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In this research, we investigate consumers’ willingness to cooperate with luxury versus non-luxury hotels’ environmental pro-
tection programs. We find that while consumers’ cooperation with non-luxury hotels becomes less favorable when consumers
perceive the sustainability program to have a profit motive, consumers’ cooperation with luxury hotels remains high even when
consumers perceive the hotel’s sustainability program to be profit-driven. We find a similar pattern for customer loyalty. In addi-
tion, we find that this interactive effect emerges when affective attitudes toward luxury brands are strong. These results con-
tribute to the literature by identifying a condition where profit motive attribution does not hurt consumer conservation
intentions and by revealing a condition where luxury brands may benefit from sustainability programs. We discuss theoretical
and practical implications as well as directions for future research.
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Introduction

Social and sustainable issues have been increasingly considered
by consumers in all societies (Hennigs et al. 2013). In response
to the trend of building more sustainable societies, the hospital-
ity industry, including luxury hotel chains such as the Sheraton,
Hilton, Ritz Carlton, and Kimpton Hotels, engage in sustain-
ability programs (e.g., environmental protection actions) such
as using solar energy, using chemical-free cleaning, and moti-
vating customers to conserve resources by reusing towels or
saving energy (Amatulli, De Anglelis, and Stoppani 2021;
Peng and Chen 2019b; Dief and Font 2010; Manaktola and
Jauhari 2007). Consumers’ support for or cooperation with
such sustainable initiatives is crucial for the impact of these sus-
tainability programs on not only the luxury hospitality industry
but also on social well-being (Peng and Chen 20195), thus ful-
filling these programs’ macromarketing potential to have a pos-
itive impact on society (Sheth and Parvatiyar 2021). The more
consumers cooperate — for instance, by reusing their towels —
the stronger the downstream consequences of these programs
for the industry (e.g., strengthening the relationship between
consumers and hotels, saving costs for the hotels, fulfilling
the hotel’s commitment to social responsibility) and for
society (e.g., improving the natural environment, saving
resources for future generations, facilitating sustainability
development in the whole society).

Testing our hypotheses in the context of hospitality, in this
research we examine consumers’ willingness to cooperate with
hotels’ sustainability programs (environmental protection),

measured via towel reuse and general cooperation, in addition
to consumers’ loyalty towards the hotel (willingness to restay,
willingness to engage in positive word-of-mouth). We analyze
these consumer responses as a function of brand positioning
(luxury and non-luxury hotels) and perception of the extent to
which the hotel’s sustainability program is profit-driven (profit
motive attribution). We find that these two factors interact to
predict consumer responses, and we find that affective attitudes
toward luxury brands pose a boundary condition for this interac-
tive effect.

The findings of this research contribute to the literature in
two central ways: First, we contribute to the literature in sustain-
ability more generally by identifying a condition where per-
ceived profit motivation for sustainability programs does not
necessarily harm consumers’ responses. Most of prior research
indicated that the profit motive attribution of sustainability
engagement negatively influences consumers’ responses (e.g.,
Du, Bhattacharya, and Sen 2007; Ellen, Webb, and Mohr
2006; Habel et al. 2016; Vlachos et al. 2009). We replicated
this effect for non-luxury (“standard”) hotels. Interestingly,
however, we found that consumers’ responses to luxury
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hotels are not affected by profit motive attribution and remain
high even when consumers believe the hotel has a profit moti-
vation behind this program. Thus, the same sustainability
program can result in different consumer responses, depending
on perceived profit-orientation and brand positioning.

Second, this research contributes to luxury research by
revealing a new condition where luxury brands can benefit
from sustainability programs. We provide hints for a possible
explanation for the robust interaction between hotel positioning
(luxury vs. non-luxury) and profit motive attribution. We
showed that this interaction holds when consumers have
strong (vs. weak) affective attitudes to luxury brands. From a
practical perspective, these results help to generate clearer pre-
scriptions for luxury firms that wish to be more active in the sus-
tainability front. In the hospitality industry, this may be even
more relevant, given that consumers often have the opportunity
to actually take part in and contribute to the success of the pro-
grams that the hotels are promoting.

More broadly, these results add to the emerging field of
transformative luxury research by showing that consumers are
willing to cooperate with luxury hotels’ environmental protec-
tion programs, bringing potential benefits for the consumers
themselves, the companies involved, and the environment and
society at large. The literature that examines the integration of
luxury and sustainability is growing, but still more work is
needed to understand and potentially reconcile different
results (e.g., Achabou and Dekhili 2013; Carrigan, Moraes,
and McEachern 2013; Davies, Lee, and Ahonkhai 2012;
Diallo et al. 2021; Kunz, May, and Schmidt 2020; Moraes
et al. 2017; Osburg et al. 2021; Peng and Chen 20195b; Pinto
et al. 2019). The more scientific research reveals conditions
under which luxury and sustainability generate positive
responses on consumers, the more luxury companies can
realize the potential to contribute to social well-being by engag-
ing in socially responsible practices. The results suggest that
luxury hotels can leverage the affective attitudes that tend to
be associated with luxury brands to promote business practices
aimed at enhancing social well-being, such as, for example,
motivating consumers to cooperate with environmental protec-
tion programs. These results also open up a wealth of inquiries
to be investigated in future research.

Theoretical Background

Profit Motive Attribution of Sustainability Program

The hospitality industry’s inherent function of providing ser-
vices such as hot water, clean towels, disposable toiletries,
and air-conditioning can potentially cause a significant impact
on the environment and natural resources (Bohdanowicz
2006; Chan, Wong, and Lo 2009; Dief and Font 2010;
Radwan, Jones, and Minoli 2010). Hotel customers recognize
the importance of environmental awareness (Giardina 2019;
Goldstein, Cialdini, and Griskevicius 2008; Jones, Hillier, and
Comfort 2016; Yoon, Jang, and Lee 2016), and many consum-
ers expect hospitality companies to engage in environmentally

friendly practices (Yoon, Jang, and Lee 2016). Hotel customers
are increasingly demanding sustainably-designed hotels (Chan,
Okumus, and Chan 2017; Gavilanes, Ludefia, and Cassagne
2019), and some are even willing to pay a higher price for
such facilities (Chan, Okumus, and Chan 2017).

Past research found that, for the same sustainable action that
a firm engages in, different beliefs about the action might result
in different consumer responses (Forehand 2000; Friske,
Cockrell, and King 2022). The perceived underlying motive
of sustainability engagement is an important factor that gener-
ates different consumer reactions (Brown and Dacin 1997;
Edinger-Schons et al. 2018; Godfrey 2005; Habel et al. 2016;
Vlachos et al. 2009). In particular, profit motive attribution of
sustainability initiatives is one of those conditions under
which sustainability engagement may backfire (Ellen, Webb,
and Mohr 2006). When consumers are suspicious that the
motive of a company’s sustainability initiative is making a
profit, they will perceive the company as greedy and attribute
its initiative as profit-driven (Grégoire, Laufer, and Tripp
2010; Vlachos et al. 2009). If a sustainability initiative is per-
ceived as profit-oriented, consumer responses become more
negative.

Sustainability acts that are perceived as profit-driven tend to
have several negative consequences, including harming con-
sumer trust, patronage intentions, and positive recommenda-
tions (Ellen, Webb, and Mohr 2006; Vlachos et al. 2009;
Wang, Krishna, and McFerran 2017; Yoon, Giirhan-Canli,
and Schwarz 2006). For example, Habel et al. (2016) found
that the attribution of a firm’s sustainability engagement as
profit-driven has a negative effect on consumers’ perceived fair-
ness of the firm’s prices, which can affect downstream customer
loyalty. Profits are often perceived as a sign of greed, especially
for organizations with a prominent social mission, hurting con-
sumers’ support for social ventures (Lee, Bolton, and Winterich
2017). Profit-motivated giving hurts consumer trust in a com-
pany’s CSR efforts, also decreasing loyalty (Vlachos et al.
2009). Both the perception of CSR motives as sincere and its
“opposite” - perception of motives as profit-driven - affect the
efficiency of communication trying to repair a company’s rep-
utation: When consumers perceive a company’s motives as
sincere, a company’s CSR activities improve the company’s
image, but when motives are perceived as insincere, CSR activ-
ities hurt the company’s image (Yoon, Giirhan-Canli, and
Schwarz 2006). In the hospitality industry, recognition of a
hotel’s ulterior motive increases consumer skepticism about
the hotels’ environmental claims, leading to reduced coopera-
tion with the hotel’s program and reduced willingness to
revisit the hotel (Rahman, Park, and Chi 2015). If a hotel’s sus-
tainability engagement is perceived as “greedy” (vs. genuinely
“green”), consumers are less willing to engage in conservation
behaviors (Wang, Krishna, and McFerran 2017).

Importantly, this perception varies in consumers’ minds. For
example, while sometimes consumers perceive sustainability
engagement more positively (i.e., less profit-oriented, more
sincere), many cause-related marketing initiatives (e.g.,
joining charities or placing an environmental protection
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appeal) have been criticized as “greenwashing,” (Bowen 2014;
Siano et al. 2017) or tactics to make money (Krishna and Rajan
2009; Wang, Krishna, and McFerran 2017). In many cases,
such as the case for hotels’ environmental protection programs,
engaging in sustainability has little or even no cost for the firm
and can even be cost-saving (e.g., when customers cooperate
and use less towels, save water or energy, etc.). Therefore,
many consumers may attribute the real objective of firms’ sus-
tainability acts as making profits (Becker-Olsen, Cudmore, and
Hill 2006; Forehand and Grier 2003; Luo and Bhattacharya
2006; Porter and Kramer 2002). When hotels’ costs to engage
in environmental efforts are visible, this criticism is reduced
and consumers perceive the hotels as ‘“greener” (Wang,
Krishna, and McFerran 2017). In sum, it is important to under-
stand the extent to which consumers perceive sustainability ini-
tiatives to be profit-driven and how these perceptions affect
their responses.

While extant research suggests that profit-motive attribution
turns consumers responses more negative, as summarized
above, a gap in the literature is a systematic comparison
between luxury and non-luxury firms. Would the same negative
effect emerge? Is there something about luxury brands that
would render different consumer responses? We believe there
is, and understanding this could help us reconcile previously
contradictory results on luxury and sustainability. The rationale
leading to our hypotheses 1-3 is presented next.

The Role of Luxury Positioning

The market for experiential luxury (e.g., hotels) grew at a faster
rate compared to the market for luxury goods in recent years
(Dubois 2020), consistent with the trend “from owning to
being” (Achille 2014). In line with the general definition of
“luxury brands” (e.g., Vigneron and Johnson 2004), a luxury
hotel is defined as “a hotel that is unique and superior in
quality and that provides excellent service, symbolizing the
wealth and status of its patrons” (Berthon et al. 2009; Peng
and Chen 2019a, 2019b). Following a general trend, luxury
hotels’ demand for sustainability engagement is rising
(Amatulli, De Anglelis, and Stoppani 2021; Chan, Okumus,
and Chan 2017; Gerdt, Wagner, and Schewe 2019;
Manaktola and Jauhari 2007; Pereira, Silva, and Dias 2021).

Previous research on the effect of sustainability initiatives
for brands of luxury products is mixed (for a review, see
Kunz, May, and Schmidt 2020). While earlier research sug-
gested an incompatibility between luxury and sustainability
(e.g., Achabou and Dekhili 2013; Davies, Lee, and Ahonkhai
2012; Torelli, Monga, and Kaikati 2012), more recent research
has been revealing conditions where luxury and sustainability
can generate positive results for products or for brands (e.g.,
Amatulli et al. 2017; Amatulli, De Anglelis, and Stoppani
2021; De Angelis, Adigiizel, and Amatulli 2017; Hagtvedt
and Patrick 2016; Janssen and Vanhamme 2014; Petersen and
Perez 2022; Perez et al. 2020; Pinto et al. 2019; Sun,
Bellezza, and Paharia 2021).

In hospitality, the results are similarly mixed. Some research
suggested that a commitment to sustainability might backfire
for luxury hospitality brands, such as increasing consumers’
perceived risks of staying at these hotels (e.g., lowered
service quality, raised costs, decreased indulgence and luxury
value, and damaged self-image of consumers) (Peng and
Chen 20195b; Line and Hanks 2016), and decreasing consumers’
intention to stay or willingness to pay (Baker, Davis, and
Weaver 2014; Peng and Chen 2019b). However, some other
research revealed a positive effect of luxury hotels’ sustainabil-
ity engagement on consumers’ responses (e.g., Amatulli, De
Anglelis, and Stoppani 2021). For example, communication
that highlights a luxury hotel’s enviromental sustainability
(vs. highlighting customer service) leads to higher willingness
to book a room by increasing the hotel’s integrity (Amatulli,
De Anglelis, and Stoppani 2021). There are also successful
business cases in hospitality that combine a luxury hotel with
a strong social orientation (Dimanche and Lucia 2020).

Despite these studies, the effect of profit attribution of the
hotels’ sustainability engagement on consumer responses has
not been examined. In this research, we would like to point
out a condition when consumers’ responses to hotels’ sustain-
ability engagement can benefit from the “luxury” brand posi-
tioning. As discussed in the previous section, research
suggests that profit-driven sustainability engagement negatively
affects consumers’ responses. We expect this effect to be atten-
uated for luxury hotels. Research providing insights into this is
scant, but a series of studies (Krishna, McFerran, and Wang
2014, 2015; Wang, Krishna, and McFerran 2017) that exam-
ined consumer responses to high-priced hotels’ environmental
actions suggests a similar negative effect when high-priced
hotels are perceived as “greedy” (i.e., profit-motivated).
However, a luxury brand/ firm offers more than just high
price. Many cues (e.g., rarity, high quality, uniquely qualified
craftspeople) contribute to the perception of luxury (e.g.,
Kapferer and Laurent 2016; Kapferer and Valette-Florence
2016; Vigneron and Johnson 2004). Another study, which
showed that recognizing the ulterior motive caused consumer
skepticism about hotels’ environmental claims, did not
examine the positioning of the hotels (Rahman, Park, and Chi
2015).

We expect luxury brands’ stronger affective attitudes to
“shield” consumers’ responses, offsetting the negative effect
of profit-motive attribution. Recent research indicated that con-
sumers have greater attachment to and a stronger feeling of
bonding for luxury brands (vs. non-luxury brands) (Bansal,
Irving, and Taylor 2004; Peng and Chen 2019q; Shukla,
Banerjee, and Singh 2016). This is due to luxuries’ inherent fea-
tures of providing more positive emotions (Patrick and
Hagtvedt 2009; Petersen, Dretsch, and Komarova Loureiro
2018). Luxuries are associated with aspirations and hedonism,
which can provide consumers with emotional benefits (Berry
1994; Hansen, Samuelsen, and Silseth 2008; He, Li, and
Harris 2012; Murphy and Zajonc 1993; Patrick and Hagtvedt
2009; Steenkamp, Batra, and Alden 2003; Zajonc 1984), and
luxury products and services often have higher quality (Aaker
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1996; Baek, Kim, and Yu 2010; Cailleux, Mignot, and Kapferer
2009; Garfein 1989; Nia and Zaichkowsky 2000; O’Cass and
Frost 2002; Patrick and Hagtvedt 2009; Phau and Prendergast
2000; Presbury, Fitzgerald, and Chapman 2005; Quelch 1987;
Vigneron and Johnson 2004; Yoo, Donthu, and Lee 2000;
Zeithaml 1988).

Consumers’ prior impression and satisfaction have been
shown to directly affect their subsequent judgments and behav-
iors (Hoch and Deighton 1989; Smith and Bolton 1998).
Affective attitudes are powerful in determining consumers’
responses to the brands (Fullerton 2003; Grayson and Ambler
1999; Mathieu and Zajac 1990). Previous research has revealed
this influence from different perspectives. For example, strong
brand-consumer relationships are effective to mitigate the neg-
ative impact of brand misconduct on consumers’ responses
(Fournier 1998; Huber et al. 2010). A high degree of emotional
bonding can reduce the spillover effects of negative information
on behavioral intentions (Mattila 2004). Similarly, affective
attachment and a feeling of bonding to a brand have been
shown to help consumers resist attitude-inconsistent informa-
tion about the brand (Ahluwalia, Burnkrant, and Unnava
2000; Ahluwalia, Unnava, and Burnkrant 2001).

When consumers have a strong attachment to a brand, they
tend to resist negative information about the brand and show
little change in their attitudes toward the brand. This is because
the feeling of bonding can lead to a ‘“defense motivation”
which triggers consumers’ selective cognitive processing of infor-
mation and, therefore, limits consumers’ counter argumentation.
In contrast, if consumers are weakly attached to a brand, they
can quickly show an attitude change in response to negative infor-
mation about the brand. Interestingly, it seems that people tend to
“neutralize” negative information regarding ethics and sustain-
ability also in the tourism and hospitality sector (e.g.,
Apostolidis and Haeussler 2018).

Based on this, consumers’ responses to a non-luxury (“stan-
dard”) hotel should decrease as the profit motive attribution of
the hotel’s environmental protection program increases, consis-
tent with past research reviewed in the previous section. In con-
trast, consumers’ responses to a luxury hotel should not be
affected to the same extent when customers perceive the
hotel’s sustainability program as profit-driven. This leads to
the following hypothesis:

H1: Consumers’ (a) willingness to reuse towel and (b)
general willingness to cooperate with the hotels’ sustainabil-
ity initiatives in a non-luxury (vs. luxury) hotel will decrease
(be stable) as the profit motive attribution of the hotel’s envi-
ronmental protection program increases.

In addition, we examine customer loyalty as a consumer
response measure targeted at the hotels. These measures let us
disentangle any potential benefits for the hotel itself and for
the environment, which are the two fundamental aims of a
firm’s sustainability engagement (Edinger-Schons et al. 2018;
Lee, Bolton, and Winterich 2017; Schaltegger and Burritt
2018).

Customer loyalty has been regarded as a central construct in
business-to-consumer relationships (e.g., Ball, Coelho, and
Machas 2004; Singh and Sirdeshmukh 2000; Sirdeshmukh,
Singh, and Sabol 2002). Given the importance of customer
loyalty in business, discussions around the antecedents of cus-
tomer loyalty are constant and necessary (Chaudhuri and
Holbrook 2001; Chiou and Droge 2006; Dick and Basu 1994;
He and Li 2011; He, Li, and Harris 2012; Martinez and
Bosque 2013; Singh and Sirdeshmukh 2000). For example,
engagement in corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been
shown to increase customer loyalty (Ball, Coelho, and
Machas 2004; Kennedy, Ferrell, and Leclair 2001; Liu et al.
2014; Marin, Ruiz, and Rubio 2009; Pérez, Salmones, and
del Bosque 2013; Swaen and Chumpitaz 2008; Wang 2014),
and attribution of this engagement as profit-driven has been
shown to decrease customer loyalty (Habel et al. 2016).
Therefore, we are interested in investigating the effect of
hotels’ environmental protection activities on customer
loyalty (willingness to re-stay at the hotel and positive
word-of-mouth). As such, we derive the following hypothesis:

H2: Customer loyalty to a non-luxury (vs. luxury) hotel will
decrease (be stable) as the profit motive attribution of the
hotel’s environmental protection program increases.

Finally, we examine the role of affective attitudes as a moder-
ator of the predited effects, which gives us insights into the psy-
chological process by means of a moderation-of-process design
(Spencer, Zanna, and Fong 2005) and offers a boundary condi-
tion. We suggested that the stronger affective attitudes that con-
sumers typically hold toward luxury brands contributes to
consumers’ persistent cooperation with luxury hotels’ sustainabil-
ity programs and loyalty. Consistent with this proposition, we
expect the predicted effects to emerge under a condition where
luxury brands enjoy of stronger affective attitudes (Makkar and
Yap 2018; Peng and Chen 2019q). If consumers hold stronger
affective attitudes toward luxury brands, consumers’ responses
to luxury hotels should be more stable, regardless of the extent
to which consumers’ attribute the luxury hotel’s sustainability
program to be profit-driven. Thus, we hypothesize that:

H3: Consumers’ affective attitudes toward luxury brands will
moderate the interactive effect between hotel positioning
(luxury vs. non-luxury) and profit motive attribution. When
consumers have strong affective attitudes to luxury brands,
consumers’ responses to a luxury (vs. non-luxury) hotel are
stable regardless of the profit motive attribution; however,
when consumers have weak affective attitudes to luxury
brands, profit motive attribution will be detrimental to con-
sumers’ responses to a luxury as well as a non-luxury hotel.

Overview of Studies

In sum, the current research examines the role of luxury brand-
ing and profit motive attribution on consumers’ willingness to
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reuse towel during the stay (Studies 1-2), consumers’ general
willingness to cooperate with the hotel’s sustainability initiatives
(Study 2), and customer loyalty to the hotel (Studies 1-2). In addi-
tion, we examine the role of affective attitudes as a moderator of
the effect (Study 2).

Study |

Study 1 was designed to examine the interactive effect between
hotel positioning and profit motive attribution on consumers’
willingness to reuse towels and customer loyalty. We expected
that the more a non-luxury (i.e., “standard”) hotel’s sustainabil-
ity program was perceived to be profit-driven, the less consum-
ers would reuse their towels and the less loyal customers would
be to the hotel. However, we expected that customers of luxury
hotels would be less sensitive to whether the hotel’s sustainabil-
ity program was perceived as profit-driven and, consequently,
we expected their responses to be more stable.

Method

Design and Participants. The design included two independent
variables, where hotel brand positioning was manipulated and
the perceived profit motive of the hotel’s sustainability
program was measured. In a two-level between-subjects manip-
ulation, participants were randomly assigned to one of the two
hotel brand positioning conditions (luxury vs. non-luxury). We
measured the perceived profit orientation of the hotel’s environ-
mental protection program as a continuous variable.

Participants were 115 people (75.7% male), recruited from a
subject pool managed by a business school that included people
living in a large city in Germany. In the sample, as well as in the
subject pool, participants possessed a wide range of age Mo =
29.97; SD,ge=7.53), education (high school or less: 9.6%;
some college: 15.7%; bachelor’s degree: 32.2%; masters/
some graduate school: 39.1%; doctoral and/or professional
degree: 3.5%), income (less than €20,000: 40.9%; €20,000
to €49,999: 26.1%; €50,000 to €74,999: 14.8%; €75,000 to
€99,999: 11.3%; €100,000 to €149,999: 5.2%; €150,000 to
€199,999: 1.7%), and occupation (self-employed: 5.2%;
employee: 47.8%; unemployed, laid off, looking for work:
5.2%; retired: 2.6%; in school/student: 37.4%; keeping house:
1.7%). Each participant received monetary payment (€3) as par-
ticipation fee.

Stimuli and Measures. Participants read through a scenario with
a corresponding picture of a luxury (vs. non-luxury) hotel room.
In the luxury hotel condition, the scenario read: “Imagine that
you just checked into a luxury hotel. The architecture is
grand, the decoration is elegant, the service is excellent (profes-
sional, friendly and courteous staff) and the food is extremely
tasty. You settled down in your fantastic room and relaxed
for a few moments. As you walk around your room, you
notice a card in the bathroom. On the card, it is stated: “Help
the environment. You can show your respect for nature and
help save the environment by reusing your towels during

your stay”. In the non-luxury hotel condition, the scenario
was similar to that of the luxury hotel condition, with only
one exception: instead of checking into a luxury hotel, partici-
pants read: “Imagine that you just checked into a standard
hotel”. Participants read the same passage describing the
“help the environment” card.

We measured consumers’ willingness to reuse towels with
two items (“To what extend would you be willing to reuse
your towels in this situation?”, “How likely are you to reuse
your towels in this situation?”’) using 7-point Likert-type
scales (1- not at all, 7- very much). This measure was adapted
from Krishna, McFerran, and Wang (2014, 2015), Rahman,
Park, and Chi (2015) and Theotokis and Manganari (2015).
The two items were highly correlated (»r=.87, p < .01) and
were averaged into an index of towel reuse.

Loyalty towards the hotel was measured with four items
(“To what extent would you like to stay at the hotel again?”,
“If someone is looking for a hotel, I will suggest him/her to
stay at this hotel.”, “I will say positive things about this
hotel.”, and “I will encourage my friends and relatives to stay
at this hotel when traveling.”) adapted from previous research
(Chaudhuri and Holbrook 2001; Harris and Goode 2004;
Zeithaml, Berry, and Parasuraman 1996) and using 7-point
Likert-type scales. The reliability of the scale was high (a=
.91) and the items were averaged into an index of loyalty.

Finally, we measured participants’ motive attribution of the
hotel’s sustainability program with an item adapted from previ-
ous research (Krishna, McFerran, and Wang 2014, 2015).
Participants indicated their “opinion about the hotel” on a
7-point Likert-type scale where 1 referred to the hotel being
“totally committed to going green” and 7 referred to “using
‘going green’ as an excuse to save money”. In the end, we
asked participants to freely guess the real purpose of this exper-
iment and collected the demographics (e.g., income, age, etc.).

As manipulation checks, we asked participants to indicate
their perception of the hotel on a 7-point Likert scale (1-
totally disagree, 7- totally agree) consisting of three items
related to the basic characteristics of luxury hotels (“This is a
luxury hotel”, “The price of this hotel is high compared with
other hotels”, “This hotel is a first-class, high-quality hotel”;
a=.90).

Results

Since consumers’ responses are crucial in this paper, we
screened for outliers. The data selection rule across the
studies was eliminating the participants whose scores of
responses were + /-3 standard deviations beyond the mean.
This elimination rule was decided a priori and it is a standard
elimination rule (Hair et al. 1998). No participant was + /- 3
SD beyond the mean in consumers’ responses score. We used
all 115 participants in our analysis.

Manipulation Checks. Confirming that the manipulation of hotel
type (luxury vs. non-luxury) was effective, participants in the
luxury hotel condition (M=5.12, SD=1.39) perceived the
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hotel to be more luxurious than participants in the non-luxury
hotel condition (M=4.02, SD=1.34; F(1, 111)=18.71, p<
.01). None of the participants guessed the real purpose of this
study.

Towel Reuse. Using PROCESS model 1 (Hayes 2012), we
regressed participants’ willingness to reuse towels on hotel
brand positioning (non-luxury vs. luxury), mean-centered
profit motive attribution of the sustainability program, and the
interaction between these two variables using the bias-corrected
bootstrapping method.

The regression analysis revealed a significant main effect of
the profit attribution of the hotel’s sustainability program on
willingness to reuse towels (F(1, 111)=14.46, p<.01). This
main effect suggests that the more profit-driven the sustainabil-
ity program was perceived to be, the less consumers were
willing to reuse towels.

The regression analysis also revealed a marginal interaction
between hotel brand positioning and the profit motive attribu-
tion on consumers’ willingness to reuse towels (F(1, 111)=
2.80, p=.097). Although the interaction was marginal, the
simple effects were consistent with our expectations when
decomposing this interaction by looking at responses to
luxury and non-luxury hotel separately (see Figure 1). In the
non-luxury hotel condition, consumers’ willingness to reuse
towels significantly decreased with the increase of profit
motive attribution (B=-.57; #(56)=—4.38, p<.01). However,
in the luxury hotel condition, consumers’ willingness to reuse
towels was not significantly influenced by the profit attribution
of the hotel’s sustainability program (B =-.022; #(55)=—1.35,
ns.).

Customer Loyalty. Using PROCESS model 1 (Hayes 2012), we
regressed participants’ loyalty on hotel brand positioning,
mean-centered profit motive attribution of the sustainability
program, and the interaction between these two variables
using the bias-corrected bootstrapping method.

The regression analysis revealed a significant main effect of
profit motive attribution on customer loyalty (F(1, 111)=
—5.22, p < .01). This main effect suggests that the more profit-
driven the hotel’s sustainability program was perceived to be,
the lower customer loyalty was.

More importantly, the regression analysis revealed the pre-
dicted interaction between hotel brand positioning and profit
motive attribution on customer loyalty (F(1, 111)=5.35, p=
.023; see Figure 1). In the non-luxury hotel condition, customer
loyalty significantly decreased as the profit-driven attribution of
the hotel’s sustainability program increased (B =-.58; #(56)=
—6.03, p < .01). However, in the luxury hotel condition, cus-
tomer loyalty was not influenced by the attribution of the
hotel’s sustainability program (B =-.022; #55)=—1.83, ns.).

Discussion

We obtained at least partial' support for Hla and support for H2
by revealing that consumer responses to a luxury or a non-

luxury hotel’s sustainability programs differ as a function of
profit motive attribution. The results suggest that both consum-
ers’ willingness to reuse towels and customer loyalty decrease
when a non-luxury hotel’s sustainability program is perceived
to be profit motivated. These results are consistent with previ-
ous research showing a negative effect of extrinsic attribution
of sustainability on consumer reactions, as reviewed in the the-
oretical background (e.g., Becker-Olsen, Cudmore, and Hill
2006; Ellen, Webb, and Mohr 2006; Ginder, Kwon, and
Byun 2021; Habel et al. 2016; Homburg, Stierl, and
Bornemann 2013; Lee, Bolton, and Winterich 2017; Torelli,
Monga, and Kaikati 2012; Vlachos et al. 2009; Wagner, Lutz,
and Weitz 2009). In contrast, profit motive attribution did not
significantly affect responses to a luxury hotel’s program:
neither consumers’ willingness to reuse towels nor customer
loyalty were significantly affected when a luxury hotel’s sus-
tainability program is perceived to be profit-driven.

Study 2

The first aim of study 2 was to replicate the results of study 1 on
towel re-use and customer loyalty and extend these results by
investigating the effect on a general measure of consumers’
cooperation with the hotel’s sustainability initiatives. The
second aim of this study was to investigate a boundary condition
for the interactive effect, which shed light onto the psychological
mechanism leading to this effect via a moderation-of-process
design (Spencer, Zanna, and Fong 2005). We propose that con-
sumer cooperation with a luxury hotel’s sustainability program
is less affected by profit motive attribution because consumers,
in general, tend to hold stronger affective attitudes toward
luxury brands. This should turn consumers less sensitive to
“negative” information about the brand (such as a profit orienta-
tion) and make their responses more stable. In that case, we
should replicate the effects found in study 1 when affective atti-
tudes toward luxuries are strong, but not when they are weak.
When affective attitudes toward luxury brands are weak, we
should observe the same interaction found for non-luxury
hotels and shown in previous research for other non-luxury
firms. We use an individual-difference measure of affective atti-
tudes toward high-end luxury brands to test this proposed boun-
dary condition.

Method

Design and Participants. The design included three independent
variables: hotel brand positioning (luxury vs. non-luxury) was
manipulated (two-level between-subjects manipulation with
random assignment); perceived profit motive of the hotel’s sus-
tainability program was measured; and consumers’ affective
attitudes toward luxury brands was also measured.
Participants were 100 people (47% male; M,q.=39.69,
SD,e.=12.40) based in the U.S.A. and recruited through
Mechanical Turk. Participants varied in terms of income (less
than $20,000: 22.1%; $20,000 to $49,999: 35.8%; $50,000 to
$74,999: 22.1%; $75,000 to $99,999: 13.7%; $100,000 to
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Figure |. Consumers’ responses as a function of hotel brand positioning and profit attribution of the sustainability program (Study I).

$149,999: 4.2%; $150,000 to $199,999: 2.1%) and education
levels (below high school: 1.1%; high school or equivalent:
49.5%; university undergraduate: 37.9%; master’s degree or
above: 11.6%). Each participant received monetary payment
($3) as participation fee.

Stimuli and Measures. In this study, the scenario in the luxury
hotel condition was simplified. In study 1, the description of
the luxury hotel was lenghthier than the description of the non-
luxury hotel. To keep the two descriptions more balanced,
instead of the detailed description of the luxury hotel, in this
study there was only one sentence: “Imagine that you’ve just

checked into a luxury hotel.” This simplified hypothetical sce-
nario made the luxury hotel condition more comparable to the
non-luxury hotel condition, which didn’t include any detailed
description of the non-luxury hotel. Participants saw the same
pictures shown in study 1. As a manipulation check measure,
we asked participants to complete the “brand luxury index”
scale consisting of twelve items (e.g., for wealthy-for well-off,
conspicuous-noticeable, extremely expensive-affordable; a=
.87) adapted from Vigneron and Johnson (2004).

Consumers’ willingness to reuse towels was measured with
two items (r=.97, p<.01) as in study 1. In addition, we mea-
sured general willingness to cooperate with the hotel’s
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sustainability initiatives (‘“To what extent would you be willing
to cooperate with the hotel’s ‘help save the environment’
program?”) using a 7-point Likert-type scale (1- not at all
likely, 7- very likely). We analyzed this general cooperation
measure separately to be able to replicate results of study 1
for the towel reuse measure. Customer loyalty (o =.97) and par-
ticipants’ motive attribution of the hotel’s sustainability
program were both measured as in study 1.

In the end, we measured participants’ affective attitudes
toward high-end luxury brands (“Please indicate how you per-
ceive high-end luxury brands”) with a scale consisting of 8
semantic-differential items (e.g., unfavorable-favorable, negative-
positive, I dislike them-I like them, not hedonic-hedonic,
not exclusive-exclusive) adapted from Dubois, Laurent, and
Czellar (2001) and Patrick and Hagtvedt (2009). We
created an index of affective attitudes toward luxury brands
(a=.78) that, importantly, was not correlated with the
manipulation check measures of the hotel brand positioning
manipulation (»=- .0020, ns.). Thus, our index of affective
attitudes was independent from the manipulation and, there-
fore, consisted of an appropriate moderator variable (Sharma,
Durand, and Gur-Arie 1981).

Results

According to our elimination rule defined a-priori, five partici-
pants whose customer loyalty to the hotel or willingness to
reuse towel was+/-3 SD beyond the mean were eliminated,
leaving us with a sample of ninety-five participants.

Manipulation Checks. Confirming that the manipulation of hotel
type (luxury vs. non-luxury) was effective, participants in the
luxury hotel condition (M'=4.32, SD=.89) indeed perceived
the hotel to be in line with a “luxury brand” compared to partic-
ipants in the non-luxury hotel condition (M =3.35, SD=.70;
F(1, 91)=33.86, p<.01). None of the participants guessed
the real purpose of this study.

Towel Reuse. First, to replicate the results of study 1 in this
study, we conducted the same regressions conducted in study
1, using PROCESS model 1 (Hayes 2012). We regressed partic-
ipants’ towel reuse on hotel brand positioning, mean-centered
profit motive attribution, and the interaction between these
two variables using the bias-corrected bootstrapping method.
We followed this procedure with all three dependent variables.

The regression analysis showed that profit motive attribution
had a significant effect on consumers’ willingness to reuse
towels (F(1, 91)=-15.21, p<.01): Consumers’ willingness
to reuse towels reduced the more participants considered the
sustainability program to be profit motivated. Moreover, the
regression analysis revealed a significant interaction effect
between hotel brand positioning and profit motive attribution
(F(1, 91)=17.22, p<.01; see Figure 2). Consistent with the
results of study 1, profit motive attribution had a negative
effect on consumers’ willingness to reuse towels in the non-
luxury hotel (B=—0.88; #(91)=—4.71, p<.01), but consumers’

willingness to reuse towels in the luxury hotel was not affected by
profit motive attribution of sustainability program (B =—0.15;
1(91)=—0.78, ns.).
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Figure 2. Consumers’ responses as a function of hotel brand
positioning and profit attribution of the sustainability program (Study 2).
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Figure 3. Affective attitudes moderate the effects of hotel brand
positioning and profit attribution of the sustainability program on
consumers’ responses (Study 2).

Willingness to Cooperate. The regression analysis revealed a sig-
nificant main effect (F(1, 91)=-16.13, p<.01), implying that

consumers’ willingness to cooperate was negatively affected
by their attribution of the hotel’s sustainability program as profit-
driven. More importantly, the regression analysis showed a sig-
nificant interaction effect (F(1, 91) =9.54, p <.01; see Figure 2).
We found that in the non-luxury hotel condition, consumers’
willingness to cooperate decreased as their profit motive attribu-
tion increased (B=—-0.94; #91)=-5.08, p<.01). However, in
the luxury hotel condition, consumers’ willingness to cooperate
did not change with profit motive attribution of the sustainability
program (B=-0.11; #91)=—-0.57, ns.).

Customer Loyalty. This regression analysis revealed a significant
main effect of profit motive attribution on customer loyalty
(F(1, 91)=-21.34, p<.01). It suggested that customer
loyalty decreased as profit motive attribution of the sustainabil-
ity program increased. More importantly, consistent with our
predictions and with the previous study, the regression analysis
revealed the predicted interaction between hotel brand position-
ing and profit motive attribution (F(1, 91)=7.36, p<.01; see
Figure 2). We found that customer loyalty to a non-luxury
hotel significantly decreased as the profit-driven attribution of
hotel’s sustainability program increased (B=-0.80; #91)=
—5.25, p<.01). However, customer loyalty to a luxury hotel
was not influenced by the profit-driven attribution of hotel’s
sustainability program (B =—-0.20; #91)=—1.26, ns.).

The Role of Affective Attitudes toward Luxuries. This part of the
analysis examined the role of affective attitudes toward
luxury brands. We conducted three sets of regressions using
PROCESS model 3 (Hayes 2012), one with each dependent
variable (towel reuse, willingness to cooperate, and customer
loyalty). We regressed each dependent variable on hotel
brand positioning, mean-centered profit motive attribution,
mean-centered affective attitudes, the products of every two
of these three independent variables, and the product of all of
these three independent variables.

When willingness to reuse towel was the dependent variable,
the regression analysis revealed a significant 3-way interaction
effect (B=1.06; #(87)=2.63, p=.010) among hotel brand posi-
tioning, profit motive attribution, and affective attitudes toward
luxury brands. When willingness to cooperate with sustainabil-
ity initiatives was treated as the dependent variable, this 3-way
interaction was also significant (B=0.84; #87)=2.07, p=
.042). Finally, when customer loyalty was the dependent vari-
able, the regression analysis showed a consistent pattern
although the 3-way interaction effect was non-significant (B =
0.49; «(87)=1.44, p=.15). All of these 3-way interactions are
consistent with our prediction that consumers’ affective atti-
tudes toward luxury brands offer a boundary condition for the
interactive effect between hotel brand positioning and the
profit attribution of hotel’s sustainability program.

To further examine and visualize the role of affective attitudes
toward luxuries, we analyzed the data using a median-split on the
measure of affective attitudes. Participants whose attitude score
was greater than the median (M =3.63), were assigned to the
“strong affective attitude” condition; while participants whose
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attitude score was lower or equal to the median (M =3.63), were
assigned to the “weak affective attitude” condition. Therefore, we
had 42 participants in the “strong” condition and 53 participants
in the “weak” condition. To examine the role of affective attitudes
to luxuries, we compared the 2-way interaction effect between
hotel brand positioning and profit motive attribution in the
“strong affective attitude” condition with the same 2-way interac-
tion in the “weak affective attitude” condition.

In the “strong affective attitude” condition, there was a significant
interaction effect between hotel brand positioning and profit attribu-
tion on towel reuse (F(1, 38)=6.24, p=.017; see Figure 3). The
pattern was similar to that reported earlier. That is, consumers’ will-
ingness to reuse towels in a non-luxury hotel decreased as the profit-
driven attribution of the hotel’s sustainability program increased (B =
—1.13; (18)=—-3.50, p<.01), but consumers’ willingness to reuse
towels in a luxury hotel was not affected by the profit attribution
of the sustainability program (B =—0.040; #20)=—.14, ns.).

Similarly, the 2-way interaction on willingness to cooperate
with the hotel’s sustainability initiatives was also significant
(F(1, 38)=7.23, p=.011; see Figure 3). Consumers’ willing-
ness to cooperate with a non-luxury hotel’s sustainability initia-
tives was negatively influenced by the profit attribution of the
sustainability program (B=-1.19; #18)=-3.80, p<.01). In
contrast, when it was a luxury hotel, consumers’ willingness
to cooperate was not affected by the profit attribution of the
hotel’s sustainability (B=—-0.051; #(20)=—.18, ns.).

Finally, the 2-way interaction on customer loyalty was also sig-
nificant (F(1, 38)=9.93, p<.01; see Figure 3). For a non-luxury
hotel, customer loyalty significantly decreased as the profit-driven
attribution of hotel’s sustainability program increased (B=—1.03;
#(18)=—-4.10, p<.01); while for a luxury hotel, customer loyalty
was stable regardless of the profit-driven attribution of hotel’s sus-
tainability program (B =0.039; #(20)=.17, ns.).

In the “weak affective attitudes” condition, the interaction
effect between hotel brand positioning and the profit attribution
of the sustainability program on towel reuse was non-significant
(F(1,49)=.12, ns.). This 2-way interaction effect on consumers’
willingness to cooperate with hotel’s sustainability initiatives was
also non-significant (F(1, 49) = .86, ns.). Finally, the 2-way inter-
action on customer loyalty was also not significant (F(1,49) =31,
ns.; see Figure 3). In this condition, we only found main effects of
profit motive attribution on towel re-use (p =.072), cooperation
with the sustainability program (p < .05) and customer loyalty
(p<.01), such that consumer responses turned more negative as
perceived profit orientation increased.

Discussion

Consistent with study 1, the results of study 2 reveal that the profit
motive attribution of the hotel’s sustainability program has a dif-
ferent impact on consumers’ responses to a non-luxury and a
luxury hotel. In addition, study 2 reveals that the strength of affec-
tive attitudes toward luxury brands consists of a boundary condi-
tion for the interactive effect revealed. The pattern of the results is
consistent with the notion that stronger affective attitudes toward
luxury brands “shield” consumers’ responses, turning them more

stable. When consumers have strong affective attitudes to luxury
brands, the interaction between hotel brand positioning and the
profit attribution of the sustainability program is significant, con-
sistent with the results of study 1. However, for consumers who
have weak affective attitudes to luxury brands, the interaction
effect between hotel brand positioning and profit attribution on
consumers’ responses is eliminated. In other words, the finding
that the interaction that we found is more prominent when con-
sumers hold strong affective attitudes toward luxury brands sug-
gests that strong affective attitudes to luxury brands may
contribute to consumers’ different responses to luxury and non-
luxury hotels when hotel’s sustainability program is attributed
as profit-driven. These results support H1-H3.

General Discussion

While previous research suggested that consumers respond nega-
tively when they attribute a profit motive to a firm’s sustainability
program, this research shows that this detrimental effect does not
hold for luxury brands in the hospitality context. Studies 1 and 2
demonstrated that consumer responses to a non-luxury (i.e., stan-
dard) hotel deteriorate the more consumers attribute a profit motive
to the hotel’s sustainability program, but this does not happen to a
luxury hotel. In addition, study 2 showed that this interactive effect
between profit attribution and hotel brand positioning (luxury vs.
non-luxury) emerges when consumers hold strong affective atti-
tudes toward luxury brands, shedding light on why consumers’
responses to a luxury (vs. non-luxury) hotel are more stable.

Theoretical Implications

The main theoretical contributions of this research are twofold.
First, this research reveals a condition where increased percep-
tions of profit orientation do not necessarily harm consumer
responses. This contributes to research in ethical consumption
more generally (e.g., sustainability, CSR) as well as to service
research focusing on consumers’ attribution of a firm’s actions,
be them related to sustainability or not. Most previous research
in this field has shown that the effect of profit-driven attribution
of sustainability engagement can be negative for the firm, both in
terms of firm perceptions and behavioral intentions (e.g.,
Edinger-Schons et al. 2018; Elving 2013; Lee, Bolton, and
Winterich 2017). Qualifying such previous results, our findings
show that the effect of profit-motive attribution is attenuated
for luxury hospitality brands. We extend the ethical consumption
and sustainability literature by identifying luxury brand position-
ing (vs. non-luxury) as a new moderator of the effect of sustain-
ability engagement on consumers’ responses to the brands.
Second, this research shows a condition where luxury brands
may benefit from sustainability programs, even if consumers
perceive such actions as profit-driven. There is increasing research
showing conditions and contexts where luxury and sustainability
together are positively perceived, but there is also research ques-
tioning if luxury and sustainability can go hand in hand and
research empirically showing that consumers perceive “sustainable
luxury” as an oxymoron (for a review, see Kunz, May, and
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Schmidt 2020). Although it is beyond the scope of this research to
reconcile these views and results, our results contribute to research
in this area by elucidating a context where luxury and sustainabil-
ity function well together from both consumers’ and firms’ per-
spectives. While we still need an overarching theoretical
framework to understand consumers’ reactions to responsible
luxury at a higher level, our research reveals a new condition
where luxury benefits from sustainability. The more scientific
research reveals conditions where luxury and sustainability gener-
ate positive responses on consumers, the more luxury companies
can realize the potential to contribute to social well-being by
engaging in socially responsible practices.

Past research revealed that when hotels request cooperation
with sustainability programs, consumers’ conservation behavior/
intention may decrease (e.g., they consume more electricity),
and this is especially the case for high-price hotels (Wang,
Krishna, and McFerran 2017). Different from these findings, we
found that consumers’ conservation intention in a luxury hotel
(vs. a non-luxury) is less influenced as the profit motive attribution
of sustainability engagement increases. This apparent inconsis-
tency might be due to the inherent differences between “luxury”
and “high price”. We focused on hotels’ luxury image, which is
not equivalent to price image (Kapferer 1998; Roux, Tafani, and
Vigneron 2017). Although luxury is typically associated with
high prices, the core concept of luxury is different from high
price (Kapferer and Valette-Florence 2016; Patrick and Hagtvedt
2009). The results of study 2, where we find that the proposed
effect emerges for consumers who hold strong affective attitudes
toward luxury brands, are in line with this contention.

These results have implications for macromarketing and, in par-
ticular, to the emerging field of transformative luxury research.
Our findings show the power of a luxury positioning to potentially
generate positive changes (more sustainable behavior) and busi-
ness practices contributing to environmental protection. Our
results drive the sustainable actions embedded into the hospitality
industry by suggesting an approach of strengthening consumers’
affective attitudes to the brands. In fact, the trend of “experiential
consumption” may open room for less harmful consumption and
might be a window for corporations to contribute to an increased
social commitment to sustainable practices. This is in line with a
recent call in macromarketing for corporations to be more active
instead of “simply” responsive to consumers’ demands (Sheth
and Parvatiyar 2021).

Limitations and Future Research

In this research, we suggested that the typically stronger affec-
tive attitudes toward luxury brands contribute to the interactive
effect between luxury branding and profit motive attribution. To
test this, in study 2 we examined a moderation by affective atti-
tudes, such that the predicted interaction should emerge when
affective attitudes are strong, but not when affective attitudes
are weak (Spencer, Zanna, and Fong 2005). Although the
results support our prediction and are robust across three depen-
dent measures, this is arguably initial evidence of an investiga-
tion of the mechanism of the effect. Future research may further

verify whether affective attitudes to luxury brands are responsi-
ble for the supported interaction, for example, by manipulating
consumers’ affective attitudes to luxury and non-luxury hotels.
In addition, future research can potentially test alternative
explanations or identify additional boundary conditions. For
instance, what are the specific aspects of luxury branding that
would make the effect more or less likely to hold? Is it
because hotels constitute experiential luxury?

Previous research showed that underlying motives for sus-
tainability engagement could be mixed and complex, especially
with consumers’ increasing understanding of sustainability
(Ellen, Webb, and Mohr 2006; Ginder, Kwon, and Byun
2021; Porter and Kramer 2011; Sen, Du, and Bhattacharya
2016). A sustainability program could be associated with both
firms’ intrinsic motives (e.g., a genuine concern for taking
care of the environment) and extrinsic motives (e.g., saving
costs) at the same time (Edinger-Schons et al. 2018; Ginder,
Kwon, and Byun 2021). That is, the underlying motive could
be a hybrid of the profit-driven motive and the environment-
protecting motive. Therefore, it would be interesting for
future research to understand how consumers form their attribu-
tions and how these shape their responses to firms’ actions.

Another possibility for future research is to integrate potential
effects of luxury positioning and profit-motive attribution on per-
ceptions of the hotels. Past research suggested that perceptions of
a firm’s motives for engaging in sustainability can impact how
the firm is perceived. These perceptions include trustworthiness
(Jahn and Briihl 2019; Vlachos et al. 2009), competence
(DiDonato and Jakubiak 2016; Lee, Bolton, and Winterich
2017), integrity (Amatulli, De Anglelis, and Stoppani 2021),
evaluations of the firm (Forehand and Grier 2003), and reputation
(Elving 2013; Yoon, Giirhan-Canli, and Schwarz 2006).
Variables such as these could potentially mediate the effects
we found on cooperation with the sustainability programs and
loyalty to the hotel. In other words, these variables are the percep-
tions of the firm per se, while profit attribution is related to per-
ceptions of the motive for sustainability initiatives.

There are also additional limitations in our methodological
approach. Study 1 and study 2 adopted two different ways to
manipulate hotel type, as well as employed two different scales
for manipulation checks. In the data collection process, we also
used two different samples from two different subject-pools
(study 1: a pool managed by a business school; study 2:
Mechanical Turk). Although it is encouraging that the results are
consistent across the studies, these are conceptual and not exact
replications (Easley, Madden, and Dunn 2000; Schmidt 2009),
which limit the robustness and comparability of the results to a
certain extent. Another limitation is that we measured the indepen-
dent variables and dependent variables in the same instrument,
opening potential for common method bias (Podsakoff et al.
2003). Although many of our methodological choices should
have minimized the incidence of common method bias
(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, and Podsakoff 2012), future research
can implement further solutions that would require new efforts.
In addition, it is also important to test our findings in the
market. Future research could conduct a field study with luxury
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hotels, which would help increase the external validity of our
results.

Moreover, it would be beneficial to investigate the influence of
individual-level variables (e.g., socio-economic status) on the
degree of emotional bonding to different brands. Finally, the
current research focused on hospitality, but there are many other
luxury and non-luxury contexts in which sustainability initiatives
are involved. For instance, luxury and non-luxury department
stores may also engage in sustainability activities. Selfridges, one
of the largest luxury department stores in the UK, was awarded
the World’s Best Sustainability Campaign by a Department Store
at the Global Department Store Summit 2016, due to its significant
achievement in CSR such as its reduction of carbon and water.
Thus, can our findings be generalized to the context of luxury
and non-luxury department stores or other service or product
(e.g., fashion) providers (Ertekin and Atik 2020; Gupta, Gwozdz,
and Gentry 2019)? This is another direction for future research.

Practical Implications

Although hotels” engagement in environmental protection actions is
ubiquitous and luxury hotels are increasingly promoting their sus-
tainability programs (Garcia de Leaniz and Rodriguez DelBosque
Rodriguez 2015; Goldstein, Cialdini, and Griskevicius 2008), con-
sumers’ responses to hotels’ sustainability programs in the context
of luxury hotels has not been well understood. We showed that
while a profit-driven attribution of hotels’ sustainability programs
(e.g., environmental protection behaviors) might hurt consumers’
responses to the hotel, this negative effect can be mitigated by a
luxury branding positioning. We observed consistent results
across two studies. The reliable pattern increases our confidence
in the robustness of the effect. In addition, we find that consumers’
affective attitudes toward luxury brands play an important role:
since consumers tend to hold strong affective attitudes toward
luxury brands, they are less sensitive to “negative” information
about the brand (such as a profit orientation) and this effect emerges.

This is an important step because luxury hotels can benefit from
sustainability in terms of customer loyalty, willingness to reuse
towel, and consumers’ general willingness to cooperate with envi-
ronmental protection initiatives. Managers of luxury hotels may
expect high utility from sustainability programs because these pro-
grams seem to be beneficial to the hotel. In the luxury hotel, cus-
tomer loyalty, as well as consumers’ willingness to behave
environmentally friendly, is stable regardless of the attribution of
sustainability programs. As such, the results suggest that environ-
mental protection programs play an important role in the manage-
ment of relationships between customers and hotels.

This is not to say that engaging in profit-driven sustainability
initiatives is well-perceived by consumers. But, according to the
results, consumers’ perceptions about the firm’s intentions of
their sustainability engagement is more critical for non-luxury
hotels compared to luxury hotels. For non-luxury hotels, consum-
ers’ attribution of the hotel’s sustainability program negatively
influences their responses to the hotel more promptly. Since con-
sumers’ negative responses are harmful for companies (Grappi,
Romani, and Bagozzi 2013), managers and marketers of non-

luxury hotels should try to prevent consumers from attributing
hotel’s environmental protection programs as profit-driven, regard-
less of the hotel’s actual motives. For example, hotels should con-
stantly monitor consumers’ evaluation of the company’s
sustainable behaviors (Huber et al. 2010). Hotels that have discov-
ered that customers attribute a profit motive to the sustainability
program should try to find a good way to communicate with
their customers, such as providing explanations. Managers and
marketers of these — and all — hotels should think about how to
improve the credibility of their sustainability initiatives when com-
municating with their customers, starting by understanding that
sustainability programs should not just be a marketing gimmick.

Last but not least, this research contributes to society’s expan-
sion in terms of ecological and environmental considerations. With
this expanding value of building sustainable societies, the hospital-
ity industry has increasing responsibilities to address the unsustain-
able problems during the production and consumption processes.
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Notes

1. Although the interaction was marginal (p <.1), the pattern of results
was significant where expected.

2. Although not all interactions were significant at p < .05, the pattern
of results was significant where expected.

References

Aaker, David A. (1996), “Measuring Brand Equity Across Products
and Markets,” California Management Review, 38 (3), 102-20.
https:/doi.org/10.2307/41165845.

Achabou, Mohamed Akli and Sihem Dekhili (2013), “Luxury and
Sustainable Development: Is There a Match?” Journal of
Business Research, 66 (10), 1896-903. https:/doi.org/10.1016/].
jbusres.2013.02.011.

Achille, Antonio (2014), BCG report.

Ahluwalia, Rohini, Robert E. Burnkrant, and H. Rao Unnava (2000),

“Consumer Response to Negative Publicity : The Moderating


https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3209-1010
https://orcid.org/0000-0002-3209-1010
https://doi.org/10.2307/41165845
https://doi.org/10.2307/41165845
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.02.011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.02.011

Chen and Petersen

13

Role of Commitment,” Journal of Marketing Research, 37 (2), 203-
14.

Ahluwalia, Rohini, H. Rao Unnava, and Robert E. Burnkrant (2001),
“The Moderating Role of Commitment on the Spillover Effect of
Marketing Communications,” Journal of Marketing Research, 38
(4), 458-70.

Amatulli, Cesare, Matteo De Angelis, Michele Costabile, and
Gianluigi Guido (2017), Sustainable Luxury Brands: Evidence
from Research and Implications for Managers. London: Palgrave
Macmillan.

Amatulli, Cesare, Matteo De Anglelis, and Anna Stoppani (2021), “The
Appeal of Sustainability in Luxury Hospitality: An Investigation on
the Role of Perceived Integrity,” Tourism Management, 83, 104228.
https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104228.

Apostolidis, Chrysostomos and Stephanie Haecussler (2018), “Sea,
Sand and Shadow Economy - Consumer Acceptance of Shadow
Hospitality in Greece,” Hospitality and Society, 8 (3), 205-27.
https:/doi.org/10.1386/hosp.8.3.205_1.

Baek, Tae Hynn, Jooyoung Kim, and Jay Hyunjae Yu (2010), “The
Differential Roles of Brand Credibility and Brand Prestige in
Consumer Brand Choice,” Psychology & Marketing, 27 (7), 662-
78. https:/doi.org/10.1002/mar.

Baker, Melissa A., Eric A. Davis, and Pamela A. Weaver (2014),
“Eco-Friendly Attitudes, Barriers to Participation, and Differences in
Behavior at Green Hotels,” Cornell Hospitality Quarterly, 55 (1),
89-99. https:/doi.org/10.1177/1938965513504483.

Ball, Dwayne, Pedro Simdes Coelho, and Alexandra Machas (2004), “The
Role of Communication and Trust in Explaining Customer Loyalty:
An Extension to the ECSI Model,” European Journal of Marketing,
38 (9-10), 1272-93. https:/doi.org/10.1108/03090560410548979.

Bansal, Harvir S., P. Gregory Irving, and Shirley F. Taylor (2004), “A
Three-Component Model of Customer Commitment to Service
Providers,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 32 (3),
234-50. https:/doi.org/10.1177/0092070304263332.

Becker-Olsen, Karen L., B. Andrew Cudmore, and Ronald Paul Hill
(2006), “The Impact of Perceived Corporate Social Responsibility
on Consumer Behavior,” Journal of Business Research, 59 (1), 46-53.

Berry, Christopher J. (1994), The Idea of Luxury: A Conceptual and
Historical Investigation. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press.

Berthon, Pierre, Leyland Pitt, Michael Parent, and Jean-Paul Berthon
(2009), “Aesthetics and Ephemerality: Observing and Preserving
the Luxury Brand,” California Management Review, 52 (1), 45-66.

Bohdanowicz, Paulina (2006), and
Initiatives in the Swedish and Polish Hotel Industries-Survey

“Environmental Awareness

Results,” International Journal of Hospitality Management, 25
(4), 662-82. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2005.06.006.

Bowen, Frances (2014), Afier Greenwashing: Symbolic Corporate
Environmentalism and Society. Cambridge: Cambridge University
Press. https:/doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781139541213.

Brown, Tom J. and Peter A. Dacin (1997), “The Company and the
Product: Corporate Associations and Consumer Product Responses,”
Journal of Marketing, 61 (1), 68-84. https:/doi.org/http:/dx.doi.org/
10.2307/1252190.

Cailleux, Hugues, Charles Mignot, and Jean-Noél Kapferer (2009), “Is
CRM for Luxury Brands?” Journal of Brand Management, 16 (5),
406-12. https:/doi.org/10.1057/bm.2008.50.

Carrigan, Marylyn, Caroline Moraes, and Morven McEachern (2013),
“From Conspicuous to Considered Consumption : A Harm-Chain
Approach to The Responsibilities of Luxury-Fashion Business,”
Journal of Marketing Management, 29 (11-12), 1277-307.

Chan, Eric S., Fevzi Okumus, and Wilco Chan (2017), “The
Applications of Environmental Technologies in Hotels,” Journal
of Hospitality Marketing and Management, 26 (1), 23-47. https:/
doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2016.1176975.

Chan, Wilco, Kevin Wong, and Jennifer Lo (2009), “Hong Kong
Hotels’ Sewage: Environmental Cost and Saving Technique,”
Journal of Hospitality & Tourism Research, 33 (3), 329-46.
https:/doi.org/10.1177/1096348009338525.

Chaudhuri, Arjun and Morris B. Holbrook (2001), “The Chain of
Effects from Brand Trust and Brand Affect to Brand Performance:
The Role of Brand Loyalty,” Journal of Marketing, 65 (2), 81-93.

Chiou, Jyh-Shen and Cornelia Droge (2006), “Service Quality, Trust,
Specific Asset Investment, and Expertise: Direct and Indirect
Effects in a Satisfaction-Loyalty Framework,” Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 34 (4), 613-27. https:/doi.org/10.
1177/0092070306286934.

Davies, Iain A., Zoe Lee, and Ine Ahonkhai (2012), “Do Consumers
Care About Ethical-Luxury?” Journal of Business Ethics, 106
(1), 37-51. https:/doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1071-y.

De Angelis, Matteo, Feray Adigiizel, and Cesare Amatulli (2017),
“The Role of Design Similarity in Consumers’ Evaluation of
New Green Products: An Investigation of Luxury Fashion
Brands,” Journal of Cleaner Production, 141, 1515-27. https:/
doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.09.230.

Diallo, Mbaye Fall, Norchéne Ben Dahmane Mouelhi,
Mahesh Gadekar, and Marie Schill (2021), “CSR Actions, Brand
Value, and Willingness to Pay a Premium Price for Luxury
Brands: Does Long-Term Orientation Matter?” Journal of Business
Ethics, 169 (2), 241-60. https:/doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04486-5.

Dick, Alan S. and Kunal Basu (1994), “Customer Loyalty: Toward an
Integrated Conceptual Framework,” Journal of the Academy of
Marketing Science, 22 (2), 99-113. https:/doi.org/10.1177/
0092070394222001.

DiDonato, Theresa E. and Brittany K. Jakubiak (2016), “Sustainable
Decisions Signal Sustainable Relationships: How Purchasing
Decisions Affect Perceptions and Romantic Attraction,” Journal
of Social Psychology, 156 (1), 8-27. https:/doi.org/10.1080/
00224545.2015.1018858.

Dief, Mohammed EI and Xavier Font (2010), “The Determinants of
Hotels’ Marketing Managers’ Green Marketing Behaviour,”
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 18 (2), 157-74. https:/doi.org/
10.1080/09669580903464232.

Dimanche, Frederic and Maria Della Lucia (2020) “Are Luxury and
Sustainability Compatible: A Canadian Social Entrepreneurship
Case,” In Travel and Tourism Research Association: Advancing
Tourism Research Globally, 64.

Du, Shuili, Chitrabhan B. Bhattacharya,
(2007), “Reaping Relational Rewards from Corporate Social

and Sankar Sen
Responsibility: The Role of Competitive Positioning,” International
Journal of Research in Marketing, 24 (3), 224-41.

Dubois, Bernard, Gilles Laurent, and Sandor Czellar (2001),

“Consumer Rapport to Luxury Analyzing Complex and


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104228
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2020.104228
https://doi.org/10.1386/hosp.8.3.205_1
https://doi.org/10.1386/hosp.8.3.205_1
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar
https://doi.org/10.1002/mar
https://doi.org/10.1177/1938965513504483
https://doi.org/10.1177/1938965513504483
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560410548979
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090560410548979
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070304263332
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070304263332
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2005.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2005.06.006
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139541213
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781139541213
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1252190
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1252190
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1252190
https://doi.org/http://dx.doi.org/10.2307/1252190
https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2008.50
https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.2008.50
https://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2016.1176975
https://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2016.1176975
https://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2016.1176975
https://doi.org/10.1177/1096348009338525
https://doi.org/10.1177/1096348009338525
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070306286934
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070306286934
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070306286934
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1071-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1071-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.09.230
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.09.230
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2016.09.230
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04486-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04486-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070394222001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070394222001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070394222001
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2015.1018858
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2015.1018858
https://doi.org/10.1080/00224545.2015.1018858
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580903464232
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580903464232
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580903464232

14

Journal of Macromarketing

Ambivalent Attitudes,” HEC Research Papers Series, 736, 1-56.
https:/doi.org/10.1007/s11002-005-2172-0.

Dubois, David (2020), “Fulfilling Social Needs Through Luxury
Consumption,” in Research Handbook on Luxury Branding. F.
Morhart, K. Wilcox and S. Czellar (Eds), Massachusetts, USA:
Edward Elgar Publishing, 75-91.

Easley, Richard W., Charles S. Madden, and Mark G. Dunn (2000),
“Conducting Marketing Science: The Role of Replication in the
Research Process,” Journal of Business Research, 48 (1), 83-92.
https:/doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(98)00079-4.

Edinger-Schons, Marie Laura, Jenni Sipild, Sankar Sen, Gina Mende,
and Jan Wieseke (2018), “Are Two Reasons Better Than One? The
Role of Appeal Type in Consumer Responses to Sustainable
Products,” Journal of Consumer Psychology, 28 (4), 644-64.
https:/doi.org/10.1002/jcpy.1032.

Ellen, Pam Scholder, Deborah J. Webb, and Lois A. Mohr (2006),
“Building Corporate Associations: Consumer Attributions for
Corporate Socially Responsible Programs,” Journal of the
Academy of Marketing Science, 34 (2), 147-57. https:/doi.org/10.
1177/0092070305284976.

Elving, Wim JL. (2013), “Scepticism and Corporate Social
Responsibility Communications: The Influence of Fit and
Reputation,” Journal of Marketing Communications, 19 (4),
277-92. https://doi.org/10.1080/13527266.2011.631569.

Ertekin, Zeynep Ozdamar and Deniz Atik (2020), “Institutional
Constituents of Change for a Sustainable Fashion System,”
Journal of Macromarketing, 40 (3), 362-79. https:/doi.org/10.
1177/0276146720932274.

Forehand, Mark R. (2000), “Extending Overjustification: The Effect of
Perceived Reward-Giver Intention on Response to Rewards,”
Journal of Applied Psychology, 85 (6), 919. https:/doi.org/10.
1037/0021-9010.85.6.919.

Forehand, Mark R. and Sonya Grier (2003), “When Is Honesty the
Best Policy? The Effect of Stated Company Intent on Consumer
Skepticism,” Journal of Consumer Psychology, 13 (3), 349-56.
https:/doi.org/10.1207/S15327663JCP1303_15.

Fournier, Susan (1998), “Consumers and Their Brands: Developing
Relationship Theory in Consumer Research,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 24 (4), 343-73. https:/doi.org/10.1086/209515.

Friske, Wesley, Seth Cockrell, and Robert A. King (2022), “Beliefs to
Behaviors : How Religiosity Alters Perceptions of CSR Initiatives
and Retail Selection,” Journal of Macromarketing, 42 (1), 114-27.
https:/doi.org/10.1177/02761467211030440.

Fullerton, Gordon (2003), “When Does Commitment Lead to
Loyalty?” Journal of Service Research, 5 (4), 333-44. https:/doi.
org/10.1177/1094670503251134.

Garcia de Leaniz, Patricia Martinez and Ignacio Rodriguez Del Bosque
Rodriguez (2015), “Exploring the Antecedents of Hotel Customer
Loyalty: A Social Identity Perspective,” Journal of Hospitality
Marketing and Management, 24 (1), 1-23. https:/doi.org/10.
1080/19368623.2014.891961.

Garfein, Richard T. (1989), “Cross-Cultural Perspectives on the
Dynamics of Prestige,” Journal of Services Marketing, 3 (3), 17-
24. https:/doi.org/10.1097/00005053-199608000-00001.

Gavilanes, Julio Enrique, Carlos Francisco Ludefia, and Yuly
Jacqueline Cassagne (2019), “Environmental Practices in Luxury

Class and First Class Hotels of Guayaquil, Ecuador,” Rosa dos
Ventos, 11 (2), 400-16. https:/doi.org/10.18226/21789061.
v11i2p400.

Gerdt, Sven-olaf, Elisa Wagner, and Gerhard Schewe (2019), “The
Relationship Between Sustainability and Customer Satisfaction in
Hospitality : An Explorative Investigation Using EWOM as a
Data Source,” Tourism Management, 74, 155-72. https:/doi.org/
10.1016/j.tourman.2019.02.010.

Giardina, Giuliana (2019), “Expo 2020 and Sustainability: Luxury
Hotel Properties Challenges and Future Outlook,” Worldwide
Hospitality and Tourism Themes, 11 (3), 314-26. https:/doi.org/
10.1108/WHATT-01-2019-0005.

Ginder, Whitney, Wi Suk Kwon, and Sang Eun Byun (2021), “Effects
of Internal-External Congruence-Based CSR Positioning: An
Attribution Theory Approach,” Journal of Business Ethics, 169
(2), 355-69. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04282-w.

Godfrey, Paul C. (2005), “The Relationship Between Corporate
Philanthropy and Shareholder Wealth: A Risk Management
Perspective,” Academy of Management Review, 30 (4), 777-98.
https:/doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2005.18378878.

Goldstein, Noah J., Robert B. Cialdini, and Vladas Griskevicius (2008),
“A Room with a Viewpoint: Using Social Norms to Motivate
Environmental Conservation in Hotels,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 35 (3), 472-82. https:/doi.org/10.1086/586910.

Grappi, Silvia, Simona Romani, and Richard P. Bagozzi (2013),
“Consumer Response to Corporate Irresponsible Behavior: Moral
Emotions and Virtues,” Journal of Business Research, 66 (10),
1814-21. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.02.002.

Grayson, Kent and Tim Ambler (1999), “The Dark Side of Long-Term
Relationships in Marketing Services,” Journal of Marketing
Research, 36 (1), 132-41.

Grégoire, Yany, Daniel Laufer, and Thomas M. Tripp (2010), “A
Comprehensive Model of Customer Direct and Indirect Revenge:
Understanding the Effects of Perceived Greed and Customer
Power,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 38 (6),
738-58. https:/doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0186-5.

Gupta, Shipra, Wencke Gwozdz, and James Gentry (2019), “The Role
of Style Versus Fashion Orientation on Sustainable Apparel
Consumption,” Journal of Macromarketing, 39 (2), 188-207.
https:/doi.org/10.1177/0276146719835283.

Habel, Johannes, Laura Marie Schons, Sascha Alavi, and Jan Wieseke
(2016), “Warm Glow or Extra Charge? The Ambivalent Effect of
Corporate Social Responsibility Activities on Customers’
Perceived Price Fairness,” Journal of Marketing, 80 (1), 84-105.
https:/doi.org/10.1509/jm.14.0389.

Hagtvedt, Henrik and Vanessa M. Patrick (2016), “Gilt and Guilt: Should
Luxury and Charity Partner at the Point of Sale?” Jowrnal of
Retailing, 92 (1), 56-64. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2015.07.004.

Hair, J. F., W. C. Black, B. J. Babin, R. E. Anderson, and R. L. Tatham
(1998), Multivariate Data Analysis. Vol. 5. Upper Saddle River,
NIJ: Prentice hall.

Hansen, Havard, Bendik M. Samuelsen, and Péal R. Silseth (2008),
“Customer Perceived Value in B-t-B Service Relationships:
Investigating the Importance of Corporate Reputation,” Industrial
Marketing Management, 37 (2), 206-17. https:/doi.org/10.1016/;.
indmarman.2006.09.001.


https://doi.org/10.1007/s11002-005-2172-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11002-005-2172-0
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(98)00079-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(98)00079-4
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcpy.1032
https://doi.org/10.1002/jcpy.1032
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070305284976
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070305284976
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070305284976
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527266.2011.631569
https://doi.org/10.1080/13527266.2011.631569
https://doi.org/10.1177/0276146720932274
https://doi.org/10.1177/0276146720932274
https://doi.org/10.1177/0276146720932274
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.6.919
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.6.919
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.6.919
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327663JCP1303_15
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327663JCP1303_15
https://doi.org/10.1086/209515
https://doi.org/10.1086/209515
https://doi.org/10.1177/02761467211030440
https://doi.org/10.1177/02761467211030440
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670503251134
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670503251134
https://doi.org/10.1177/1094670503251134
https://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2014.891961
https://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2014.891961
https://doi.org/10.1080/19368623.2014.891961
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005053-199608000-00001
https://doi.org/10.1097/00005053-199608000-00001
https://doi.org/10.18226/21789061.v11i2p400
https://doi.org/10.18226/21789061.v11i2p400
https://doi.org/10.18226/21789061.v11i2p400
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tourman.2019.02.010
https://doi.org/10.1108/WHATT-01-2019-0005
https://doi.org/10.1108/WHATT-01-2019-0005
https://doi.org/10.1108/WHATT-01-2019-0005
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04282-w
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-019-04282-w
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2005.18378878
https://doi.org/10.5465/AMR.2005.18378878
https://doi.org/10.1086/586910
https://doi.org/10.1086/586910
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2013.02.002
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0186-5
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-009-0186-5
https://doi.org/10.1177/0276146719835283
https://doi.org/10.1177/0276146719835283
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.14.0389
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.14.0389
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2015.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2015.07.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2006.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2006.09.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.indmarman.2006.09.001

Chen and Petersen

15

Harris, Lloyd C. and Mark M.H. Goode (2004), “The Four Levels of
Loyalty and the Pivotal Role of Trust: A Study of Online Service
Dynamics,” Journal of Retailing, 80 (2), 139-58. https:/doi.org/
10.1016/j.jretai.2004.04.002.

Hayes, Andrew F. (2012), PROCESS: A Versatile Computational Tool
for Observed Variable Moderation, Mediation, and Conditional
Process Modeling. An Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and
Conditional Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach.
New York: Guilford Press. https:/doi.org/978-1-60918-230-4.

He, Hongwei and Yan Li (2011), “CSR and Service Brand: The
Mediating Effect of Brand Identification and Moderating Effect
of Service Quality,” Journal of Business Ethics, 100 (4), 673-88.
https:/doi.org/10.1007/s10551-010-0703-y.

He, Hongwei, Yan Li, and Lloyd Harris (2012), “Social Identity
Perspective on Brand Loyalty,” Journal of Business Research, 65
(5), 648-57. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.03.007.

Hennigs, Nadine, Klaus-Peter Wiedmann, Christiane Klarmann, and
Stefan Behrens (2013), “Sustainability as part of the luxury
essence: Delivering value through social and environmental excel-
lence,” Journal of Corporate Citizenship, 52 (December): 25-35.
http:/search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&db=bth& AN=
94229733 &site=ehost-live.

Hoch, Stephen J. and John Deighton (1989), “Managing What
Consumers Learn from Experience,” Journal of Marketing, 53
(2), 1-20.

Homburg, Christian, Marcel Stierl, and Torsten Bornemann (2013),
“Corporate Social Responsibility in Business-to-Business Markets:
How Organizational Customers Account for Supplier Corporate
Social Responsibility Engagement,” Journal of Marketing, 77 (6),
54-72. https:/doi.org/10.1509/jm.12.0089.

Huber, Frank, Kai Vollhardt, Isabel Matthes, and Johannes Vogel
(2010), “Brand Misconduct: Consequences on Consumer-Brand
Relationships,” Journal of Business Research, 63 (11), 1113-20.
https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2009.10.006.

Jahn, Johannes and Rolf Briihl (2019), “Can Bad News Be Good? On
the Positive and Negative Effects of Including Moderately Negative
Information in CSR Disclosures,” Journal of Business Research,
97, 117-28. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.12.070.

Janssen, Catherine and Joélle Vanhamme (2015), “Theoretical Lenses
for Understanding the CSR-Consumer Paradox,” Journal of
Business Ethics, 130 (4), 775-787. https:/doi.org/10.1007/
s10551-014-2111-1.

Jones, P., D. Hillier, and D. Comfort (2016), “Sustainability in the
Hospitality Industry: Some Personal Reflections on Corporate
Challenges and Research Agendas,” International Journal of
Contemporary Hospitality Management, 28 (1), 36-67.

Kapferer, Jean-Noél (1998), “Why Are We Seduced by Luxury
Brands?” Journal of Brand Management, 6 (1), 44-9. https:/doi.
org/10.1057/bm.1998.43.

Kapferer, Jean-Noél and Gilles Laurent (2016), “Where Do
Consumers Think Luxury Begins? A Study of Perceived
Minimum Price for 21 Luxury Goods in 7 Countries,” Journal
of Business Research, 69 (1), 332-40. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.
jbusres.2015.08.005.

Kapferer, Jean-Noél and Pierre Valette-Florence (2016), “Beyond Rarity:
The Paths of Luxury Desire. How Luxury Brands Grow yet Remain

Desirable,” Journal of Product and Brand Management, 25 (2),
120-33. https:/doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-09-2015-0988.

Kennedy, Mary Susan, Linda K. Ferrell, and Debbie Thorne Leclair
(2001), “Consumers’ Trust of Salesperson and Manufacturer: An
Empirical Study,” Journal of Business Research, 51 (1), 73-86.
https:/doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(99)00039-9.

Krishna, Aradhna, Brent McFerran, and Wenbo Wang (2014),
“Perception of Environmentally-Friendly Efforts as Green or
Greed,” Advances in Consumer Research, 42, 118-22.

Krishna, Aradhna, Brent McFerran, and Wenbo Wang (2015), “Please
Turn Off the Lights: Perception of Firms’ Environmental Efforts as
Green or Greed.” Asia-Pacific Advances in Consumer Research.

Krishna, Aradhna and Uday Rajan (2009), “Cause Marketing:
Spillover Effects of Cause-Related Products in a Product
Portfolio,” Management Science, 55 (9), 1469-85. https:/doi.org/
10.1287/mnsc.1090.1043.

Kunz, Jennifer, Stephanie May, and Holger J. Schmidt (2020),
“Sustainable Luxury: Current Status and Perspectives for Future
Research,” Business Research, 13 (2), 541-601. https:/doi.org/10.
1007/s40685-020-00111-3.

Lee, Saerom, Lisa E. Bolton, and Karen Page Winterich (2017), “To
Profit or Not to Profit? The Role of Greed Perceptions in
Consumer Support for Social Ventures,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 44 (4), 853-76. https:/doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucx071.

Line, Nathaniel D. and Lydia Hanks (2016), “The Effects of
Environmental and Luxury Beliefs on Intention to Patronize
Green Hotels: The Moderating Effect of Destination Image,”
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 24 (6), 904-25. https:/doi.org/
10.1080/09669582.2015.1091467.

Liu, Matthew Tingchi, Ipkin Anthony Wong, Chu Rongwei, and
Ting-Hsiang Tseng (2014), “Do Perceived CSR Initiatives
Enhance Customer Preference and Loyalty in Casinos?”
International Journal of Contemporary Hospitality Management,
26, 1024-45. https:/doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-05-2013-0222.

Luo, Xueming and Chitra Bhanu Bhattacharya (2006), “Corporate
Social Responsibility, Customer Satisfaction, and Market Value,”
Journal of Marketing, 70 (4), 1-18.

Makkar, Marian and Sheau-Fen Yap (2018), “Emotional Experiences
Behind the Pursuit of Inconspicuous Luxury,” Journal of Retailing
and Consumer Services, 44 (February), 222-34. https:/doi.org/10.
1016/j.jretconser.2018.07.001.

Manaktola, Kamal and Vinnie Jauhari (2007), “Exploring Consumer Attitude
and Behaviour Towards Green Practices in the Lodging Industry in
India,”  International ~ Journal of Contemporary  Hospitality
Management, 19, 364-77. https:/doi.org/10.1108/09596110710757534.

Marin, Longinos, Salvador Ruiz, and Alicia Rubio (2009), “The Role

Effects
Responsibility on Consumer Behavior,” Journal of Business
Ethics, 84 (1), 65-78. https:/doi.org/10.1007/s10551-008-9673-8.

Martinez, Patricia and Ignacio Rodriguez del Bosque (2013), “CSR

Loyalty: The Roles of Trust,
Identification with the Company and Satisfaction,” International
Journal of Hospitality Management, 35, 89-99. https:/doi.org/10.
1016/j.ijhm.2013.05.009.

Mathieu, John E. and Dennis M. Zajac (1990), “A Review and
Meta-Analysis of the Antecedents, Correlates, and Consequences

of Identity Salience in the of Corporate Social

and Customer Customer


https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2004.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2004.04.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretai.2004.04.002
https://doi.org/978-1-60918-230-4
https://doi.org/978-1-60918-230-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/sl0551-010-0703-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/sl0551-010-0703-y
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.03.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2011.03.007
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&amp;db=bth&amp;AN=94229733&amp;site=ehost-live
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&amp;db=bth&amp;AN=94229733&amp;site=ehost-live
http://search.ebscohost.com/login.aspx?direct=true&amp;db=bth&amp;AN=94229733&amp;site=ehost-live
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.12.0089
https://doi.org/10.1509/jm.12.0089
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2009.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2009.10.006
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.12.070
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2018.12.070
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2111-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2111-1
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2111-1
https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.1998.43
https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.1998.43
https://doi.org/10.1057/bm.1998.43
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2015.08.005
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-09-2015-0988
https://doi.org/10.1108/JPBM-09-2015-0988
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(99)00039-9
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0148-2963(99)00039-9
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1090.1043
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1090.1043
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.1090.1043
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-020-00111-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-020-00111-3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s40685-020-00111-3
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucx071
https://doi.org/10.1093/jcr/ucx071
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2015.1091467
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2015.1091467
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669582.2015.1091467
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-05-2013-0222
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-05-2013-0222
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2018.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2018.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jretconser.2018.07.001
https://doi.org/10.1108/09596110710757534
https://doi.org/10.1108/09596110710757534
https://doi.org/10.1007/sl0551-008-9673-8
https://doi.org/10.1007/sl0551-008-9673-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2013.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2013.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2013.05.009

16

Journal of Macromarketing

of Organizational Commitment,” Psychological Bulletin, 108 (2),
171-94. https:/doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.2.171.

Mattila, Anna S. (2004), “The Impact of Service Failures on Customer
Loyalty: The Moderating Role of Affective Commitment,”
International Journal of Service Industry Management, 15 (2),
134-49. https:/doi.org/10.1108/09564230410532475.

Moraes, Caroline, Marylyn Carrigan, Carmela Bosangit,
Carlos Ferreira, and Michelle McGrath (2017), “Understanding
Ethical Luxury Consumption Through Practice Theories: A Study
of Fine Jewellery Purchases,” Journal of Business Ethics, 145
(3), 525-43. https:/doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2893-9.

Murphy, Sheila T. and Robert B. Zajonc (1993), “Affect, Cognition, and
Awareness: Affective Priming with Optimal and Suboptimal Stimulus
Exposures,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 64 (5),
723. https:/doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.64.5.723.

Nia, Arghavan and Judith Lynne Zaichkowsky (2000), “Do
Counterfeits Devalue the Ownership of Luxury Brands?” Journal
of Product & Brand Management, 9 (7), 485-97. https:/doi.org/
10.1108/10610420010351402.

O’Cass, Aron and Hmily Frost (2002), “Status Brands: Examining
the Effects of Non-Product-Related Brand Associations on
Status and Conspicuous Consumption,” Journal of Product &
Brand Management, 11 (2), 67-88. https:/doi.org/10.1108/
10610420210423455.

Osburg, Victoria-Sophie, Lain Davies, Vignesh Yoganathan, and
Fraser McLeay (2021), “Perspectives, Opportunities and Tensions
in Ethical and Sustainable Luxury: Introduction to the Thematic
Symposium,” Journal of Business Ethics, 169 (2), 201-10. https:/
doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04487-4.

Patrick, Vanessa M. and Henrik Hagtvedt (2009), “Luxury
Branding,” in Handbook of Brand Relationships. Deborah J.
Maclnnis, C. Whan Park and Joseph R. Priester (Eds.), NY:
Routledge, 267-80.

Peng, Norman and Annie Chen (2019a), “Examining Consumers’
Luxury Hotel Stay Repurchase Intentions-Incorporating a Luxury
Hotel Brand Attachment Variable into a Luxury Consumption
Value Model,” International Journal of Contemporary
Hospitality Management, 31 (3), 1348-66. https:/doi.org/10.1108/
1JCHM-04-2018-0332.

Peng, Norman and Annie Chen (2019b), “Luxury Hotels Going Green
— the Antecedents and Consequences of Consumer Hesitation,”
Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 27 (9), 1374-92. https:/www.
tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/09669582.2019.1622710.

Pereira, Vitor, Graga Miranda Silva, and Alvaro Dias (2021),
“Sustainability Practices in Hospitality: Case Study of a Luxury
Hotel in Arrabida Natural Park,” Sustainability, 13 (6), 3164.
https:/doi.org/10.3390/sul13063164.

Pérez, Andrea, Maria del Mar Garcia de los Salmones, and Ignacio
Rodriguez del Bosque (2013), “The Effect of Corporate Associations
on Consumer Behaviour,” European Journal of Marketing, 47 (1/2),
218-38. https:/doi.org/10.1108/03090561311285529.

Dikla, Inbal and Matthew

Matan Rubin (2020), “Consumers Value Manufacturer Sincerity:

The Effect of Central Eco-Friendly Attributes on Luxury Product

Evaluations,” Journal of Cleaner Production, 267, 122132.

https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122132.

Perez, Stockheim, Danna Tevet,

Petersen, F., and Perez, D. (2022), “Consumers’ Emotional Reactions
to Responsible Luxury: Implications for Consumer Well-Being and
Luxury Businesses’ Social Impact,” in The Rise of Positive Luxury:
Transformative Research Agenda for Well-Being, Social Impact
and Sustainable Growth, W. Batat (ed.), Routledge. https://doi.
org/10.4324/9781003163732.

Petersen,

Heather Johnson Dretsch, and

Yuliya Komarova Loureiro (2018), “Who Needs a Reason to

Francine Espinoza,

Indulge? Happiness Following Reason-Based Indulgent
Consumption,” International Journal of Research in Marketing,
35 (1), 170-84. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.ijjresmar.2017.09.003.

Phau, lan and Gerard Prendergast (2000), “Consuming Luxury Brands: The
Relevance of'the ‘Rarity Principle,” Journal of Brand Management, 8 (2),
366-75. https:/doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781107415324.004.

Pinto, Diego Costa, Marcia Maurer Herter, Dilney Gongalves, and
Eda Sayin (2019), “Can Luxury Brands Be Ethical? Reducing the
Sophistication Liability of Luxury Brands,” Journal of Cleaner
Production, 233, 1366-76. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.
06.094.

Podsakoff, Philip M, Scott B. Mackenzie, Jeong-Yeon Lee, and Nathan
P. Podsakoff (2003), “Common Method Biases in Behavioral
Research : A Critical Review of the Literature and Recommended
Remedies,” Journal of Applied Psychology, 88 (5), 879-903. https:/
doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879.

Podsakoft, Philip M., Scott B. MacKenzie, and Nathan P. Podsakoff
(2012), “Sources of Method Bias in Social Science Research and
Recommendations on How to Control It,” Annual Review of
Psychology, 63 (1), 539-69. https:/doi.org/10.1146/annurev-
psych-120710-100452.

Porter, Michael E. and Mark R. Kramer (2002), “The Competitive
Advantage of Corporate Philanthropy,”
Review, 80 (12), 56-68.

Porter, Michael E. and Mark R. Kramer (2011), “Creating shared
value: Redefining capitalism and the role of the corporation in
society,” Harvard Business Review, 89 (1-2), 62-77.

Presbury, Rayka, Anneke Fitzgerald, and Ross Chapman (2005),
“Impediments to Improvements in Service Quality in Luxury
Hotels,” Managing Service Quality: An International Journal, 15
(4), 357-73. https://doi.org/10.1108/09604520510606835.

Quelch, John A. (1987), “Marketing the Premium Product,” Business

30 (3), 38-45. https:/doi.org/10.1016/0007-6813(87)

Harvard Business

Horizons,
90035-8.

Radwan, Hatem RI., Eleri Jones, and Dino Minoli (2010), “Managing
Solid Waste in Small Hotels,” Journal of Sustainable Tourism, 18
(2), 175-90. https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580903373946.

Rahman, Imran, Jeongdoo Park, and Christina Geng-qing Chi (2015),
“Consequences of ‘Greenwashing’: Consumers’ Reactions to
Hotels” Green Initiatives,” International Journal of Contemporary
Hospitality Management, 27 (6), 1054-81. https:/doi.org/10.1108/
IJCHM-04-2014-0202.

Roux, Elyette, Eric Tafani, and Franck Vigneron (2017), “Values
Associated with Luxury Brand Consumption and the Role of
Gender,” Journal of Business Research, 71, 102-13. https:/doi.
org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.10.012.

Schaltegger, Stefan and Roger Burritt (2018), “Business Cases and
Corporate Engagement with Sustainability: Differentiating Ethical


https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.2.171
https://doi.org/10.1037/0033-2909.108.2.171
https://doi.org/10.1108/09564230410532475
https://doi.org/10.1108/09564230410532475
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2893-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2893-9
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.64.5.723
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.64.5.723
https://doi.org/10.1108/10610420010351402
https://doi.org/10.1108/10610420010351402
https://doi.org/10.1108/10610420010351402
https://doi.org/10.1108/10610420210423455
https://doi.org/10.1108/10610420210423455
https://doi.org/10.1108/10610420210423455
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04487-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04487-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-020-04487-4
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-04-2018-0332
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-04-2018-0332
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-04-2018-0332
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/09669582.2019.1622710
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/09669582.2019.1622710
https://www.tandfonline.com/doi/full/10.1080/09669582.2019.1622710
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13063164
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13063164
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090561311285529
https://doi.org/10.1108/03090561311285529
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122132
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2020.122132
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003163732
https://doi.org/10.4324/9781003163732
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2017.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijresmar.2017.09.003
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.06.094
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.06.094
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jclepro.2019.06.094
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452
https://doi.org/10.1108/09604520510606835
https://doi.org/10.1108/09604520510606835
https://doi.org/10.1016/0007-6813(87)90035-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0007-6813(87)90035-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/0007-6813(87)90035-8
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580903373946
https://doi.org/10.1080/09669580903373946
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-04-2014-0202
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-04-2014-0202
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-04-2014-0202
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.10.012
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.10.012

Chen and Petersen

17

Motivations,” Journal of Business Ethics, 147 (2), 241-59. https:/
doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2938-0.

Schmidt, Stefan (2009), “Shall We Really Do It Again? The Powerful
Concept of Replication Is Neglected in the Social Sciences,”
Review of General Psychology, 13 (2), 90-100. https:/doi.org/10.
1037/a0015108.

Sen, Sankar, Shuili Du, and Chitra Bhanu Bhattacharya (2016),
“Corporate Social Responsibility: A Consumer Psychology
Perspective,” Current Opinion in Psychology, 10, 70-5. https:/
doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.12.014.

Sharma, Subhash, Richard M. Durand, and Oded Gur-Arie (1981),
“Identification and Analysis of Moderator Varibables,” Journal of
Marketing Research, 18 (3), 291-300.

Sheth, Jagdish N. and Atul Parvatiyar (2021), “Sustainable Marketing :
Market-Driving, Not Market-Driven,” Journal of Macromarketing,
41 (1), 150-65. https:/doi.org/10.1177/0276146720961836.

Shukla, Paurav, Madhumita Banerjee, and Jaywant Singh (2016),
“Customer Commitment to Luxury Brands : Antecedents and
Consequences,” Journal of Business Research, 69 (1), 323-31.

Siano, Alfonso, Agostino Vollero, Francesca Conte, and Sara Amabile
(2017), “‘More Than Words’: Expanding the Taxonomy of
Greenwashing After the Volkswagen Scandal,” Journal of Business
Research, 71, 27-37. https:/doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.11.002.

Singh, Jagdip and Deepak Sirdeshmukh (2000), “Agency and Trust
Mechanisms in Consumer Satisfaction and Loyalty Judgments,”
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 28 (1), 150-67.

Sirdeshmukh, Deepak, Jagdip Singh, and Barry Sabol (2002),
“Consumer Trust, Value, and Loyalty in Relational Exchanges,”
Journal of Marketing, 66 (1), 15-37.

Smith, Amy K. and Ruth N. Bolton (1998), “An Experimental Investigation
of Customer Reactions to Service Failure and Recovery Encounters:
Paradox or Peril?” Journal of Service Research, 1 (1), 65-81. http:/
www.ruthnbolton.com/Publications/PARADOXFV .pdf.

Spencer, Steven J., Mark P. Zanna, and Geoffrey T. Fong (2005),
“Establishing a Causal Chain: Why Experiments Are Often More
Effective Than Mediational Analyses in Examining Psychological
Processes,” Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 89 (6),
845-51. https:/doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.845.

Steenkamp, Jan-Benedict EM., Rajeev Batra, and Dana L. Alden
(2003), “How Perceived Brand Globalness Creates Brand Value,”
Journal of International Business Studies, 34 (1), 53-65. https:/
doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400002.

Sun, Jennifer J., Silvia Bellezza, and Neeru Paharia (2021), “Buy Less,
Buy Luxury: Understanding and Overcoming Product Durability
Neglect for Sustainable Consumption,” Journal of Marketing, 85
(3), 28-43. https:/doi.org/10.1177/0022242921993172.

Swaen, Valérie and Ruben C. Chumpitaz (2008), “Impact of Corporate
Social Responsibility on Consumer Trust,” Recherche et
Applications En Marketing (English Edition), 23 (4), 7-34.
https:/doi.org/10.1177/205157070802300402.

Theotokis, Aristeidis and Emmanouela Manganari (2015), “The
Impact of Choice Architecture on Sustainable Consumer
Behavior: The Role of Guilt,” Journal of Business Ethics, 131
(2), 423-37. https:/doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2287-4.

Torelli, Carlos J., Alokparna Basu Monga, and Andrew M. Kaikati
(2012), “Doing Poorly by Doing Good: Corporate Social

Responsibility and Brand Concepts,” Journal of Consumer
Research, 38 (5), 948-63. https:/doi.org/10.1086/660851.

Vigneron, Franck and Lester W. Johnson (2004), “Measuring
Perceptions of Brand Luxury,” Journal of Brand Management,
11 (6), 484-506. https:/doi.org/10.2466/pms.1991.72.1.329.

Vlachos, Pavlos A., Argiris Tsamakos, Adam P. Vrechopoulos, and
Panagiotis K. Avramidis (2009), “Corporate  Social
Responsibility: Attributions, Loyalty, and the Mediating Role of
Trust,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 37 (2),
170-80. https:/doi.org/10.1007/s11747-008-0117-x.

Wagner, Tillmann, Richard J. Lutz, and Barton A. Weitz (2009),
“Corporate Hypocrisy: Overcoming the Threat of Inconsistent
Corporate  Social Responsibility Perceptions,” Journal of
Marketing, 73 (6), 77-91. https:/doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.73.6.77.

Wang, Chung-Jen (2014), “Do Ethical and Sustainable Practices Matter?
Effects of Corporate Citizenship on Business Performance in the
Hospitality Industry.” International Journal of Contemporary
Hospitality Management, 26 (6), 930-47. https:/doi.org/10.
1108/IJCHM-01-2013-0001.

Wang, Wenbo, Aradhna Krishna, and Brent McFerran (2017), “Turning
off the Lights: Consumers’ Environmental Efforts Depend on
Visible Efforts of Firms,” Journal of Marketing Research, 54 (3),
478-94. https:/doi.org/10.1017/CB0O9781107415324.004.

Yoo, Boonghee, Naveen Donthu, and Sungho Lee (2000), “An
Examination of Selected Marketing Mix Elements and Brand
Equity,” Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 28 (2),
195-211. https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070300282002.

Yoon, Donghwan, Jichul Jang, and Jung Hoon (Jay) Lee (2016),

Strategy

Citizenship Behaviors in the Hotel Industry: The Mediating Role

“Environmental Management and Organizational
of Organizational Trust and Commitment,” International Journal
of Contemporary Hospitality Management, 28 (8), 1577-97.
https:/doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-10-2014-0498.

Yoon, Yeosun, Zeynep Giirhan-Canli, and Norbert Schwarz (2006), “The
Effect of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR) Activities on
Companies with Bad Reputations,” Journal of Consumer Psychology,
16 (4), 377-90. https:/doi.org/10.1207/s15327663jcp1604.

Zajonc, Robert B. (1984), “On the Primacy of Affect,” American
Psychologist, 39 (2), 117-23.

Zeithaml, Valarie A. (1988), “Consumer Perceptions of Price, Quality,
and Value: A Means-End Model and Synthesis of Evidence,”
Journal of Marketing, 52 (3), 2-22.

Zeithaml, Valarie A., Leonard L. Berry, and Ananthanarayanan Parasuraman
(1996), “The Behavioral Consequences of Service Quality,” Journal of
Marketing, 60 (2), 31-46.

Author Biographies

Ning Chen is an assistant professor at the Zhejiang University of
Finance and Economics, Hangzhou, China. She was awarded a doc-
toral degree from ESMT (Berlin, Germany) in 2018. Previously she
was an Early Stage Researcher for the CONCORT project, funded
by Marie Curie Actions-Research Fellowship Program. Her research
interests are consumer psychology and behaviors, focusing on indul-
gent consumption, sustainable consumption, and prosocial behaviors.
Her research aims to better understand consumers and increase


https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2938-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2938-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-015-2938-0
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015108
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015108
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0015108
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.copsyc.2015.12.014
https://doi.org/10.1177/0276146720961836
https://doi.org/10.1177/0276146720961836
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.11.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2016.11.002
http://www.ruthnbolton.com/Publications/PARADOXFV.pdf
http://www.ruthnbolton.com/Publications/PARADOXFV.pdf
http://www.ruthnbolton.com/Publications/PARADOXFV.pdf
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.845
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.89.6.845
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400002
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400002
https://doi.org/10.1057/palgrave.jibs.8400002
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022242921993172
https://doi.org/10.1177/0022242921993172
https://doi.org/10.1177/205157070802300402
https://doi.org/10.1177/205157070802300402
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2287-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-014-2287-4
https://doi.org/10.1086/660851
https://doi.org/10.1086/660851
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1991.72.1.329
https://doi.org/10.2466/pms.1991.72.1.329
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-008-0117-x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11747-008-0117-x
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.73.6.77
https://doi.org/10.1509/jmkg.73.6.77
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-01-2013-0001
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-01-2013-0001
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-01-2013-0001
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004
https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9781107415324.004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0092070300282002
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-10-2014-0498
https://doi.org/10.1108/IJCHM-10-2014-0498
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327663jcp1604
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327663jcp1604

18

Journal of Macromarketing

consumers’ welfare such as helping them make better decisions for
themselves and for society.
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