3.7 308 4.01 0.67
BI3.9 308 3.96 0.728
C13.8 308 4.09 0.661
BI3.10 308 3.96 0.721
(0=0.662) 4.043
BI3.11 308 3.99 0.717
CI3.10 308 4 0.701
BI3.12 308 3.94 0.727
C13.12 308 4.04 0.684
(0=0.772) 3.966
, ; (0a=0.572) 4.018
Valid N (listw 308

Valid N (listw 308
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Table B21 Summary Statistics for Brand Image, Corporate Image, Emotional

Attachment, and Brand Loyalty (cont.)

EA
Descriptive Statistics
N Mean Std. Deviation
EA1.1 308 4.14 0.698
EA1.2 308 4.03 0.728
EA1.3 308 4.02 0.663
EA1.4 308 4.1 0.67
(a=0.701) 4.072
EA2.1 308 4.01 0.713
EA2.2 308 4 0.746
EA2.3 308 4.02 0.706
EA2 .4 308 4.08 0.694
(a=0.726) 4.026
EA3.1 308 4.06 0.726
EA3.2 308 4.02 0.701
EA3.3 308 4.08 0.63
EA3.4 308 4.06 0.641
(a=0.691) 4.056
Valid N (listw 308
BL
Descriptive Statistics
N Mean Std. Deviation
BL1 308 4.15 0.688
BL2 308 4.08 0.721
BL3 308 3.53 1.009
BL4 308 4.1 0.686
BLS 308 4.2 0.674
(a=0.664) 4.014

Valid N (listw 308
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Appendix B-3: Result from EFA

Final items for Bl green

Delete Bi2.4

Rotated Component Matrixa A3=788 66.69%
Component Communalities
1 2 3 Initial Extraction

Bl1.1 0.788|BI1.1 1 0.721
Bl1.2 0.816|BI1.2 1 0.745
Bl2.1 0.821 Bl2.1 1 0.706
Bl2.2 0.676 Bl12.2 1 0.611
Bl2.3 0.685 Bl2.3 1 0.578
BI3.1 0.678 BI3.1 1 0.59
BI3.2 0.793 Bl3.2 1 0.707
Bl13.4 0.781 Bl3.4 1 0.678

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a Rotation converged in 5 iterations.

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

delete 28 Final items for Bl social
Rotated Component Matrixa A3=.803 62.57%
Component Communalities
1 2 3 Initial Extraction

BI1.6 0.795|BI1.6 1 0.712
BI1.7 0.782|BI1.7 1 0.715
BI2.5 0.808 BI2.5 1 0.703
BI2.6 0.647 BI2.6 1 0.568
B12.7 0.634 BlI2.7 1 0.51
BI3.5 0.697 BI3.5 1 0.587
BI3.6 0.7 BI3.6 1 0.622
BI3.7 0.716 BI3.7 1 0.562
BI3.8 0.754 BI3.8 1 0.653

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a Rotation converged in 5 iterations.

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
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BIl.1

BI1.2

BI2.1
BI2.2
BI2.3
BI3.1
BI3.2
BI3.4

Bl1.6
BI1.7
BI2.5
BI2.6

BI3.5
BI3.6
BI3.7
BI3.8

cronbach alpha
0.642

0.69

0.742

cronbach alpha
0.623

0.651

BI2.7

0.771

forcing 6 facs
Rotated Component Matrixa A3=.603 76.62%

Component Communalities

i 2 3 4 5 6 Initial Extraction cronbach alpha

BI1.8 0.782 BI1.8 1 0.782 BI1.8 0.716
BI1.9 0.851 BI1.9 1 0.852] BI1.9
BI1.10 0.799 BI1.10 1 0.82] BI1.10
BI1.11 0.507 0.704|BI1.11 1 0.847 BI1.11
BI2.9 0.44 0.594 BI2.9 1 0.64/ BI2.9 0.771
BI2.10 0.783 BI2.10 1 0.751 BI2.10
Bl2.11 0.656|BI12.11 1 0.82 BI2.11
BI2.12 073 BI2.12 1 0.81) BI2.12
BI3.9 0.487 BI39 1 0.567 BI3.9 0.772
BI3.10 0.855 BI13.10 1 0.832 BI3.10
BI3.11 0.553 0.582 BI3.11 1 0.71 BI3.11
BI3.12 0.455 0.595 BI3.12 1 0.764 BI3.12

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a Rotation converged in 10 iterations.

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.



College of Management, Mahidol University

Ph.D. (Sustainable Leadership) / 217

BI1.8 .826] .803
BI1.9 .828 .s19|
BI1.11 734 743
BI2.9 697 631
|BI2.10 745 644
BI2.11 680 450 674
BI3.9 413 558 .565
|BI3.10 .846 .aozl
BI3.11 641 501 706

still 2 cross loads, all major loadings are correct
follow up with this

Final items for Bl econ

Delete Ci 1.4

Final items for Cl green

Rotated Component Matrixa A3=.737 61.32%
Component Communalities
1 2 3 Initial Extraction cronbach alpha

1.1 0.791]c11.1 1 0.699 c11 0.692
cl1.2 0.566|Cl1.2 1 0.514 cl1.2

Cl1.3 0.786]CI1.3 1 0.669 Cl1.3

c2.1 0.687 cl2.1 1 0.64| ci2.1 0.716
c2.3 0.801 ci2.3 1 0.69 ci2.3

Cl2.4 0.668 cl2.4 1 0.607 Cl2.4

c3.1 0.579 Ci3.1 1 0.497 ci3.1 0.745
C3.2 0.791 Ci3.2 1 0.681 ci3.2

33 0.632 c3.3 1 0.551 c3.3

Cl3.4 0.659 Cl3.4 1 0.585 Cl3.4

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.

a Rotation converged in 5 iterations.

Rotated Component Matrixa

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Component Communalities Cronbach alpha
1 2 3] 4 Initial Extraction

Cl1.6 0.764 Cl1.6 1 0.766 0.606
C1.7 0.766 0.418 Cl1.7 1 0.785

Cl2.5 0.829 Cl2.5 1 0.854 0.662
Cl2.6 0.673 0.551|Cl2.6 1 0.833

Cl2.8 0.816|Cl2.8 1 0.772

Cl3.6 0.633 0.47|Cl3.6 1 0.695 0.625
Cl3.7 0.816 Cl3.7 1 0.81

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.

Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a Rotation converged in 8 iterations.

Final items for Cl social
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|Rotated Component Matrix*

Component Communalities

| 1 2 3 Initial Extraction Cronbach alpha
1Cl1.8 0.837 Ci1.8 1 0.776 0.712
CI1.9 0.537 0.585 Cl.9 1 0.644

(CI1.10 0.465 0.641 Cl1.10 1 0.647
11CI2.9 0.608 0.441|CI2.9 1 0.611 0.603
1CI2.10 0.817 Cl2.10 1 0.716
1CI3.10 0.478 0.685(CI3.10 1 07 0.572

Cl3.12 0.801|ClI3.12 1 0.781

. Extraction Method: Principal Component Analys Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
/'a. Rotation converged in 9 iterations.

'Final items for Cl econ

pelete £43.1 Final items for EA
Rotated Component Matrix*

Component Communalities
1 2 3 Initial Extraction cronbach alpha
EA1.1 0.854 EA1.1 1 0.748 EA1.1 0.674
EA1.3 0.706 EA1.3 1 0.634 EA1.3
EA1.4 0.511 0.476 EA1.4 1 0.502 EA1.4
EA2.1 0.482 0.518|EA2.1 1 0.542 EA2.1 0.672
EA2.3 0.725|EA2.3 1 0.661 EA2.3
EA2.4 0.76]EA2.4 1 0.725 EA2.4
EA3.2 0.753 EA3.2 1 0.671 EA3.2 0.662
EA3.3 0.558 EA3.3 1 0.495 EA3.3
EA3.4 0.772 EA3.4 1 0.659 EA3.4

Extraction Method: Principal Component Analys Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
s Rotation Method: Varimax with Kaiser Normalization.
a. Rotation converged in 8 iterations.

Component Matrix®
Componen' Communalities

1 Initial Extraction cronbach alpha
BL1 0.762|BL1 1 0.581 0.743
BL2 0.7]BL2 1 049
BL4 0.772|BL4 1 0.596
BL5 0.774|BL5 1 0.598

Extraction Method: Prin: Extraction Method: Principal Component Analysis.
a. 1 components extracted.



College of Management, Mahidol University

Ph.D. (Sustainable Leadership) / 219

Appendix B-4: SEM structural model with sub-dimensions

a6)1af)2a8)3ag)4a62
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dgims] T} Bl{I1=[1]&[ 1]

BT &4

%ﬁﬂé g-u;’L;.

O1
7
QeeT] @ 1 '*@ o
scoseT1e~ ) €13
* @ e & 4
eCome[T}4 A —@»
by  AfsIell’ ¢ LS 6 LS EL S
CIZ] wv [2]el2]4 A A o daniianaiay3
edg/H «j--'-nnmn ?'LE!'LEJ ’JLEJ"LIQ OLZI 6] *LEIOLE
l"l'-'lf'i"’(ﬁ‘-u""’ ua‘ (] . l-. Sfs)
model parameters. composites
C-->Bl C-->EA BI-->EA EA--> Loy CMIN/DF GF| AGF| Tu CFI SRMR RMSEA CR AVE
01 full with image dimensions & pillars 0.843 0.641 0.261 0.841 1475 0.746 0.729 0.864 0.870 0.0451 0.039 all>09 all>07
01b image dimensions & pillars some cuts 0.840 0.632 0.269 0.836 1457 0.785 0.767 0.891 0.897] 0.0439 0.039 all>09 all>07
01c image dimensions & pillars different cuts 0.830 0657 0.231 0.849 1424 0.785 0.768 0.892 0.897] 0.0449 0.037 all>09 all>07
02a all items, no sub-dimensions 0.839 0.650 0.251 0.842 1433 0.753 0.735 0.876 D‘Slll 0.0449 0.038 all >0.65 all <0.5, most <0.4
03 composit image dimensions mod 0832 0.658 0.232 0.850 1.599 0.902 0.879 0.961 0966  0.0374 0,044 all>0.7 all >0.5 except BL
03b composit image dimensions mod cut BL2 0.832 0658 0231 0.857 1619 0.904 0.881 0.962 0.967 0.0371 0.045 all>0.7 all >0.5 except BL clos
03d composite image dimensions with deteted items as 0.842 0.647 0.250 0.870 1.657 0.507 0.883 0.962 0.968 0.0363 0.046 all>0.7  all > 0.5 except BL
03e composite image dimensions as 03d add cross pillar 0.851 0.644 0.251 0.869 1416 0.920 0.895 0.976 0.980| 0.0340 0.037 all>0.7  all >0.5 except BL
AGF| no problem. Hair doesn't specify a benchmark,
just says close to 1 but usually < GFI.
CMIN not a major indicator nowadays anyway RMR, GFI
SRMR 0.0451
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI
Default md 210 4587.638 3111 0 1.475 Default mq 0.024 0.746 0.729 0.699
Saturated 3321 0 0 Saturated 0 1
Independe 81 14571.77 3240 0 4.497 Independe 0.171 0.103 0.081 0.1
Baseline Comparisons RMSEA
Model NFI RFI IFI TLI CFl Model RMSEA LO 90 HI90 PCLOSE
Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 Default md 0.039 0.037 0.042 1
Default md 0.685 0.672 0.871 0.864 0.870 Independe 0.107 0.105 0.108 0
Saturated 1 1 1
Independe 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix B-5: SEM structural model with no sub-dimensions, and with all
indicators for each pillar

-
bHSIPHEY HSBHSHIC 1% )

b,k,‘é-/

_:E"-&bz

¢
TR

YNeRHEI:IbE T2

{B.0 . PNeNe: 0
L LYYy Yy

L=

CMIN RMR, GFI
SRMR 0.0449
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI
Default mo 234 4422.599 3087 0 1.433 Default mo 0.023 0.753 0.735 0.7
Saturated r| 3321 0 0 Saturated r| 0 1
Independe 81 14571.77 3240 0 4.497 Independe 0.171 0.103 0.081 0.1
Baseline Comparisons
RMSEA

Model NFI RFI IFl TLI A

Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 Model RMSEA LO90 HI 90 PCLOSE
Default mo 0.696 0.681 0.884 0.876 0.882 Default mo 0.038 0.035 0.04 1
Saturated r| 1 i 1 Independe 0.107 0.105 0.108 0
Independe 0 0 0 0 0
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Appendix B-6: SEM structural model with no sub-dimensions, and with
composite indicators for each pillar
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CMIN
Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF
Default mo| 61 422.263 264 0 1.599
Saturated rf 325 0 0
Independeq 25 4924.52 300 0 16.415
RMR, GFI
SRMR 0.0374
Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI
Default mo| 0.014 0.902 0.879 0.733
Saturated rf 0 1
Independeq 0.156 0.156 0.086 0.144

Baseline Comparisons

Model NFI RFI IFI TLI CFI
Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2
Default mo| 0.914 0.903 0.966 0.961 0.966
Saturated rf 1 1 1
Independe 0 0 0 0 0
RMSEA
Model RMSEA LO90 HI190 PCLOSE
Default mo| 0.044 0.036 0.052 0.89
Independel 0.224 0.219 0.23 0
Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model)
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label Estimate
Bl <o Cl 0.788 0.078 10.046 *** par_26 Bl <= Cl 0.832
EA <o BI 0.235 0.09 2.613 0.009 par_14 EA <o Bl 0.232
EA <omn Cl 0.632 0.094 6.747 *** par_24 EA <o=n Cl 0.658
Blgreen < Bl 1 Blgreen <eee BI 1.012 |Heywood
Blsoc < Bl 1.016 0.104 9.767 *** par 9 Blsoc <eee BI 1.016 |Heywood
Blecon < Bl 0.968 0.09 10.736 *** par_10 Blecon < BI 0.981
BL <= EA 1.029 0.095 10.848 *** par_15 BL <= EA 0.850
Clgreen < Cl 1 Clgreen < Cl 1.018|Heywood
Clsoc < Cl 1.005 0.073 13.789 *** par_22 Clsoc < Cl 0.990
Clecon <omn Cl 1.132 0.085 13.359 *** par_23 Clecon <omn Cl 0.990
BI_func_gr¢ <— Blgreen 1 BI_func_gre<— Blgreen 0.634
BI_aff_gree <— Blgreen 1.051 0.095 11.04 **% par_1 BI_aff _gree <— Blgreen 0.729
Bl_rep_gret <— Blgreen 1.197 0.101 11.895 **% par_2 Bl_rep_gret<— Blgreen 0.803 |
Bl_func_soi <— Blsoc 1 Bl_func_soi <— Blsoc 0.624
Bl_aff soc < Blsoc 1.058 0.095 11.11 *** par_3 Bl_aff soc < Blsoc 0.749
Bl_rep_soc <— Blsoc 1.083 0.093 11.622 *** par_4 Bl_rep_soc <—- Blsoc 0.796 |
BI_func_eci < Blecon 1 BI_func_eci < Blecon 0.721
BI_aff_ecor <— Blecon 1.267 0.092 13.707 *** par_5 BI_aff_ecor <— Blecon 0.805
Bl_rep_eco <— Blecon 1.132 0.084 13.41 *** par_6 Bl_rep_eco <— Blecon 0.787 |
EA_aff < EA 1 EA_aff < EA 0.778
EA_pass <— EA 1 0.075 13.252 *** par_7 EA_pass <— EA 0.749
EA_con < EA 0.835 0.071 11.763 *** par_8 EA_con < EA 0.673 |
BL1 < BL 1 BL1 < BL 0.722
BL2 < BL 0.801 0.094 8.485 *** par_11 BL2 < BL 0.551
BL4 < BL 0.987 0.099 9.967 *** par_12 BL4 < BL 0.713
BL5 < BL 0.914 0.091 10.075 *** par 13 BL5 < BL 0.673 |
Cl_cred_gr¢ <= Clgreen 1 Cl_cred_gr¢ <=- Clgreen 0.718
Cl_trust_gr < Clgreen 1.055 0.08 13.113 *** par_16 Cl_trust_gr <-- Clgreen 0.751
Cl_resp_gre <--- Clgreen 1.064 0.073 14.515 *** par_17 Cl_resp_gre <--- Clgreen 0.829 |
Cl_cred_soi <= Clsoc 1 Cl_cred_soi <= Clsoc 0.797
Cl_trust_so <-- Clsoc 0.979 0.061 16.045 *** par_18 Cl_trust_so <--- Clsoc 0.811
Cl_resp_so <--- Clsoc 1.024 0.067 15.352 *** par_19 Cl_resp_so <--- Clsoc 0.784 |
Cl_cred_eci <— Clecon 1 Cl_cred_eci <—- Clecon 0.773
Cl_trust_ec <-- Clecon 0.997 0.064 15.576 *** par_20 Cl_trust_ec <—- Clecon 0.820
Cl_resp_ect <-- Clecon 0.818 0.063 12.973 *** par_21 Cl_resp_ect <-- Clecon 0.705 |
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Appendix B-7: CFA model
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Estimate
EA <--> BL .869
EA <--> BI 811
EA <> (I .864
BL <--> BI .673
BL <--> (I 739
Bl <--> (I .842
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Appendix B-8: Structural model - with summated scale and with modifications
(selected)

CMIN RMR, GFI
SRMR 0.0340

Model NPAR CMIN DF P CMIN/DF Model RMR GFI AGFI PGFI
Default mo| 72 322.887 228 0 1.416 Default mo| 0.012 0.920 0.895 0.7
Saturated r| 300 0 0 Saturated 1| 0 1
Independer| 24 5105.661 276 0 18.499 Independer| 0.164 0.147 0.073 0.135
Baseline Comparisons RMSEA
Model NFI RFI IFI TLI CFI Model RMSEA LO 90 HI 90 PCLOSE

Deltal rhol Delta2 rho2 Default mo 0.037 0.027 0.046 0.994
Default mo| 0.937 0.923 0.981 0.976 0.980 Independer| 0.239 0.233 0.244 0
Saturated r| 1 1 1
Independer| 0 0 0 0 0
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Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - Default model) Standardized Regression Weights: (Group number 1 - D¢
Estimate S.E. C.R. P Label Estimate
Bl <--- Cl 0.779 0.072 10.805 *** par_21 BI <--- a 0.851
EA <--- Bl 0.258 0.097 2.646 0.008 par_22 EA <--- Bl 0.251
EA <--- cl 0.605 0.094 6.403 *** par_23 EA <--- cl 0.644
Blg < BI 1 Blg < BI 0.993
Bls <--- Bl 0.997 0.095 10.441 *** par_17 Bls <--- Bl 0.997
Ble <--- BI 0.997 0.091 10.999 *** par_18 Ble <--- Bl 0.970
Clg <--- Cl 1 Clg <--- cl 0.996
Cls <--- Cl 0.962 0.066 14.477 *** par_19 Cls <--- cl 0.981
Cle <--- cl 0.945 0.069 13.752 *** par_20 Cle <--- cl 0.959
BL <--- EA 0.972 0.093 10.481 *** par_24 BL <--- EA 0.869
Blglmean <--- Blg 1 Blglmean <--- Blg 0.653
Blg2mean <--- Blg 1.064 0.092 11.544 *** par 1 Blg2mean <--- Blg 0.753
Blg3mean <--- Blg 1.166 0.091 12.784 *** par_2 Blg3mean <--- Blg 0.856
Blslmean <--- Bls 1 Blslmean <--- Bls 0.680
Bls2mean <--- Bls 1.087 0.082 13.287 *** par 3 Bls2mean <--- Bls 0.775
Bls3mean <--- Bls 1.071 0.085 12.539 *** par_4 Bls3mean <--- Bls 0.795
Blelmean <--- Ble 1 Blelmean <--- Ble 0.741
Ble2mean <--- Ble 1.253 0.085 14.764 *** par 5 Ble2mean <--- Ble 0.843
Ble3mean <--- Ble 1.123 0.077 14.506 *** par_6 Ble3mean <--- Ble 0.825
Clg3mean <--- Clg 1 Clg3mean <--- Clg 0.793
Clg2mean <--- Clg 0.997 0.066 15.089 E&% bar.7 Clg2mean <--- Clg 0.780
Clglmean <--- Clg 0.987 0.064 15.478 *** par_8 Clglmean <--- Clg 0.796
Cls3mean <--- Cls 1 Cls3mean <--- Cls 0.737
Cls2mean <--- Cls 1.022 0.073 13.913 *¥** par_9 Cls2mean <--- Cls 0.795
Clslmean <--- Cls 1.039 0.073 14.185 *** par_10 Clsilmean <--- Cls 0.810
Cle3mean <--- Cle 1 Cle3mean <--- Cle 0.760
Cle2mean <--- Cle 1.098 0.072 15.331 *** par_11 Cle2mean <--- Cle 0.848
Clelmean <--- Cle 1.165 0.087 13.46 *** par_12 Clelmean <--- Cle 0.812
EAlmean <--- EA 1 EAlmean <--- EA 0.797
EA2mean <--- EA 0.953 0.073 12.973 *** par_13 EA2mean <--- EA 0.732
EA3mean <--- EA 0.893 0.077 11.627 *** par_14 EA3mean <--- EA 0.719
BL1 < BL 1 BL1 < BL 0.683
BL4 <--- BL 0.96 0.1 9.608 *** par_15 BL4 <--- BL 0.657
BL5 <--- BL 0.993 0.099 10.011 *** par_16 BL5 <--- BL 0.692
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