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Abstract

:

Despite significant coffee shops’ efforts to promote sustainable practices, customers’ actual CSR engagement in the coffee shop industry is still low. This is because CSR practices in the hospitality industry often require customer engagement, which can sometimes be inconvenient for customers, and some customers may even be skeptical about green practices themselves. Thus, this study examines the effect of brand lovemark on three customer behavioral outcomes (i.e., green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a deposit, and machine use intention) in coffee shops’ CSR practices. We used a scenario-based experimental design on CSR practices in two coffee shop brands (i.e., Starbucks and Dunkin’). The study demonstrates that consumers with a high brand lovemark act more positively toward coffee shop CSR practices than customers with a low brand lovemark. In addition, the interactions between brand lovemark and gender appear to be important in all three behavioral outcomes. Specifically, it confirms that men and women show different levels of behavior outcomes depending on their level of brand lovemark. Theoretical and managerial implications are also suggested with the direction for future study.
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1. Introduction


Hospitality firms (e.g., restaurants and coffee shops) overuse significant quantities of disposable containers, and their social and environmental costs are enormous [1]. To facilitate sustainable marketing strategies and gain a competitive advantage, hospitality managers try to adopt effective CSR strategies relevant to environmental concerns [2]. The coffee shop industry is also currently receiving much criticism for the overuse of plastic cups, so CSR practices have become essential to improve the sustainability of branded coffee shops [1,3]. For example, some coffee brands (e.g., Peet’s and Starbucks) offer beverages at a discount price if customers bring tumblers or reusable cups. In addition, some Starbucks stores have installed cup return machines to reduce disposable cup usage [4]. However, there are still conflicting customer responses to these practices (e.g., attitudes, emotions, and brand loyalty) [5].



Many coffee shops are facing the issue of gaining loyal customers and maintaining a high proportion of brand roamers [6]. Considering the highly competitive coffee shop industry, it is critical to properly understand how CSR practices impact customers’ attitudinal or behavioral consequences (e.g., emotions, attitudes, or brand loyalty) [7]. This is because research findings about the relationship between CSR practices and customer reactions are contradictory. Previous studies have demonstrated that CSR practices can positively strengthen brand image and loyalty and revisit intention in the context of hospitality [8,9,10]. Yet recent studies have also shown that customers are skeptical about pro-environmental practices in the hospitality sector, since customers tend to avoid challenging, inconvenient, or financially unappealing pro-environmental behaviors [7,11]. In addition, CSR practices that fail to grasp the customers’ perception may weaken positive emotions toward the brand or cause repetitive purchases [12].



The inconclusive research findings indicate that the effects of CSR practices on customer loyalty vary depending on other antecedents or mediators between them, such as individual personality, beliefs, social norms, and the like [13]. However, recent branding research suggests that the concept of brand lovemarks can solidify the uncertain relationship between CSR practices and customer behaviors. For brands with a high level of brand lovemark, customers tend to continue using the brand regardless of the change in their marketing strategies, including eco-friendly practices [14]. Starbucks is referred to as an exemplary lovemark brand in terms of brand loyalty and customer retention.



The relationship between CSR practices and customer behavioral outcomes can be affected by several factors relevant to individual demographic characteristics or personal values [15]. Among these, scholars have considered gender a key factor in demonstrating differences in customer behavioral intentions toward CSR practices [16]. Therefore, we examine how gender interacts with the level of brand lovemark in customers’ behavioral outcomes in coffee shops. With these realizations, the main purposes of this study are (1) to identify the influence of brand lovemark (i.e., brand love and brand respect) in understanding the relationship between CSR practices and customers’ behavioral outcomes (i.e., green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention) and (2) to examine the interaction effect between gender and the level of lovemark in customers’ behavioral outcomes (i.e., green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention).




2. Literature Review


2.1. Lovemarks Theory: Brand Love and Brand Respect


Lovemarks refer to a brand, event, and experience that people love passionately and suggest that the “lovemark brand” scores high in the two lovemark dimensions, “love” and “respect” [17]. Specifically, brand respect emphasizes the functional aspects of a brand and mainly includes the brand’s performance, reputation, and trust. Brand love, on the other hand, contains the emotional elements of a brand that consumers use to build emotional relationships with it [18]. Lovemarks theory explains why consumers feel loyalty and attachment to certain brands, and customers’ loyalty to a “lovemark” is usually a loyalty that transcends reason [17]. Furthermore, Robert [17] provided a robust mechanism of lovemarks and characteristics to clarify the relationship between certain brands and loyal customers. Lovemark brands can usually boost customers’ loyalty and build a more stable relationship between customers and brands in the long term [19].



Previous research has demonstrated that brand lovemark (i.e., brand love and respect) has a significant moderation effect on the relationship between trust and brand loyalty for named coffee shops [14]. Amegbe et al. [20] showed that brand respect significantly moderates the relationship between CSR and trust in the banking industry. However, in the context of hospitality research, few studies have examined the impact of brand lovemark in explaining the relationship between CSR practices and customers’ behavioral outcomes. For example, Song et al. [14] investigated the moderating role of brand lovemark (i.e., brand love, and brand respect) on the relationship between trust and brand loyalty in the coffee shop industry. In this paper, we will explore the impact of brand lovemarks on understanding customers’ behavioral outcomes on CSR practices in the coffee shop industry. We assume that customers with a high level of brand lovemark have a stronger impact on behavioral outcomes toward CSR practices than those with a low level of brand lovemark.




2.2. CSR Practices on Consumer Behavioral Outcomes in the Coffee Shop Industry


CSR refers to a corporation’s consistent commitment to ethical practices, environmental issues, and raising the quality of life of employees and society as a whole [21]. With the coffee shop industry’s increasing competitiveness and changing social expectations, CSR has recently attracted much interest from many scholars. Among CSR dimensions, environmental practices refer to actions, activities, and processes that prioritize environmental protection, as well as products and services created in a way that reduces a company’s negative impact on the ecosystem [22]. Environmental practices in coffee shops may include energy and water efficiency, sustainable food, reducing waste, and recycling [23]. Among numerous coffee shop brands, Starbucks is one of the most recognized brands internationally for leading the eco-friendly movement in the hospitality industry. Its environmental practices include avoiding plastic cups, recommending reusable cups, and implementing recycling programs [24].



Due to the increasing environmental concerns from plastic cup overuse in coffee shops, branded coffee shops have recently implemented various CSR strategies to reduce the use of plastic cups [2]. For example, some Starbucks stores are installing cup return machines to reduce the use of disposable cups. Specifically, customers are not provided with disposable cups when purchasing beverages. Instead, they pay a deposit of $1 per reusable cup and then receive $1 back when they return the cup to the store’s return machine [4]. However, since research on consumers’ behavioral intention toward this practice is very scarce [3], we seek to understand consumers’ environmentally friendly behavioral intention in the context of their coffee shop to address this important sustainability issue better. Therefore, this study aims to analyze the framework for customer loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention when a $1 deposit is charged for reusable cups.



Previous studies have demonstrated a positive relationship between CSR perception and customers’ behavioral outcomes (e.g., brand loyalty, intention to visit or pay a premium price) [8,10]. However, CSR studies’ findings in the hospitality industry are inconsistent. Although most previous studies demonstrate the positive effects of CSR practices on customers’ positive responses (e.g., trust, satisfaction, and brand loyalty) in the hospitality industry [25,26], some studies showed that CSR practices in the hospitality industry have barriers such as discomfort or skepticism for customers to participate. Furthermore, some research has demonstrated an inconsistency between consumers’ exposed attitudes toward the environment and their actual behavior [27]. Based on the previous discussion, this study assumes that the brand lovemark, as an antecedent variable, can solidify the research findings on the irregular association between CSR practices and customer behavioral outcomes.




2.3. Green Brand Loyalty


Brand loyalty is defined as customers’ repetitive purchase behavior with positive emotions and behavioral tendencies for certain brands [28]. Likewise, when customers are loyal to a particular brand, they tend to remain loyal to that brand, regardless of changes in marketing strategies [29]. Relatedly, green brand loyalty refers to the customers’ consistent commitment to a green business by repurchasing its products [30]. Accordingly, customers with high brand loyalty are more likely to make repeat purchases or purchase other products and services from the same brand [12]. Furthermore, Song et al. [14] showed that customers’ brand love and respect could initiate repeated purchases and word-of-mouth. Thus, customers’ strong brand lovemark is expected to generate brand loyalty and promote repurchases from the brand. Previous literature has demonstrated that customers’ brand love and respect could strengthen brand loyalty [19]. This study assumes that when customers have a high brand lovemark for the coffee shop, they will be loyal to that specific coffee shop, which improves customers’ support for that same brand’s environmental practices.



H1: 

Compared to customers with a low brand lovemark, CSR practices have a stronger positive impact on behavioral outcomes for those with a high brand lovemark.





H1a: 

Compared to customers with a low brand lovemark, CSR practices have a stronger positive impact on perceived green brand loyalty for those with a high brand lovemark.





H1b: 

Compared to customers with a low-brand lovemark, CSR practices have a stronger positive impact on willingness to pay a $1 deposit for those with a high brand lovemark.





H1c: 

Compared to customers with a low-brand lovemark, CSR practices have a stronger positive impact on machine use intention for those with a high brand lovemark.






2.4. Gender Effects on CSR Practices


The effect of gender differences on CSR practices has also been investigated within the hospitality literature. Gender is considered a crucial demographic factor for identifying consumers’ behaviors to CSR practices [31]. Generally, customers’ overall positive responses toward CSR practices are higher in females than males [32]. Hur et al. [15] also demonstrated that the positively perceived CSR practices had a greater impact on female consumers than male consumers. However, from the brand’s standpoint, even though both men and women are consumers of certain brands, their attitudes toward certain brands differ as a function of gender [33]. According to social identity theory, a person’s self-identity and values are highly correlated to gender [34]. Women’s self-identity typically cares about close individual relationships; men tend to extend their self-identity to a broader social group. Thus, it is plausible that men tend to be more loyal to groups such as companies or specific brands than women [35,36]. Hur et al. [15] identified that compared with female consumers, the positive impact of CSR perception on brand equity was higher in male consumers. Accordingly, identifying the interaction between brand lovemark and gender can be a strong indicator in understanding customers’ behavioral outcomes toward CSR practices. Based on the previous literature, we assume that:



H2: 

There is an interaction effect between brand lovemark (low vs. high) and gender in behavioral outcomes regarding CSR practices.





H2a: 

There is an interaction effect between brand lovemark (low vs. high) and gender in perceived green brand loyalty regarding CSR practices.





H2b: 

There is an interaction effect between brand lovemark (low vs. high) and gender in willingness to pay a $1 deposit regarding CSR practices.





H2c: 

There is an interaction effect between brand lovemark (low vs. high) and gender in machine use intention regarding CSR practices.






2.5. Proposed Model


We suggested this study’s proposed research model in Figure 1, including brand lovemark, gender, perceived green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention. The six hypotheses are presented in the proposed theoretical framework.





3. Methodology


3.1. Study Design and Sample


This study used a scenario-based experimental design on CSR practices in two coffee shop brands (i.e., Starbucks and Dunkin’). We believe that Starbucks and Dunkin’ are valid for this survey because they are representative examples of the lovemark brand in the coffee shop industry, dominating a market share of 36.7% and 24.6%, respectively, in the US. They have many loyal customers who frequently buy their brand and do not switch to another brand regardless of the change in marketing strategy [29]. Our target participants were people over 18 years old in the United States who had previously visited Starbucks or Dunkin’. Participants were recruited via Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), an online research platform and consumer panel company. Initially, we collected a total of 296 completed surveys. However, we finally retained 263 usable responses after excluding responses with substantial missing values or unusable data encompassing similar or the same responses.




3.2. Procedures and Stimuli


All respondents were first instructed to answer questions about their coffee shop-related characteristics of the respondents before being assigned to one of two scenarios. Then, participants were randomly assigned to view one of two hypothetical scenario-experimental designs (i.e., Starbucks or Dunkin’). They were asked to answer a screening question about their previous coffee shop experience. For example, “Have you ever visited Starbucks before?”. Participants who answered “No” were excluded from the analysis. Second, they were asked to answer the extent of their brand lovemark for Starbucks or Dunkin’. Next, we asked participants to read a hypothetical announcement that the coffee shop (i.e., Starbucks or Dunkin’) would install a new cup-return machine at the store to eliminate disposable cups in the US and promote the use of reusable cups (see Appendix A) [37]. This announcement also included the content that a one-dollar ($1) deposit would be charged for each cup, which would be refunded when customers returned them to a machine at the store (see Appendix B). We also included a manipulation check question to ensure that the manipulation for the announcement worked as expected. In both scenarios, they were asked to answer, “How much deposit will be charged for each cup when you use a reusable cup at the store?”. They were also excluded from the analysis if they did not answer the question correctly. After they completed the manipulation check for the scenario question, the participants answered the remaining questions, including willingness to pay a $1 deposit, machine use intention, and green brand loyalty. Lastly, respondents answered questions about their demographic characteristics. The survey lasted 10–15 min.




3.3. Measures


We adopted survey measurement items based on previous studies and modified them to match our research. The manipulation check of the research scenario about each coffee shop was: “According to the announcement you read on the previous page, how much deposit will be charged for each cup when you use a reusable cup at the store?”. All measurement items were assessed on a seven-point Likert scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree) except for coffee shop visit-related characteristics and demographic information. In particular, the measurement items were evaluated through a review of the literature related to brand lovemark [14,20], machine use intention [38], green brand loyalty [13], and willingness to pay a $1 deposit [39].





4. Result


4.1. The Profile of Participants


The respondents’ demographic characteristics are provided in Table 1. A balanced gender distribution was confirmed: 52.9% of respondents were males, the remaining 47.1% were females. Most respondents were between 31–40 (44.9%) years of age, followed by 18–30 (35.4%) years of age. Almost half the survey respondents graduated from college, accounting for 49.4% of the total responses, and 31.6% of respondents had a household income between $40,000 to $59,999.




4.2. Coffee Shop Visit-Related Characteristics of the Respondents


A summary of coffee shop-visit-related characteristics of 263 respondents is reported in Table 2. The visit frequency of coffee shops is 3–4 times a week (36.5%), followed by every day (31.2%). Most respondents preferred national/regional chain coffee shops (75.7%). Their main purpose for visiting coffee shops is to relax and enjoy the ambiance (56.3%), and a primary factor affecting visiting coffee shops is coffee quality (73.0%).




4.3. Validity and Reliability


Confirmatory factor analysis using AMOS v.21.0 was conducted to assess the constructs for convergent validity and discriminant validity. To examine the model’s goodness-of-fit, we used various model fit indices such as chi-square to degrees of freedom ratio (χ2/df), normed fit index (NFI), incremental fit index (IFI), Tucker–Lewis Index (TLI), comparative fit index (CFI), and root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) [40]. χ2/df values less than 3 and RMSEA values less than 0.08 indicate an acceptable fit, respectively. NFI, IFI, TLI, and CFI values greater than 0.9 are a good fit [41]. The model fit indices were as follows: χ2/df = 2.606, NFI = 0.914, IFI = 0.946, TLI = 0.932, CFI = 0.945, and RMSEA = 0.078. As shown in Table 3, factor loadings were above 0.6. The values for composite reliability were higher than the recommended threshold of 0.7, and the values for average variance extracted (AVE) also exceeded the recommended 0.5, providing robust support for the convergent validity [41].



Pearson correlation analyses were conducted to see the correlation among four variables in the data set. The data set consisted of one antecedent variable (i.e., lovemark) and three dependent variables (i.e., green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention). Table 4 presents the correlation matrix constructed to summarize the correlational data. The correlation among the four variables was significant at a 0.05 level. As shown in Table 4, the values of the square root AVE (in bold) were higher than the values of construct correlation, supporting the discriminant validity [41]. Cronbach’s α was between 0.787 and 0.884, supporting internal consistency [42].




4.4. Mean Difference between the Levels of Brand Lovemark (Low vs. High) on Behavioral Outcomes toward CSR Practices


We conducted an independent t-test to prove a mean difference in behavioral outcomes (i.e., green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention) depending on the levels of brand lovemark (low vs. high) toward CSR practices (see Table 5). The results demonstrated that there is a significant mean difference in green brand loyalty (Mlow-brand lovemark = 4.58, Mhigh-brand lovemark = 5.99; t = −12.192, p < 0.001), willingness to pay a $1 deposit (M low-brand lovemark = 4.71, Mhigh-brand lovemark = 6.08; t = −10.444, p < 0.001), and machine use intention (Mlow-brand lovemark = 4.51, Mhigh-brand lovemark = 5.94; t = −10.940, p < 0.001) in two levels of brand lovemark. This result demonstrated that customers in the high-brand lovemark group’s three behavioral outcomes (i.e., green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention) were significantly higher than those of the low lovemark brand group. Hence, H1 (H1a, H1b, and H1c) were statistically supported.




4.5. Mean Difference between Gender (Male vs. Female) on Behavioral Outcomes toward CSR Practices


We conducted the independent t-test to see a mean difference of gender (male vs. female) in behavioral outcomes (i.e., green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention) toward CSR practices (see Table 6). The results showed a significant mean difference in green brand loyalty (Mmale = 5.49, Mfemale = 5.51; t = −0.155, p < 0.05), willingness to pay a $1 deposit (Mmale = 5.54, Mfemale = 5.66; t = −0.922, p < 0.001), and machine use intention (Mmale = 5.43, Mfemale = 5.44; t = −0.034, p < 0.05) by gender. This result demonstrated that females were found to be higher in all three behavioral outcomes on CSR practices than males.




4.6. The Interaction Effect of the Levels of Brand Lovemark and Gender on Behavioral Outcomes


To test the main effect of lovemark and the moderating role of gender on the relationship between lovemark and customers’ behavioral outcomes, this study employed PROCESS v.4.0 macro Model 1 developed by Hayes [43], using bootstrap procedures with 5000 samples. Lovemark was found to have a positive significant effect on green brand loyalty (β = 1.727, p < 0.001), willingness to pay a $1 deposit (β = 1.787, p < 0.001), and machine use intention (β = 1.896, p < 0.001). The interaction terms of lovemark and gender were statistically significant on green brand loyalty (β = −0.609, p < 0.01), willingness to pay a $1 deposit (β = −0.806, p < 0.001), and machine use intention (β = −0.904, p < 0.001). The amount of change in R2 by the interaction terms was significant on green brand loyalty (Δ R2 = 0.021, p < 0.01), willingness to pay a $1 deposit (Δ R2 = 0.033, p < 0.001), and machine use intention (Δ R2 = 0.039, p < 0.001) (see Table 7).



The conditional effects were checked, as shown in Table 8. For males, lovemark was positively and strongly related to green brand loyalty (β = 1.727, 95% CI = 1.466 to 1.988), willingness to pay a $1 deposit (β = 1.787, 95% CI = 1.499 to 2.076), and machine use intention (β = 1.896, 95% CI = 1.600 to 2.192). For females, the positive relationships were weaker between lovemark and green brand loyalty (β = 1.118, 95% CI = 0.857 to 1.380), willingness to pay a $1 deposit (β = 0.981, 95% CI = 0.692 to 1.270), and machine use intention (β = 0.991, 95% CI = 0.695 to 1.288), respectively (see Figure 2, Figure 3 and Figure 4); thus, H2 (H2a, H2b, and H2c) were all supported.





5. Conclusions and Implications


5.1. Conclusions


Due to the increasing importance of environmental concerns in coffee shops, many businesses actively engage in CSR practices. However, customers’ emotional or behavioral responses to CSR practices are not consistent because CSR practices sometimes entail their sacrifice or discomfort. Therefore, this study explored the impact of brand lovemark on three customer behavioral outcomes (i.e., green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a deposit, and machine use intention) on CSR practices in coffee shops based on a scenario-based experimental design. This study’s findings are expected to provide a better understanding of consumers’ perceptions and attitudes toward CSR practices in the coffee industry, depending on customers’ level of brand lovemark. The current study highlights the importance of brand lovemark and gender in CSR practices in the coffee shop industry.



The results of this study demonstrated that all the suggested hypotheses were supported. To be specific, compared to customers with a low brand lovemark, CSR practices have a stronger positive impact on behavioral outcomes (i.e., perceived green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention) for those with a high brand lovemark, supporting hypotheses H1a, H1b, and H1c. Furthermore, we confirmed that there is an interaction effect between brand lovemark (low vs. high) and gender in behavioral outcomes (i.e., perceived green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention) regarding CSR practices, supporting hypotheses H2a, H2b, and H2c. Specifically, men and women showed different levels of all three behavioral outcomes toward CSR practices.




5.2. Theoretical Implications


This research makes a theoretical contribution to the literature by using the lovemark theory to fill in knowledge gaps regarding the fluctuating relationship between CSR practices and customers’ behavioral responses in the coffee shop industry. First, this study extends the hospitality CSR strategies by adopting the lovemark theory on customers’ behavioral responses in the coffee shop industry. We examine whether consumers with a high level of brand lovemark respond more positively to new CSR practices than do customers with a low level of brand lovemark. Overall, the results of this study showed that the brand lovemark had stronger effects on customers’ behavioral responses toward CSR practices. The result of this study is similar to Li et al.’s [44] research that confirmed the moderating role of coffee shops’ brand reputation (low vs. high) in the relationship between CSR renewal and customer loyalty. However, since no previous studies have explored brand lovemark theory in the relationship between CSR practices and customers behavioral intentions in the hospitality industry, this study could embark on empirical research to identify how customers’ brand lovemark positively influences customers’ behavioral responses to CSR practices. Furthermore, applying the lovemark theory to CSR studies in the coffee shop industry can contribute to the body of knowledge regarding CSR research in that area.



Second, this study adds to the hospitality literature by confirming the interaction effect between two levels of brand lovemark (low vs. high) and gender (male vs. female) on behavioral outcomes (i.e., green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention). we identified differences in how men and women perceive differently depending on brand lovemark. Specifically, our findings indicated that in customers with a low-brand lovemark, all three behavioral outcomes (i.e., green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention) are significantly lower in males than females. Yet, in customers with a high-level brand lovemark, males have a higher level of behavioral outcomes (i.e., green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention) than females. This study’s findings are similar to Hur et al.’s [15], which confirmed that the positive impact of CSR perception on brand equity was higher in female consumers than male consumers. Based on the previous literature, this study’s result in the hospitality CSR marketing area suggests further empirical evidence to emphasize the importance of different CSR strategies depending on gender and the different levels of the lovemark groups to increase customer engagement. Extending this stream of research, our findings contribute to this type of research in the coffee shop industry.




5.3. Managerial Implications


The current research provides several implications for marketing practices. First, this study provided foundational work by adopting the lovemark theory in the coffee shop industry context. This study suggests, then, a great opportunity for coffee shop managers to develop a brand lovemark by confirming the relationship between CSR practices and behavioral outcomes (i.e., green brand loyalty, willingness to pay a $1 deposit, and machine use intention). Furthermore, it is highly beneficial for hospitality organizations to understand the impact of brand lovemark that enhance their effectiveness. Specifically, hospitality marketers should be aware that CSR practices’ effectiveness can differ depending on customers’ level of brand lovemark. Likewise, given the increasing attention to sustainable marketing strategies, hospitality marketers should be more concerned about their CSR practices, develop them, and commit to them as the starting point for building a customer loyalty roadmap. Although it is well known that CSR practices are effective in increasing customer loyalty, hospitality marketers seem to neglect the importance of brand love and respect in eliciting customer engagement. As such, there is room for hospitality corporations to increase their CSR marketing effectiveness by using customers’ brand lovemark.



Second, our findings will show marketers in coffee shops how to effectively target certain segmentations of the population and provide better insights into formulating more effective marketing strategies from the gender difference standpoint. Specifically, our study suggests that marketers should use the interaction between gender and the level of brand lovemark as critical factors for CSR engagement. Since coffee shops have limited CSR-related marketing resources, the CSR marketing effects can be productively achieved using specific interactions between gender and brand lovemark. Specifically, this finding shows that in a high-level brand lovemark group, male consumers are more likely to engage in the CSR practices of the coffee shop than female consumers. In the case of a low-level brand lovemark group, female consumers have a much higher behavioral intention toward CSR activities than male consumers. Thus, marketers can benefit from providing female consumers with detailed information about their CSR activities and emphasizing the importance of engagement in them. On the other hand, for male consumers, focusing on improving their brand lovemark for the coffee shop itself will automatically increase their support level for the coffee shop’s CSR activities.





6. Limitations and Future Research Directions


Although this research provides theoretical contributions and managerial practices, a series of limitations should be acknowledged to provide future research directions. First, this study used a scenario-based approach and investigated how respondents would react in that given situation. Due to the nature of the experimental design, its generalizability is limited. Future studies should test the proposed effects in the context of real settings to identify the actual responses. Second, this research concentrates only on two different coffee shop chains (i.e., Starbucks and Dunkin’) for the research design. Therefore, further research is recommended to examine the customer responses about their CSR practices in other coffee shop chains (e.g., Caribou Coffee, The Coffee Bean & Tea Leaf) or comparatively unknown coffee shops to generalize this study’s findings. Third, current research has not studied the attributes related to customers’ responses to a new cup-return machine. Further investigations should include customers’ perceptions or attitudes on adopting the cup return machine to understand this study further. Fourth, this research is limited to coffee shops. Future research can be extended to various settings to explore brand lovemark in various hospitality industry segments (e.g., hotels or restaurants).
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Figure A1. Examples of research scenarios used in this study. 
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Appendix B




Box A1. CSR research scenario.






Now, you will read an imaginary announcement about Starbucks coffee’s new policy.



Imagine that Starbucks announced its new policies to eliminate single-use plastic and paper cups in the US and encourage reusable mugs starting in March. 2023. They have a broader goal to cut its waste and carbon emissions from direct operations in half by 2030 as it aims to become “resource positive” one day. Disposable cups and lids comprise 40% of the company’s packaging waste. All stores will only serve drinks in coffee mugs, tumblers brought by customers, or the café’s reusable plastic cups. The reusable cups are plastic but sturdier than single-use cups and can be used 70 to 100 times when washed. A dollar ($1) deposit will be charged for each cup, which is refunded when customers return them to the store’s return machine. Customers can choose to get a refund in cash or Starbucks loyalty points. The reusable cups need to be rinsed before being returned, and the few options for customers are the cafe’s water fountain, a nearby bathroom, or cleaning it at home and bringing it back later.



Starbucks will soon have a cup-washing station in the cafe to make the process easier, but a specific date was not given.
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Figure 1. Proposed research model. 
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Figure 2. The Interaction Effect of the Levels of Brand Lovemark and Gender on Green Brand Loyalty. 
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Figure 3. The Interaction Effect of the Levels of Brand Lovemark and Gender on Willingness to Pay a $1 Deposit. 
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Figure 4. The Interaction Effect of the Levels of Brand Lovemark and Gender on Machine Use Intention. 
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Table 1. Descriptive characteristics.
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Demographic Characteristics

	
Descriptive

	
Frequency

(n = 263)

	
Percentage

(%)






	
Gender

	
Male

	
139

	
52.9




	
Female

	
124

	
47.1




	
Age

	
18–30

	
93

	
35.4




	
31–40

	
118

	
44.9




	
41–50

	
33

	
12.5




	
51–60

	
12

	
4.6




	
60 or order

	
7

	
2.7




	
Highest Education Level

	
High school or less

	
49

	
18.6




	
Some college

	
45

	
17.1




	
College

	
130

	
49.4




	
Graduate School

	
69

	
14.8




	
Household Income

	
Less than $20,000

	
19

	
7.2




	
$20,000 to $39,000

	
52

	
19.8




	
$40,000 to $59,999

	
83

	
31.6




	
$60,000 to $79,999

	
61

	
23.2




	
$80,000 to $99,999

	
30

	
11.4




	
$100,000 and above

	
18

	
6.8











 





Table 2. Coffee shop-related characteristics of the respondents.
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Variables

	
Descriptive

	
Frequency

(n = 263)

	
Percentage

(%)






	
The visit frequency of coffee shop

	
Everyday

	
82

	
31.2




	
3~4 a week

	
96

	
36.5




	
1~2 a week

	
65

	
24.7




	
1~2 a month

	
16

	
6.1




	
Less than once a month

	
4

	
1.5




	
The type of the preferred coffee shop

	
National/regional chain (e.g., Starbucks, Peet’s Ccoffee, Caribou Coffee, The Coffee Bean & Tea Leaf, Dunkin’, etc.)

	
199

	
75.7




	
Local chain (e.g., Think Coffee, Urth Caffe, Tea Lounge, etc.)

	
64

	
24.3




	
The main purpose of visiting coffee shops

	
Relax and enjoy the ambiance

	
148

	
56.3




	
Hang out with people

	
40

	
15.2




	
Work or Study

	
46

	
17.5




	
Use free Wi-Fi

	
10

	
3.8




	
Earn membership benefits (e.g., membership points)

	
6

	
2.3




	

	
No other reasons. I only take out coffee

	
13

	
4.9




	
A primary factor affecting visiting coffee shops

	
Coffee quality

	
192

	
73.0




	
Atmosphere

	
30

	
11.4




	
Service

	
13

	
4.9




	
Green image

	
11

	
4.2




	
Location

	
8

	
3.0




	
Price

	
6

	
2.3




	
Others

	
3

	
1.1











 





Table 3. Confirmatory factor analysis.
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	Dimensions/Items
	Standardized Factor Loadings
	AVE
	CR





	Lovemark
	
	0.886
	0.979



	  I love Starbucks.
	0.630
	
	



	  Starbucks is a joy to me.
	0.835
	
	



	  Starbucks is really awesome.
	0.843
	
	



	  I respect Starbucks.
	0.704
	
	



	  I am hooked on Starbucks.
	0.796
	
	



	  Starbucks leads the development of coffee shops.
	0.655
	
	



	Green brand loyalty
	
	0.906
	0.974



	  I would recommend this coffee shop to my friends or others because it is environmentally friendly.
	0.601
	
	



	  I would like to come back to this coffee shop in the near future because it is environmentally friendly.
	0.815
	
	



	  This coffee shop would be my first choice over other coffee shops because it is environmentally friendly.
	0.797
	
	



	  I will say positive things about this coffee shop because it implements an environmentally friendly policy.
	0.769
	
	



	Willingness to pay a $1 deposit
	
	0.891
	0.961



	  I would be prepared to pay a deposit ($1) to be able to use Starbucks again.
	0.808
	
	



	  I would be a customer of Starbucks even if it received the deposit ($1) for its coffee cups, as long as it was reasonable.
	0.756
	
	



	  I would accept the policy of paying a deposit ($1) because Starbucks matches my expectations.
	0.655
	
	



	Machine use intention
	
	0.903
	0.974



	  I would like to use the return machine at Starbucks.
	0.641
	
	



	  It would be a pleasure for me to use the return machine at Starbucks.
	0.857
	
	



	  It would be desirable for me to learn how to use the return machine at Starbucks.
	0.795
	
	



	  Assuming that I have access to this return machine at Starbucks, I intend to use it.
	0.810
	
	










 





Table 4. Correlation matrix results.
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	Variable
	Mean
	S.D.
	Cronbach’s α
	1
	2
	3
	4





	1. Lovemark
	5.49
	1.04
	0.884
	0.941
	
	
	



	2. Green brand loyalty
	5.50
	1.00
	0.826
	0.820 **
	0.952
	
	



	3. Willingness to pay a $1 deposit
	5.60
	1.05
	0.787
	0.756 **
	0.852 **
	0.944
	



	4. Machine use intention
	5.44
	1.09
	0.854
	0.767 **
	0.863 **
	0.814 **
	0.950







Note: ** p < 0.05. Note: Items on the diagonal (in bold) represent square root AVE.













 





Table 5. Means for customers’ behavioral outcomes toward CSR practices by brand lovemark.
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Dependent Variable

	
The Level of Brand Lovemark

	
Mean

	
N

	
S.D.

	
t

	
Sig






	
Green brand loyalty

	
Low

	
4.58

	
92

	
1.05

	
−12.192

	
0.000 ***




	
High

	
5.99

	
171

	
0.50




	
Willingness to pay a $1 deposit

	
Low

	
4.71

	
92

	
1.19

	
−10.444

	
0.000 ***




	
High

	
6.08

	
171

	
0.54




	
Machine use intention

	
Low

	
4.51

	
92

	
1.18

	
−10.940

	
0.000 ***




	
High

	
5.94

	
171

	
0.60








Note: S.D. = Standard deviation; *** p < 0.001.













 





Table 6. Means for customers’ behavioral outcomes toward CSR practices by gender.
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Dependent Variables

	
Gender

	
Mean

	
N

	
S.D.

	
t

	
Sig






	
Green brand loyalty

	
Male

	
5.49

	
139

	
1.13

	
−0.155

	
0.042 **




	
Female

	
5.51

	
124

	
0.82




	
Willingness to pay a $1 deposit

	
Male

	
5.54

	
139

	
1.23

	
−0.922

	
0.001 ***




	
Female

	
5.66

	
124

	
0.79




	
Machine use intention

	
Male

	
5.43

	
139

	
1.19

	
−0.034

	
0.005 **




	
Female

	
5.44

	
124

	
0.95








Note: S.D. = Standard Deviation; ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.001.













 





Table 7. Moderating effect of gender.
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Green Brand Loyalty




	

	
β

	
SE

	
t

	
p

	
F

	
R2

	
Δ R2

	
Δ F






	
(Constant)

	
4.297

	
0.110

	
38.993

	
0.000

	
80.232 ***

	
0.482

	
0.021

	
10.523 **




	
Lovemark

	
1.727

	
0.133

	
13.025

	
0.000




	
Gender

	
0.535

	
0.151

	
3.544

	
0.000




	
Lovemark × Gender

	
−0.609

	
0.188

	
−3.244

	
0.001




	

	
Willingness to pay a $1 deposit




	

	
β

	
SE

	
t

	
p

	
F

	
R2

	
ΔR2

	
ΔF




	
(Constant)

	
4.310

	
0.122

	
35.399

	
0.000

	
64.975 ***

	
0.429

	
0.033

	
15.127 ***




	
Lovemark

	
1.787

	
0.147

	
12.198

	
0.000




	
Gender

	
0.758

	
0.167

	
4.543

	
0.000




	
Lovemark × Gender

	
−0.806

	
0.207

	
−3.889

	
0.000




	

	
Machine use intention




	

	
β

	
SE

	
t

	
p

	
F

	
R2

	
ΔR2

	
ΔF




	
(Constant)

	
4.128

	
0.125

	
33.043

	
0.000

	
67.474 ***

	
0.439

	
0.039

	
18.065 ***




	
Lovemark

	
1.896

	
0.150

	
12.610

	
0.000




	
Gender

	
0.714

	
0.171

	
4.171

	
0.000




	
Lovemark × Gender

	
−0.904

	
0.213

	
−4.250

	
0.000








Note: ** p < 0.01, *** p < 0.001.













 





Table 8. Conditional effects of lovemark at levels of gender.
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Green Brand Loyalty




	
Effect

	
SE

	
t

	
95% CI




	
LL

	
UL






	
Male

	
1.727

	
0.133

	
13.025 ***

	
1.466

	
1.988




	
Female

	
1.118

	
0.133

	
8.426 ***

	
0.857

	
1.380




	

	
Willingness to pay a $1 deposit




	
Effect

	
SE

	
t

	
95% CI




	
LL

	
UL




	
Male

	
1.787

	
0.147

	
12.198 ***

	
1.499

	
2.076




	
Female

	
0.981

	
0.147

	
6.688 ***

	
0.692

	
1.270




	

	
Machine use intention




	
Effect

	
SE

	
t

	
95% CI




	
LL

	
UL




	
Male

	
1.896

	
0.150

	
12.610 ***

	
1.600

	
2.192




	
Female

	
0.991

	
0.150

	
6.589 ***

	
0.695

	
1.288








Note: *** p < 0.001; CI = confidence interval; LL = lower limit; UL = upper limit.
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