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ABSTRACT

This study aims to evaluate the consumer perception of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) on brand equity
and customer satisfaction of users of food delivery mobile apps. It presents a new perspective by proposing a
scale adapted from the CSRConsPersScale. The results indicate a positive and significant influence of CSR in all
the dependent variables tested, confirming that CSR initiatives contribute to the construction of brand
associations and positively impact satisfaction and brand equity, increasing the likelihood of recommendations.
Our findings also suggest that the effect on brand equity is not uniform for hedonic and utilitarian consumers.

Keywords: Corporate Social Responsibility; brand equity; customer satisfaction; scale development; online food
delivery.
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1 Introduction

Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) has attracted growing scholarly attention in marketing and management, as
consumers and society are increasingly pressuring companies to fulfill CSR commitments (Maon et al., 2010; Peloza and
Shang, 2011). However, studies related to the impact of CSR on consumer perception have shown limitations on how
the construct is measured (Alvarado-Herrera et al., 2017).

CSR is criticized for lacking a practical approach, which led to the emergence of the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) concept
(Elkington, 1997, 1998). The TBL reflects the company’s sustainable development or the impact of its social,
environmental, and economic initiatives. Although conceptualized more than twenty years ago, TBL is still relevant to
CSR since it indicates that the companies’ socially and environmentally responsible activities can be positively balanced
with their economic objectives (Latapi Agudelo et al., 2019). In this sense, Alvarado-Herrera et al. (2017) developed and
validated the CSRConsPerScale multicultural scale to measure consumer perception of the tourism sector, considering
CSR, sustainable development, and TBL. The authors considered the multidimensional nature of CSR to synthesize six
scales and measure the consumer’s perception of CSR.

Specifically, CSR influences customers when companies face an intensely competitive business environment with rising
customer expectations (Yeh, 2015), which is the case of online food delivery (OFD) apps. The OFD market grew mainly
driven by consumer access to smartphones and broadband internet, but also due to the Covid-19 pandemic (Li et al.,
2020). For example, in Brazil, the number of OFD users increased from 28.5 million in 2018 to 71 million in 2022,
representing a 149% increase (Statista, 2023). However, this sudden growth generates impacts on society, many of
them positive, such as increased job opportunities and convenience for consumers, but also harmful, with the increase
in pollution generated by the circulation of motorcycles and the amplification of plastic waste derived from packaging
(Li et al., 2020).

Many studies have investigated OFD’s brand equity (Pigatto et al., 2017; Kaur et al., 2020; Habib et al., 2021), showing
a growing scholarly interest. These authors have focused on studying attributes such as usability, functionality, available
content, and platform customization, which affect users’ purchase intention and impact brand equity. Moreover,
scholars also studied CSR related to consumer-company identification and brand identity (Currds-Pérez et al., 2009), the
synergistic connection with brand equity (Rahman et al., 2019), the restaurant type moderating effect (Youn et al.,
2016), the influence on corporate brand credibility and reputation (Hur et al., 2014), the effect of CSR communication
on brand equity (Muniz et al., 2019), the impact on perceived brand quality and preference (Tingchi Liu et al., 2014) or
the effect of different brand characteristics on restaurant’s social responsibilities (Lin and Chung, 2018). However, there
is a gap in the literature regarding the mediating role of consumers’ motivations between CSR, brand equity, and
customer evaluation.

This paper’s primary purpose is to investigate consumers’ perceptions of OFD sustainability initiatives, how they impact
brand equity and consumer evaluation, and how utilitarian and hedonic motivations can mediate them. Based on the
literature review and the CSRConsPerScale, we conducted an initial qualitative study with Ph.D. experts to refine the
survey questions. After this initial phase, we conducted two empirical quantitative studies. The first was an exploratory
study, collecting data online with OFD consumers to purge items and adjust the CSRConsPerScale to consider brand
equity and consumer satisfaction. The second was a confirmatory study to refine and validate the scale and test
hypothesis.

We contribute to the branding literature by showing how corporate social responsibility affects brand equity and
customer evaluation mediated by utilitarian and hedonic motivation. Our findings show that the effect of CSR on brand
equity is not uniform, as hedonic consumers are less impacted than utilitarian ones. Second, our findings indicate that
CSR positively impacts customer perception, corroborating previous studies about how CSR can become a source of
competitive advantage (McWilliams and Siegel, 2001). Third, by adapting the CSRConsPerScale (Alvarado-Herrera et al.,
2017), we present a model that explains the impact of perceived CSR on brand equity and consumers’ service evaluation.
Fourth, our research gathered data from Brazilian consumers. Given Brazil’s prominence as a developing country, this
paper contributes to understanding the impact of CSR in emerging markets, as there is a need for more studies regarding
consumer response and perception outside Europe and North America (Bello et al., 2021).

This paper is structured as follows. First, we review the literature on brand equity, customer perception, and CSR,
formulating our hypotheses and the conceptual framework. Next, we present the research method and the results.
Finally, we discuss the findings, present the conclusion, and suggest an agenda for future research.
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2 Literature Review and Research Hypotheses

2.1 Corporate social responsibility (CSR)

The social responsibility theory emerged in the 1950s from the view that business executives are decision-makers and
companies affect peoples’ lives (Bowen, 1953). In the following decades, scholars such as Davis (1960), Friedman (1970),
Carroll (1979), and Clarkson (1995) proposed advances to the theory, creating performance measures, dividing
stakeholders into dimensions, and classifying their importance to organizations.

In the 1980s, the CSR focus changed to implementing sustainable development objectives, reflecting the increasing
international awareness regarding environmental protection (Latapi Agudelo et al., 2019). The 1990s led to a significant
CSR evolution driven by international events, such as the creation of the European Environment Agency (1990), the
United Nations Convention on Climate Change (UNFCCC, 1992), and the Kyoto Protocol (1997). These events influenced
multinational companies, adapting their production and performance processes to increase global competitiveness,
improving their reputation and international reach, and expanding their stakeholder network (Carroll, 2015).

In 1991, the Pyramid of Corporate Social Responsibility was proposed, later becoming known as Carroll’s Pyramid
(Carroll, 1991). It defined the four primary company responsibilities: (1) economic responsibilities, which are the basis
for the other pyramid levels; (2) legal responsibilities; (3) ethical responsibilities; (4) corporate philanthropic
responsibilities (Latapi Agudelo et al., 2019).

Other studies significantly contributed to CSR. For example, Wood (1991) proposed a model called Corporate Social
Performance, unifying theoretical aspects from Carroll (1979) and Wartick and Cochran (1985). For Wood (1991),
corporate social performance can be measured by three dimensions: (1) CSR principles: legitimacy, public responsibility,
and managerial discretion; (2) processes of corporate social responsiveness: environmental assessment, stakeholder
management, and issues assessment; (3) outcomes of corporate behavior: social impacts, programs, and policies.
Clarkson (1995) recognized the lack of convergence on the corporate social performance concept as a fundamental
business and CSR problem. The author proposed that corporate social performance can be analyzed more effectively
using a framework based on managing the corporation’s relationship with its stakeholders.

Another important contribution to corporate behavior was the creation of the Triple Bottom Line (TBL) concept,
proposed by Elkington (1997). TBL states that sustainable development results from the company’s social,
environmental, and economic impacts. At the end of the 1990s, it became increasingly known as a practical approach
to sustainable development and remained relevant in the CSR discussion (Latapi Agudelo et al., 2019). Apart from that,
Marrewijk (2003) discussed the myriad of definitions of CSR and corporate sustainability, suggesting five interpretations:
compliance-driven, profit-driven, caring, synergistic, and holistic.

In 2015, Carroll reviewed the concepts of stakeholder engagement and management, business ethics, corporate
citizenship, corporate sustainability, and value creation, proposing that they are interrelated and overlapping. In 2018,
Elkington reviewed the TBL concept and suggested future CSR directions, including a new approach to sustainability
that is not restricted to a handful of companies and has enough pace and scale to prevent humanity from depleting its
natural resources (Elkington, 2018).

2.2 CSR and consumer perception

CSR goes beyond the company’s accountability to its shareholders and compliance with its legal obligations, as it also
encompasses broader stakeholders (Alvarado-Herrera et al., 2017). The positive outcomes of CSR actions are related to
customer satisfaction, increased loyalty, and favorable word-of-mouth (Sen et al., 2006).

Alvarado-Herrera et al. (2017) developed and validated the CSRConsPerScale scale to measure consumer perception of
the tourism sector, considering CSR, sustainable development, and TBL. The methodological process for developing the
CSRConsPerScale followed the recommendations on scale development proposed by DeVellis (1991). Their study states
that CSR’s consumer perception is a multidimensional construct, differing from the corporate associations’ approach
(Brown and Dacin, 1997) and in accordance with Carroll (1979, 1991). Another contribution of the CSRConsPerScale is
that it confirms the theoretical approach of sustainable development’s triple bottom line, matching CSR’s consumer
perception even in distinct cultures.

2.3 Brand equity

Brand equity is “the value of the brand that derives from high levels of brand loyalty, perceived quality, name awareness
and strong brand associations, as well as assets such as trademarks, patents and distribution channels that are
associated with the brand” (Davcik et al., 2015, p. 5). Academics took three perspectives to study brand equity:
customer-based, company-based, and financial-based (Keller and Lehmann, 2006).
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Also, brand equity is a dynamic process of brand creation with stakeholders (Davcik et al., 2015) and a multifaceted
construct that needs to be measured by a set of variables (Christodoulides and de Chernatony, 2010), creating a positive
brand image (Keller, 1993).

Previous studies advocated that CSR programs lead to higher brand awareness (Hoeffler and Keller, 2002; Rivera et al.,
2019) and found that exposure to CSR communication increases brand awareness but only significantly for particular
countries (Muniz et al., 2019). However, restaurants with CSR practices did not have significantly higher brand equity
when compared with the ones without them (Lin and Chung, 2018). These mixed results do not clearly state that CSR
positively impacts brand awareness. Therefore, we hypothesize that:

H1: Consumer-perceived CSR positively impacts OFD’s brand awareness.

CSR also impacts brand loyalty, as engagement mediates the relationship between social issue preference and customer
loyalty (O’Brien et al., 2015). CSR communication positively impacts consumer, employee, and investor loyalty (Du et
al., 2010). The CSR associations positively and directly influence brand loyalty, which has four dimensions: attitudinal
loyalty, purchase intent, expenditure level, and word-of-mouth (Rivera et al., 2019).

Lin and Chung (2018) found that brand loyalty is significantly higher for restaurants that adopt CSR practices than those
that do not have them. However, their findings showed only a positive impact on limited-service restaurants but not on
full-service ones (Lin and Chung, 2018). Also, brand loyalty is the key brand equity dimension positively affected by CSR
communication (Muniz et al., 2019). Based on the extensive evidence of the positive effect of CSR on brand loyalty, we
propose the following hypothesis:

H2: Consumer-perceived CSR positively impacts OFD’s brand loyalty.

Hoeffler and Keller (2002) argue that CSR programs are not expected to link brands with functional or performance-
related associations. Studies showed that CSR communication did not affect consumers’ perceived brand quality (Muniz
et al., 2019), and a partial mediating effect was found in the relationship between CSR performance and brand
preference (Tingchi Liu et al., 2014). Nevertheless, other authors demonstrated a significantly higher perceived quality
for restaurants with CSR practices than those without (Lin and Chung, 2018). Also, according to Green and Peloza (2011),
functional value is the leading driver for consumers to integrate CSR into their decision-making criteria. Thus, we argue
that CSR initiatives can impact OFD’s perceived quality, as the OFD users are also restaurant consumers. We hypothesize
that:

H3: Consumer-perceived CSR positively impacts OFD’s perceived quality.

Brand image can be defined as “perceptions about a brand as reflected by the brand associations held in consumer
memory” (Keller, 1993, p. 3). In this sense, brand associations contain the meanings associated with a brand, organized
in a network of attributes, benefits, attitudes, brand uniqueness, and other features, constituting the brand’s image
(John et al., 2006; Keller, 1993).

Higher Consumer-perceived CSR is positively associated with the brand’s singularity perception (Aldds-Manzano et al.,
2013), strengthening the associations between the brand and the cause (Hoeffler and Keller, 2002). Also, restaurants
that practice CSR initiatives have a significantly higher brand image than those that do not (Lin and Chung, 2018), and
CSR increases consumer-company identification since it improves brand distinctiveness and prestige (Curras-Pérez et
al., 2009). Therefore, we posit that:

H4: Consumer-perceived CSR positively impacts OFD’s brand associations.

2.4 Customer evaluation

Several authors have researched customer satisfaction, including the expectancy-disconfirmation model (Oliver, 1980).
However, past research results might not apply to the sharing economy, as users can be prosumers (at the same time
consumers and producers), which is an opportunity for reexamining consumer satisfaction (Eckhardt et al., 2019).

Scholars studied the relationship between CSR and consumer satisfaction, but the results are inconclusive. For example,
Araujo et al. (2023) found that CSR initiatives did not directly affect customer satisfaction, although identifying an
indirect impact from brand image and equity. In another study, Lee et al. (2020) confirmed that CSR indirectly impacted
customer satisfaction via brand attitude in the chain restaurant sector, but they did not test its direct effect. Saldivar
and Zolfagharian (2022) used the expectancy-disconfirmation model (Oliver, 1980), discovering that when CSR
communication exceeds consumers’ CSR expectations, they make intrinsic attributions to CSR intentions and
consequently feel more satisfied. Finally, two studies found a significant and positive impact of CSR on customer
satisfaction, one in telecom (Bello et al., 2021) and another in the restaurant sector (Rehman et al., 2022). Therefore,
we hypothesize that:

H5: Consumer-perceived CSR positively impacts customer satisfaction.

361



Mdrcio Ribeiro da Fonseca et al. / Int. J. Food System Dynamics 15 (4), 2024, 358-375

The food delivery mobile apps allow users to give feedback about the restaurants’ services, quality of meals, and delivery
time, which can be shared with other consumers via social media. Online reviews and ratings are relevant and credible
factors for OFD’s users to continue using the app, contribute to customer satisfaction, and positively impact the OFD’s
usefulness perception (Alalwan, 2020).

Consumers are increasingly paying attention to CSR in online reviews, but not uniformly: while environmental elements
are associated with higher ratings and more positive emotions, social aspects are associated with more negative feelings
and lower ratings (D’Acunto et al., 2020). When strengthening CSR associations, consumer trust is increased, impacting
word-of-mouth and purchase intention (Fatma and Khan, 2023). Also, negative product reviews can be alleviated when
companies run CSR ads, increasing purchase intention (Wang et al., 2023). Similarly, consumers recognize the company’s
CSR efforts reciprocating with favorable reviews (Bello et al., 2021). Thus, we hypothesize that:

H6. Consumer-perceived CSR positively impacts the user perception of OFD’s online reviews.

Reichheld (2003) presented the Net Promoter Score (NPS) as a concise way to measure customer satisfaction, asking
consumers to evaluate the probability of recommending a company to a friend or colleague (on a scale from zero to
ten). Promoters would be the customers with higher rates (nine or ten), while passively satisfied would have medium
rates (seven or eight), and detractors would score low (zero to six). Wohllebe et al. (2020) revealed a positive correlation
between higher NPS scores and a higher probability of recommending and downloading mobile apps. Similarly, Raassens
and Haans (2017) found that electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) is significantly related to the NPS, meaning that higher
promoter scores increase the spread of positive eWOM. However, to the best of our knowledge, the impact of CSR on
the NPS has not been researched. Thus, we propose the following hypothesis:

H7. Consumer-perceived CSR positively impacts the NPS.

Figure 1 summarizes our proposed conceptual model, including the CSRConsPerScale (Alvarado-Herrera et al., 2017)
and the three pillars of sustainability of OFD platforms (Li et al., 2020) to measure the Consumer-perceived CSR as the
independent variable.

Brand Equity

Brand
Awareness

Brand Loyalty

Perceived
Quality

Brand

Consumer- Associations

perceived CSR

Customer Evaluation

Consumer
Satisfaction

Online Reviews

Figure 1. Conceptual model.
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The dependent variables were based on scales and studies regarding brand equity (Oberseder et al., 2014; Rivera et al.,
2019), online reviews (Suhartanto et al., 2019; Alalwan, 2020), digital platform trust (Elwalda et al., 2016; Eckhardt et
al., 2019; Alalwan, 2020), and NPS (Reichheld, 2003; Baehre et al., 2021).

2.5 Utilitarian and hedonic motivations

Hedonic and utilitarian attributes and motivations drive consumer choice, as the former is directed to experiential
consumption, and the latter is instrumental and functional (Dhar and Wertenbroch, 2000). Utilitarian consumption
propels consumers to buy products and services efficiently to satisfy their needs, following a rational process (Yeo et
al., 2017). In contrast, hedonic motivation reflects emotions, excitement, multi-senses, and fantasy (Andreu et al., 2015).
Studies tested hedonic and utilitarian motivations related to CSR. One article found that hedonic and ecological
motivations impacted consumers’ attitudes toward fashion-sharing platforms but not utilitarian ones (Won and Kim,
2020). Another observed a positive link between hedonic (style) and utilitarian (price) value to CSR expectations but
with a negative relation to sustainable purchase intention (Lin et al., 2023). Also, for both hedonic (chocolate) and
utilitarian (power bank) products, CSR ads can alleviate negative reviews (Wang et al., 2023).

Other scholars focused on the hedonic or utilitarian types of business instead of researching consumers’ motivations.
For example, according to Andreu et al. (2015), consumer response to CSR initiatives depends on the stimuli provided
(environmental-related or employee-based), message appeal (emotional or rational), and if the service is hedonic or
utilitarian. Moreover, narrative discourses have a higher CSR impact than expositive ones for both utilitarian (banking)
and hedonic (catering) services (Pérez et al., 2020). Finally, in stigmatized hedonic industries (e.g., tobacco and fast
food), CSR initiatives are more negatively associated with the firm’s altruistic motives than utilitarian stigmatized ones
(e.g., oil) (Kim and Choi, 2022). Based on the CSR effect on hedonic and utilitarian consumer motivations from past
research, we hypothesize that:

H8. Consumer-perceived CSR positively impacts the OFD’s consumer utilitarian motivation.
H9. Consumer-perceived CSR positively impacts the OFD’s consumer hedonic motivation.

The utilitarian consumer motivation for using OFD is related to convenience (e.g., lack of time to prepare meals or go
out to restaurants) and the easiness of comparing delivery services (Pigatto et al., 2017). The behavioral intention
toward OFD services can be defined by users’ time-saving orientation, convenience motivation, and privacy and security
concerns (Chai and Yat, 2019). The time-saving orientation and convenience motivation lead to post-usage usefulness,
positively affecting behavioral intention and attitude toward OFD services (Yeo et al., 2017).

However, these past research results are related to the utilitarian motivation to use the OFD platforms. There is a gap
in the literature regarding the mediating impact of utilitarian motivations between CSR, brand equity, and customer
evaluation. Therefore, we propose hypotheses considering consumers’ utilitarian motivations and their impact on
brand equity and customer evaluation. Consumer-perceived CSR, when mediated by consumer utilitarian motivation,
is positively associated with the following:

H8a. OFD’s brand awareness.
H8b. OFD’s brand loyalty.

H8c. OFD’s perceived quality.
H8d. OFD’s brand associations.
H8e. OFD’s customer satisfaction.
H8f. OFD’s online reviews.

H8g. OFD’s NPS.

Unlike utilitarian motivation, hedonic motivation is the desire to have fun, following esthetic, sensorial, and symbolic
associations while shopping (Yeo et al., 2017). Hedonic motivation affects the attitude toward the brand (Pérez et al.,
2020) and the OFDs (Yeo et al., 2017). In a hedonic service context, a narrative discourse outperforms an exposure one
regarding purchase intention, consumer trust, advocacy intentions, and attitude toward the brand (Pérez et al., 2020).
However, similarly to utilitarian motivation, there is a gap in the literature to measure the mediation effect of consumer
hedonic motivation between CSR, brand equity, and customer evaluation.Therefore, we propose hypotheses
considering consumers’ hedonic motivations and their impact on brand equity and customer evaluation. Consumer-
perceived CSR, when mediated by consumer hedonic motivation, is positively associated with the following:

H9a. OFD’s brand awareness.
H9b. OFD’s brand loyalty.

H9c. OFD’s perceived quality.
H9d. OFD’s brand associations.
H9e. OFD’s customer satisfaction.
H9f. OFD’s online reviews.

H9g. OFD’s NPS.
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3 Research Method
3.1 Study 1: Scale generation, item purification, and model refinement

3.11 Measurement scales

To conduct the empirical research to test our proposed model (Figures 1 and 2), we started with the CSRConsPerScale
(Alvarado-Herrera et al., 2017), selecting items that would be part of the data collection survey. Specific items were
added to this scale, which included economic, social, and environmental impacts enumerated by Li et al. (2020).
Moreover, we also considered the brand equity measurement items proposed by Oberseder et al. (2014) and Rivera et
al. (2019) regarding the following: (1) brand awareness; (2) brand loyalty; (3) perceived quality; and (4) brand
associations.

To measure consumer satisfaction, we selected items from studies by Suhartanto et al. (2019) and Alalwan (2020).
Moreover, we also included items to reflect the online customer reviews and the mobile application reputation systems
from the studies by Elwalda et al. (2016), Eckhardt et al. (2019), and Alalwan (2020). For the NPS, we considered the
items from Reichheld (2003), Wohllebe et al. (2020), and Baehre et al. (2021).

Utilitarian
Motivation

H8

Consumer-
perceived
CSR

Brand
Associations

Customer Evaluation

Consumer
Satisfaction
Online
Reviews

H9

Hedonic
Motivation

Figure 2. Consumer-perceived CSR mediated by utilitarian and hedonic motivations.

3.12 Expert review

To evaluate and examine the selected items, we conducted eight in-depth interviews with experienced researchers and
professors, lasting an average of 45 minutes. The questionnaire was presented to the specialists, who suggested changes
in the data collection, the inclusion of items not considered before (e.g., consumer motivations), and sample
adjustments.

Another recommendation was to consider consumer motivations as mediators. Hair et al. (2010) argue that the
mediating effect occurs when a third variable or construct modifies the relationship between the dependent and
independent variables. In the present study, the mediating role of consumer motivations (utilitarian and hedonic) occurs
between the Consumer-perceived CSR (independent variable) and brand equity and customer evaluation (dependent
variables).

Following the forward-only procedure, two independent professionals translated the selected items from the
CSRConsPerScale, brand equity, customer satisfaction, and motivations (utilitarian and hedonic) (Maneesriwongul and
Dixon, 2004).
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After the translation, the items were presented to four research specialists, who helped to choose the adapted and
translated items, considering a conceptual and semantic equivalence (Douglas and Craig, 2007).

3.2 Study 2: Exploratory analysis

3.21 Data collection procedure

We used a non-probabilistic convenience sample, mostly from university students. Data was collected via an online
questionnaire shared on social media from August through September 2021. A total of 265 questionnaires were
returned, and 222 were considered valid, as we discarded invalid and incomplete answers. The sample included 222
OFD users, as seen in Tables 1 and 2 below.

Table 1.
Sample’s sociodemographic characteristics (n=222).
Variable N %
Gender Women 115 51.8%
Men 103 46.4%
No response 4 1.8%
Age 18-19 20 9.0%
20-29 42 18.9%
30-39 25 11.3%
40-49 58 26.1%
50-59 60 27.0%
60+ 17 7.7%
Marital Status Married 111 50.0%
Single 82 36.9%
Divorced/Widow(er) 24 10.8%
Other 5 2.3%
Education High School 16 7.2%
Bachelor’s Degree 99 44.6%
Post-Graduation 107 48.2%
Table 2.
Sample’s characteristics regarding OFD usage (n=222).
Variable n %
Frequence of usage Once a month 20 9.0%
Twice a month 38 17.1%
Once per week 59 26.6%
Twice per week 70 31.5%
3 to 5 times per week 31 14.0%
Every day 4 1.8%
Average order (RS) Up to RS 30 12 5.4%
RS 31 to RS 50 41 18.5%
RS 51 to RS 70 54 24.3%
RS 71 to RS 90 42 18.9%
More than RS 90 73 32.9%
NPS: “From zero to ten, what is the probability that 1 4 1.8%
you recommend your favorite food delivery apptoa 2 3 1.4%
friend or member of your family?” 3 3 1.4%
Average=7.6/SD=2.1 4 6 2.7%
5 20 9.0%
6 17 7.7%
7 38 17.1%
8 52 23.4%
9 25 11.3%
10 54 24.3%
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3.22 Data analyses and results

Table 3 shows an adjusted version of the exploratory factor analysis for brand perception. The items were grouped in
Factor 1 as perceived quality, brand associations, and loyalty, which are part of brand equity. Factor 2 contains items
related to brand awareness, Factor 3 is related to the app’s online reviews, and Factor 4 groups items associated with
utilitarian motivation.

We grouped the hedonic motivation items in the exploratory factor analysis, but due to the low factor loadings, they
were excluded from the adjusted version shown in Table 3. However, we substituted the excluded items in a new
questionnaire version to not rule out the mediation of hedonic motivation. The four factors’ reliability analysis had the
following Cronbach’s alpha values: 0.933 in Factor 1, 0.835 in Factor 2, 0.845 in Factor 3, and 0.738 in Factor 4.

Table 3.
Exploratory Factor Analysis: Brand Perception
Factor 1 Factor 2 Factor 3 Factor 4
Iltem Perceived Brand App Utilitarian
quality, brand  awareness online motivation
associations, reviews
and loyalty
24. | identify myself with the app and like it. 0.802
21. | trust the quality of the app. 0.793
22. The app offers a high-quality service. 0.791
23. The app has excellent features. 0.787
20. | am satisfied with ordering food from the app. 0.769
16. | would love to recommend this app to my family and friends. 0.682
17. | consider myself loyal to the online food delivery app. 0.680
19. | will keep ordering from the app even if the service prices rise. 0.669
18. In the future, if | want to order food, this brand would be my 0.618
first choice.
8. In general, | was satisfied with the app services. 0.585
7. | am satisfied with how the app deals with the transaction. 0.535
13. Some app brand characteristics come easily to my mind. 0.751
14. 1 am familiar with the app brand. 0.741
15. | can quickly recognize the app brand from the other competing 0.731
brands.
12. | can easily recall the app when thinking of buying an online 0.695
meal.
10. The app rating system, based on user opinions, is essential for 0.826
the continuous improvement of the platform.
9. The online rating system helps to ensure quality patterns and 0.769
protect consumers.
11. The app’s rating system contributes to improving the 0.745
restaurant’s relationship and food.
2. | think that using the app can reduce my commute to buy 0.790
food/beverages.
3. The app helps me save time since | do not have to go out to buy 0.784
food or beverages.
1.1 can use the food delivery app to place an order anytime and 0.546
anywhere.
Autovalues 9.7 2.1 1.3 1.3
% of variance explained 46.2% 10.0% 6.4% 6.0%
Total variance explained 68.6%
Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) 0.920
Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity X2 (210) = 3168.54, p < 0.001

366



Mdrcio Ribeiro da Fonseca et al. / Int. J. Food System Dynamics 15 (4), 2024, 358-375

All the items inside the four factors presented corrected correlations above 0.50, indicating strong correlations among
the items in each factor. The only exception was the first item (“I can use the food delivery app to place an order anytime
and anywhere.”), which the total item corrected correlation was slightly lower (0.485). Excluding this item from Factor
4 would increase Cronbach’s alpha from 0.738 to 0.795. However, we kept the first item since Cronbach’s alpha is above
0.70, and excluding it would leave the factor with just two items, which would not be ideal.

3.3 Study 3: Confirmatory factor analysis

3.31 Data collection adjustment and confirmatory analysis

After the exploratory factor analysis, we adjusted the data collection questionnaire to exclude items with low factor
loadings and reliability and substitute them. We also made semantic adjustments in some items but kept most unaltered
in the second data collection and analysis. According to Larsen et al. (2008), when there is little dissimilarity between
distances proposed by the item’s semantic analysis and the correlation coefficients, it is probable that the respondents
had used a superficial analysis of the questionnaire, which would require new data collection for further analyses. Thus,
this third study aims to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) of the data, validating and refining the scale derived
from the previous study. We collected new data with a cluster probability sample for higher OFD user representation.

3.32 Statistical analyses

The statistical analyses were conducted using IBM SPSS for the CFA and Amos for the structural equation modeling. We
used structural equation models to answer our research objectives and test the proposed hypotheses. The
multicollinearity between the independent variables was verified using the Variance Inflation Factor (VIF), whose values
below 1.8 indicate no multicollinearity problems and above 1.8 could represent a distortion in the results (Hair et al.,
2010). The results obtained with the VIF for the independent variables were 1.585 for the perceived CSR, 1.508 for the
utilitarian motivation, and 1.802 for the hedonic motivation.

We used the platform OW Survey to collect the data and selected the sample to represent the OFD Brazilian users,
comparing it to a food delivery report for Brazil (Statista, 2021). The data collection occurred in October 2021, with 708
responses collected. Only the complete questionnaires were considered, with a total of 408 responses considered
usable and valid (Table 4).

Table 4.
Sample’s sociodemographic characteristics (n=408).

Variable n %
Gender Women 249 61.0%
Men 159 39.0%
Age 18-24 87 21.3%
Average =34.5/SD=115 25-34 136 33.3%
35-44 109 26.7%
45+ 76 18.6%
Marital Status Single 158 38.7%
Married 233 57.1%
Divorced/Widow(er) 17 4.2%
Education Primary School 20 4.9%
High School 154 37.7%
Bachelor’s Degree 195 47.8%
Post-Graduation 39 9.6%

3.33 Sample’s CFA

We created a new model after excluding the items with low factor loadings. To evaluate the quality of the adjustment,
we used the indexes suggested by Hair et al. (2010): the chi-squared statistical values and their respective degrees of
freedom, the Comparative Fit Index (CFl), and the Root Mean Square Error of Approximation (RMSEA). Although the
chi-squared test was not significant (x* = 1903.86; degrees of freedom = 674; p < 0.001), the following ratio values attest
to the quality adjustment of the eight-factor model (Hair et al., 2010; Maréco, 2010): x*/gl = 2.825, CFl = 0.903, and
RMSEA = 0.067 (90% confidence interval: 0.063-0.071).

The discriminant validity analysis was conducted by comparing each pair of factors’ Average Variance Extracted (AVE)
squared root with their correlation coefficients. According to Hair et al. (2010), the discriminant validity is good if the
AVE’s squared root values are higher than the correlations among the dimensions.
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In this new model, all the items from the eight constructs had standardized factor loadings higher than 0.50 ensuring
the factor validity, which confirms that the item specification was correct (Maréco, 2010).

The correlation values and the AVE showed that almost all factors fulfilled these conditions. The only exceptions were
the correlations for the Consumer-perceived CSR (0.719) with the perceived quality (0.722), brand awareness (0.835)
with utilitarian motivation (0.802), brand loyalty (0.796) with perceived quality (0.806) and hedonic motivation (0.809).
Although the correlation values were higher than the AVE’s squared root, they were close enough not to compromise
the discriminant validity.

3.34 Hypotheses testing

We built structured equation models to test our research hypotheses according to the proposed relations between the
constructs. The models were adjusted (controlled) to age, gender, social class, education, and region of residence. Table
5 shows the Consumer-perceived CSR regression coefficients in the dependent variables. The results show that
Consumer-perceived CSR positively and significantly influenced all the dependent variables (p < 0.001).

Table 5.
Structural model coefficients to validate the hypotheses.

Direct Effect B p Hypothesis
H1. Perceived CSR => Brand Awareness 0.757 <0.001 Supported
H2. Perceived CSR => Brand Loyalty 0.926 <0.001 Supported
H3. Perceived CSR => Perceived Quality 0.905 <0.001 Supported
H4. Perceived CSR => Brand Associations 0.996 <0.001 Supported
H5. Perceived CSR => Customer Satisfaction 0.815 <0.001 Supported
H6. Perceived CSR => Online Reviews 0.815 <0.001 Supported
H7. Perceived CSR => NPS 0.947 <0.001 Supported

The Consumer-perceived CSR regression coefficient results were positive and significant for all the dependent variables.
These results indicate that Consumer-perceived CSR is a statistically significant predictor of all dependent variables, with
greater significance for brand associations, NPS, brand loyalty, and perceived quality. Thus, hypotheses H1 through H7
were confirmed.

3.35 Hypotheses testing with mediation effect

To test the mediation effects, we included the utilitarian and hedonic motivations as mediating variables between the
Consumer-perceived CSR and the dependent variables. Results can be seen in Table 6 below.

Table 6.
Structural model coefficients with mediation effects (n=408).

Direct Effect B p Hypothesis
H8. Perceived CSR => Utilitarian Motivation 0.423 <0.001 Supported
H9. Perceived CSR => Hedonic Motivation 0.577 <0.001 Supported
H8a. Perceived CSR => Utilitarian Motivation => Brand Awareness 0.460 0.003 Supported
H8b. Perceived CSR => Utilitarian Motivation => Brand Loyalty 0.363 0.005 Supported
H8c. Perceived CSR => Utilitarian Motivation => Perceived Quality 0.369 0.015 Supported
H8d. Perceived CSR => Utilitarian Motivation => Brand Associations 0.393 0.049 Supported
H8e. Perceived CSR => Utilitarian Motivation => Customer Satisfaction 0.318 0.003 Supported
H8f. Perceived CSR => Utilitarian Motivation => Online Reviews 0.308 0.003 Supported
H1g. Perceived CSR => Utilitarian Motivation => NPS 0.270 0.008 Supported
H9a. Perceived CSR => Hedonic Motivation => Brand Awareness 0.005 0.946 Not Supported
H9b. Perceived CSR => Hedonic Motivation => Brand Loyalty 0.092 0.160 Not Supported
H9c. Perceived CSR => Hedonic Motivation => Perceived Quality 0.112 0.095 Not Supported
H9d. Perceived CSR => Hedonic Motivation => Brand Associations 0.136 0.028 Supported
H9e. Perceived CSR => Hedonic Motivation => Customer Satisfaction 0.123 0.023 Supported
H9f. Perceived CSR => Hedonic Motivation => Online Reviews 0.167 0.024 Supported
H9g. Perceived CSR => Hedonic Motivation => NPS 0.245 0.015 Supported
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Figure 3. Structural model with the mediation effects (** p < 0.01, * p < 0.05).

Consumer-perceived CSR significantly and positively affected all outcome variables when mediated by utilitarian
motivation (indirect effects: p<0.05) and in four of these variables when mediated by hedonic motivation (indirect
effects: p<0.05). Therefore, hypotheses H8a through H8g were confirmed.

Moreover, hedonic motivation has a mediating relationship between Consumer-perceived CSR and consumer
satisfaction, online reviews, brand associations, and the NPS. Thus, hypotheses H9d, H9e, H9f, and H9g were supported.
However, the mediating effect of hedonic motivation was not confirmed for brand awareness, brand loyalty, and
perceived quality, rejecting hypotheses H9a, H9b, and H9c.

3.36 Control variables

Regarding gender, there were only significant differences concerning brand awareness (p = 0.023): women presented a
significantly higher average score (1 = 6.1, SD = 0.8) than men (un =5.9, SD = 1.0). Correlations with age were all next to
zero and not significant (p > 0.05). For the respondent sample, these results indicate that age is not a variable that is
significantly influencing the independent variables (Consumer-perceived CSR, utilitarian and hedonic motivations) and
dependent variables (brand loyalty, perceived quality, consumer satisfaction, online reviews, brand associations, and
NPS).
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We identified significant differences related to marital status (p < 0.05) in utilitarian motivation (higher average scores
for divorced/widowed and lower for single) and hedonic motivation (higher average scores for married and lower for
single and divorced/widowed). Regarding consumer satisfaction, online reviews, and the NPS, single respondents had
lower average scores than the other marital statuses. Thus, these results indicate that marital status influences
utilitarian motivation, with divorced/widowed with higher utilitarian motivation toward OFDs. On the other hand,
married respondents had higher hedonic motivation to order meals from apps, which can lead to higher consumer
satisfaction with the platform.

4 Discussion and Conclusion

CSR has a positive impact on the brand’s reputation (Brammer and Millington, 2005), the company’s credibility (Lafferty,
2007), consumer identification with the firm (Marin and Ruiz, 2007; Sen and Bhattacharya, 2001), purchase intention
(Trudel and Cotte, 2009), and loyalty (Rivera et al., 2019). Besides, CSR activities positively affect brand loyalty and
equity (Muniz et al., 2019), influencing firm performance (Rahman et al., 2019).

Our study analyzed Consumer-perceived CSR and its impact on brand equity (brand awareness, brand loyalty, perceived
quality, and brand associations) and customer evaluation (consumer satisfaction, online reviews, and NPS) in the
context of Brazilian online food delivery platforms. The current study’s findings align with what McWilliams and Siegel
(2001) argued about CSR being a source of competitive advantage and are consistent with past research. The results
suggest that service providers can enhance brand equity and consumer evaluation by undertaking CSR practices, similar
to other study findings in developing countries (Tingchi Liu et al., 2014). The most significant effect of our model was
related to brand associations, confirming that corporate social responsibility initiatives contribute to building strong and
distinct brands (Rivera et al., 2019).

Another finding of our study is related to utilitarian and hedonic motivations. There is a positive influence of CSR on
brand equity and consumer evaluation when mediated by utilitarian motivation. This finding is consistent with previous
research, which attested that OFD users seek convenience to continuously use the service (Chai and Yat, 2019).
However, we found that utilitarian users’ behavior is not only affected by convenience or time-saving motivations but
also reflected in positive evaluations and brand equity.

It is interesting to note that utilitarian consumers have a greater impact on brand equity and evaluation than hedonic
consumers. Also, for hedonic consumers, brand associations were the only dimension of brand equity with a positive
impact. These results might mean that hedonic consumers are not impacted by CSR like utilitarian consumers when
using OFD services. Even though scholars have researched that hedonic services generate more positive consumer
responses than utilitarian (Pérez et al., 2020), our findings show otherwise. Moreover, past research focused on the
hedonic or utilitarian type of service and CSR communication but not on consumer motivation. For example, brand
equity is impacted only when rational appeals of CSR initiatives are directed to utilitarian services (Andreu et al., 2015).
Thus, our findings indicate that the impact of CSR’s message and perception is not the same depending on the type of
consumer motivation.

4.1 Theoretical implications

This study establishes a link between Consumer-perceived CSR, brand equity, and customer evaluation by incorporating
hedonic and utilitarian motivation as mediators. We adapted the CSRConsPerScale (Alvarado-Herrera et al., 2017) with
items related to OFD platforms, including economic, social, and environmental impacts (Li et al., 2020). Our theoretical
model explains how CSR impacts, directly and indirectly, brand equity and customer evaluation components.

The impact of CSR on marketing outcomes has been extensively researched regarding brand equity (Hur et al., 2014;
Araujo et al., 2023), brand awareness (Rivera et al., 2019), brand loyalty (Rehman et al., 2022), perceived quality (Tingchi
Liu et al., 2014), word-of-mouth (Fatma and Khan, 2023), online reviews (D’Acunto et al., 2020; Wang et al., 2023), and
customer satisfaction (Bello et al., 2021; Saldivar and Zolfagharian, 2022). Our paper corroborates these previous
studies’ findings by stating positive and direct associations between Consumer-perceived CSR, brand equity, and
consumer evaluation, indicating that CSR can capture value and be a source of competitive advantage (McWilliams and
Siegel, 2001).

On the other hand, utilitarian and hedonic consumer motivation concerning CSR has been less theorized. Past research
focused on utilitarian and hedonic questions regarding stigmatized industries (Kim and Choi, 2022), advertising
approaches (Wang et al., 2023), shopping value (Lin et al., 2023), service types (Andreu et al., 2015), and narrative
discourses (Pérez et al.,, 2020). However, the utilitarian and hedonic motivations in relation to brand equity and
consumer evaluation were not researched. Therefore, our findings broaden consumer-brand understanding by
identifying that CSR does not uniformly impact brand equity and customer evaluations, which depends on the type of
consumer motivation.
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Finally, the current study expands knowledge of CSR in developing countries, as our model was tested in Brazil. More
research is required to understand the CSR impact on consumers outside Europe and North America (Bello et al., 2021),
as low-income consumers might be more inclined to immediate needs and give less importance to corporate social
responsibility activities.

4.2 Managerial implications

Firms adopt strategies to embrace CSR practices and communicate them to stakeholders. However, executives and
brand managers do not always know the key contributions of CSR to build brand equity and customer satisfaction. Our
research shows that Consumer-perceived CSR directly and positively impacts brand equity and consumer evaluation,
which shows that an investment in CSR activities can pay off. Consumers tend to praise companies that are more socially
responsible, remembering and being more loyal to their brands, and giving more favorable online reviews and scores.
Therefore, not only do CSR-impacted customers enhance the brand’s performance (equity), but they also spread their
message in the market.

Furthermore, consumers’ motivations also positively impact brand equity and customer evaluation, although their
effects are unequal. Therefore, managers should be aware that CSR perception does not impact equally consumers with
different motivations, which would require distinct communication and strategies.

4.3 Limitations and future studies

This paper has a series of limitations that need to be brought to attention. First, our study focused on OFD services in
Brazil, which might not be generalizable to other markets and developed countries. Future studies could broaden the
scope by researching other industries and countries to check if similar results will be found. Second, we adopted a
customer-based view of brand equity instead of a financial market-based approach (Davcik et al., 2015; Keller and
Lehmann, 2006). Scholars could explore the impact of Consumer-perceived CSR on brand equity value and performance.
Third, we tested the mediating role of utilitarian and hedonic motivations but did not consider its possible moderating
effects. Finally, our study has not separated the different types of CSR dimensions (Alvarado-Herrera et al., 2017).
Therefore, future research could identify CSR’s social, environmental, and economic impact on brand equity and
customer evaluation.
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