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I 
 

ABSTRACT  
 
Volkswagen’s emission scandal, the explosion of British Petroleum's oil well Deepwater Horizon in 2010 or 

only currently Facebook being accused of harvesting and using personal data do not only epitomize the 

observed frequency of brands misbehaving but also illustrate the detrimental effects such misconduct has. 

Brand boycotts, a damaged reputation, and decreasing stock prices are only a few consequences brand 

managers have to face. Understanding the processes underlying consumers’ assessment of the scandalized 

brand provides important and interesting insights for brand managers. While brand transgressions and their 

effect on the consumer-brand relationships have already been investigated by prior research, this paper reverts 

to the newly developed construct brand legitimacy to do so. Merging organizational theory and the concept of 

legitimacy with contemporary marketing approaches, this study investigates how a moral transgression also 

affects consumers’ evaluation of the brand’s instrumental legitimacy, thus studying a so-called spillover effect 

for the first time in relation to different brand legitimacy dimensions. 

  

This study is not only interested whether such a spillover effect occurs but also which factors moderate its 

prevalence. The following research question, therefore, serves as a guidance during the paper: Under what 

conditions do consumers see a brand’s moral scandal also negatively affecting its products’ functionality and 

performance guaranteed to the consumers, i.e. a brand’s instrumental legitimacy? Drawing from institutional 

theory, the authors develop a model and test the proposed hypotheses in an experimental design.  To measure 

whether a moral brand scandal functions as a jolt which results in consumers reassessing previously formed 

legitimacy judgments regarding the respective brand, the authors design and incorporate a fictitious brand 

scandal, involving H&M, thereby taking inspiration from reported misbehavior in the garment industry. With 

the authors being of different nationalities, a quantitative, cross-cultural study between Germany and China is 

considered to result in exciting observations.   

 

The study shows that consumers also reassess a brand’s instrumental legitimacy after a moral brand scandal, 

thus demonstrating the hypothesized spillover effect, which bears highly relevant managerial implications 

presented in due course. As none of the hypothesized moderators, namely brand trust, prior brand attitude, 

brand commitment, egalitarianism and the newly developed construct seriousness of the scandal show a 

significant impact, this paper partially answers the proposed research question. Understanding this study as a 

starting point further research is invited to capitalize on its findings to thus not only enrich the currently 

existing literature on legitimacy and more precisely brand legitimacy but to also suggest guidelines for brand 

managers. 
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 
“Corporate crises and disasters are becoming increasingly frequent and devastating” (Shrivastava & Mitroff, 

1987, p. 5). Put forward 30 years ago, the authors themselves might not have expected the statement’s 

predictive accuracy of today’s status quo. Seemingly everyday consumers are confronted with scandals, 

misconduct or organizations deceiving and disappointing their stakeholders across different industries 

including multiple brands.  

 

The current massive data scandal presumably affecting 87 million Facebook users, is one recent example 

(Reid, 2018).  So was Mark Zuckerberg, CEO of Facebook, requested to appear before a joint hearing of the 

Senate Judiciary and Commerce committees on April 10 2018 to testify and explain the alleged harvesting 

and usage of personal data, in particular regarding “concerns over whether such data was then used to try and 

influence the outcome of the 2016 U.S. presidential election and the Brexit vote” (Meredith, 2018). While 

investors and politicians have responded immediately to the news, announcing reviews of shareholdings and 

class action lawsuits as well as further investigations from the European Union and individual state 

governments (Mooney & Shubber, 2018; Reid, 2018; Zeit Online, 2018), Facebook allegedly did not notice 

an extensive drop-off in users despite the negative media coverage (Balakrishnan, 2018). Similarities can be 

observed regarding the VW’s emission scandal which became public in 2015 (Hotten, 2015). Three years after 

the scandal, policymakers still deal with the consequences, asking for political reforms as well as the 

organization to take responsibility for its misconduct and provide compensation for affected customers 

(Neuerer, 2018). Politicians thereby see the announced replacement of the former CEO Matthias Müller, who 

lead the company through the presumably biggest crises of its history (NDR, 2018), as a signal for the 

organization’s efforts in winning back consumer trust (Neuerer, 2018). Consumers, however, seem to be more 

forgiving than assumed by public authorities. Even though 73% of VW customers were concerned about a 

potential impact on the performance of their cars (Ruddick, 2015), the company could still report a profit, 

which according to experts resulted from the fact “that customers cared less about the emissions scandal than 

expected” (Kollewe, 2016).  

 

The question therefore arises, why does the majority of consumers still use and purchase brands which have 

been proven to misbehave and conceive their customers, despite an allegedly growing importance of ethical 

factors on consumers’ perceptions and purchasing decision (Bray, Johns, & Kilburn, 2011). Multiple authors 

(e.g. Marcus & Goodman, 1991; Huber, Vogel, & Meyer, 2009) have presented different categorizations of 

corporate crisis or brand misconduct and strategies have been put forward how organizations can mitigate 

negative consequences depending on various influencing factors (e.g. Greyser, 2009). Studies have thereby 
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shown, that a brand misconduct can have detrimental effects on the respective organization, varying from 

brand boycott (Klein, Smith, and John, 2004), a damaged image and reputation (Davies, Chun, Da Silva, & 

Roper, 2003; Klein et al., 2004) or negative word-of-mouth (Smith & Cooper-Martin, 1997). But also a 

negative impact on the customer-based brand equity (Dawar & Pillutla, 2000) or marketing effectiveness (Van 

Heerde, Helsen, & Dekimpe, 2007) has been observed. To explain differences in consumer responses authors 

have reverted to different concepts such as commitment but also consumers’ characteristics (e.g. cultural 

values, ethical ideologies) were presented as reasons.  

 

In contrast to many prior studies, Kock, Batra, Josiassen, and Chung (2018) did not understand these incidents 

as case-studies that need to be investigated individually but the authors rather aimed at theorizing this 

phenomenon and thus generating new insights regarding “individual-level dynamics of legitimacy judgments 

with respect to brands” (Kock et al., 2018). Applying the definition of legitimacy put forward by Suchman 

(1995) to the concept of brands, brand legitimacy is understood as “a consumer‘s perception that a brand and 

its actions are acceptable, proper, or appropriate within the consumer’s socially constructed system of norms, 

values, beliefs and definitions“ (Kock et al., 2018) It is assumed that consumers assess a brand’s legitimacy 

along five conceptually distinct dimensions, namely relational, moral, instrumental, legal and normative, 

which results in a brand gaining or losing legitimacy from a consumer’s perspective. This paper is particularly 

interested in investigating the relational, moral and instrumental dimension of legitimacy and potential 

interrelations between them. As brand scandals per se negatively affect one or several types of the respective 

brand’s stakeholders, i.e. consumers, employees or the environment, which leads to consumers attributing 

moral characteristics to the respective brand after the brand’s behaviour has been evaluated, this paper sees 

the relational as well as moral dimension of legitimacy being of importance in investigating brand scandals. 

However, as the VW example has highlighted, moral scandals can also result in consumers questioning the 

brand’s ability to further fulfill their self-calculated interests, e.g. regarding the product’s performance. 

Aspects concerning a brand’s instrumental legitimacy seem therefore also to come into play.  

 

As prior research has highlighted, a brand’s misconduct can besides the scandalized brand also affect 

competitors (Roehm & Tybout, 2006), cooperating brands (Herm, 2014) or different brands belonging to the 

same brand portfolio (Lei, Dawar, & Lemmink, 2008). So-called spillover effects, i.e. “the extent to which 

information provided in messages changes beliefs about the attributes that are not mentioned in the messages” 

(Ahluwalia, Unnava, & Burnkrant, 2001, p. 458), have been previously investigated in various contexts. This 

paper, however, is particularly interested whether such an effect can also occur between two conceptually 

distinctive dimensions of brand legitimacy.  
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As Tost (2011) pointed out, further research is required investigating legitimacy on an individual-level rather 

than from a collective perspective. Reverting to a concept such as brand legitimacy which is for itself already 

worthwhile in enlarging theory and knowledge about the underlying dynamics of individuals’ legitimacy 

judgments, this paper goes a step further in investigating potential effects of brand scandals on the respective 

brand’s legitimacy. It can, therefore, be seen in line with calls to further develop the construct of legitimacy 

and applying it to other domains such as consumer behaviour to thereby tap the full potential of legitimacy 

(Kates, 2004). With presumably more and more consumers taking moral and ethical aspects into consideration 

when it comes to consumption and business practices, it is of interest for theory as well as practice to 

understand how consumers’ judgements of brands being morally illegitimate possibly also affect other 

dimensions of the legitimacy construct, in particular, the instrumental legitimacy (ibid).  

 

Bearing prior research in mind as well as based on the suggested contribution, the following research question 

is therefore addressed in this thesis:  

 

Under what conditions do consumers see a brand’s moral scandal also negatively affecting its products’ 

functionality and performance guaranteed to the consumers, i.e. a brand’s instrumental legitimacy?  

 

To the knowledge of the authors, no study has yet applied the construct of brand legitimacy in researching 

how and under what conditions a brand scandal has an impact on consumers’ perception of the brand. As this 

paper, moreover, not only solely reverts to well-established concepts such as brand commitment, while 

simultaneously still incorporating them as moderators in the study, it can be understood as a relevant effort in 

“theorizing consumer behavior within a sociocultural framework” to gain further insights into what factors 

have an influence on consumers’ perception and decision making (Humphreys, 2010, p. 506).  

 

Besides its importance for theory, this paper also aims at providing new insights for brand managers. As it 

will be shown throughout the paper, endless examples of brand scandals, disappointing consumers’ brand 

expectations can be found in marketing history (Huber et al., 2009; Kock et al., 2018). With different industries, 

products and types of misbehavior being involved, it can be assumed that every brand potentially can become 

the focus of such a scandal. While the consequences of such misbehavior are well investigated, this paper 

provides another perspective on how to conceptualize these effects. Bearing the incidents presented in the 

beginning in mind, consumers apparently do not always see a reason to stop consuming a brand due to a moral 

scandal, despite the outrage voiced via public or social media as well as by politicians. It is suggested that 

understanding under what conditions consumers see a moral scandal also negatively affecting their self-

calculated interests allows managers to develop better strategies to thereby mitigate potential negative 

consequences.  
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As this thesis applies the construct of the legitimacy, more precisely brand legitimacy, to a marketing context, 

the existing literature reviewed is twofold. First of all, concepts relating to consumer-brand relationships and 

occurring transgressions will be revised. Second, a literature review on legitimacy will be presented 

complemented with insights regarding the concept of brand legitimacy. Hypotheses will be developed in a 

next step thereby drawing from findings in the literature review, followed by a methodology section. This 

chapter will introduce not only the research design but also present the underlying philosophy of science as 

well as items utilized for the measuring of the respective concepts. Moreover, information regarding the 

questionnaire design, the back-translation process as well as the sampling will be provided. After the proposed 

hypotheses have been tested using a PLS-SEM analysis, the respective findings will be discussed and 

theoretical as well as managerial implications will be put forward. This thesis will end with a section stating 

its limitations and give an outlook of potential future research.  
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2. LITERATURE REVIEW  
In the following section, existing literature and research which is of relevance to answer the proposed research 

question will be reviewed. On the one hand, this section aims at gaining a better understanding of the subject 

of this study. On the other hand, key concepts and potential causal links between them are identified to thus 

develop the core theoretical framework.  

2.1. CONSUMER-BRAND RELATIONSHIPS AND THE EFFECTS OF BRAND 

TRANSGRESSIONS 

First, a review of existing theory and research on which the suggested relationship between 

consumers and brands rests will be provided. Second, different categorization of brand transgressions 

as well as the resulting consequences will be presented. 

2.1.1. THEORETICAL FOUNDATION  

With Fournier (1994, 1998) introducing the concept of brand relationships in her seminal work, marketers 

began to see not only brands themselves but also the relationships individuals build with them as something 

dynamic rather than the traditional understanding of brands being static. As Ghani and Tuhin (2018) pointed 

out, consumer-brand relationship research is continuously growing since its beginnings as new constructs, 

theories and perspectives have been introduced showing the multi-faceted nature of this field. Research, 

therefore, did not only investigate well-established concepts such as brand commitment (Kang, Tang, & Fiore, 

2014; Lourerio, Ruediger, & Demetris, 2012; Walsh, Winterich, & Mittal, 2010; Shaari, Salleh, & Hussin, 

2012) and brand trust (Albert & Merunka, 2013; Lourerio et al., 2012; Ong, Salleh, & Yusoff, 2016) but also 

constantly proposed new constructs e.g. brand fidelity (Hess, Story, & Danes, 2011) and brand authenticity 

(Ilicic & Webster, 2014), which helped to gain a better understanding of consumer-brand relationships and 

thereby enriched the theory. While this paper aims at giving an introduction into the concepts upon which its 

proposed hypotheses are built, interested readers are referred to Ghani and Tuhin’s (2018) article giving an 

overview of the evolution of consumer-brand relationship research. Though the authors identified Shimp and 

Maden’s (1988) article “Consumer-object relations: A conceptual framework based analogously on 

Sternberg’s triangular theory of love” as the starting point of the concept of consumer-brand relationship 

followed by Blackston’s mix-method study (1993) titled as “Beyond Brand Personality: Building Brand 

Relationships”, both articles have their shortcomings. Lacking empirical evidence Shimp and Maden (1988), 

on the one hand, have been criticised for their metaphoric view on the concept. Blackston (1993), on the other 

hand, did not provide any explanation to “what matters in the construction of the concept of consumer brand 

relationship” (Ghani & Tuhin, 2018, p. 4). As Fournier (1998) was not only able to establish twenty different 
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forms of relationships consumers develop with brands but also presented “frameworks for execution, 

extension and refinement for this task”, her study can be understood as the first to “embody the concept in 

detail” (Ghani & Tuhin, 2018, p. 4). In setting the scene for the course of this paper, her work is, therefore, 

regarded as an important milestone and will be presented in more detail in due course. Closely connected to 

the concept of brand loyalty, which looks into creating a long-term exchange and thus repeated purchasing of 

a product, Fournier was, rather, interested in understanding the underlying drivers, i.e. how and why, instead 

of only if individuals consume brands loyally (Heding, Knudtzen, & Bjerre, 2016).  

 

Analyzing consumer-brand relationships in three in-depth case studies, Fournier (1998) showed that similar 

to relationships between human beings, consumer-brand relationships can develop in different forms. She 

thereby reverted to four core characteristics of relationships in interpersonal domains, namely reciprocity, 

meaning provision, multiplicity and temporality as a priori themes, which will be shortly introduced in due 

course (Fournier, 1998; Hinde, 1995).  

 

As relationships are characterized by an interdependence, i.e. that a partner’s actions have an effect on the 

form and definition of the relationship, one has to think of brands “as an active, contributing member of the 

relationship dyad [...][rather than] as a passive object of marketing transactions” (Fournier, 1998, p. 344; 

Hinde, 1979). With consumers as well as marketers allocating human personality attributes to brands, these 

become animated or humanized and, therefore, legitimate partners in the relationship dyad (Aaker, 1997; 

Fournier, 1998). However, as critics point out, brands only exist in the minds of individuals and, therefore, 

lack an objective existence as well as manners to e.g. interact or express thoughts or emotions. While this 

assumption discards brands as legitimate relationship partners, Fournier (1998) understood brands gaining this 

legitimacy through the managers and marketing activities revolving around the brand. Moreover, as 

relationships with partners lacking “tangible vitality or mortal status” have been investigated in the past 

(Fournier, 1998; p. 345, see, e.g. Caughey (1984) on relationships between fans and movie stars; Buber (1946) 

on relationships with God or mortal status; Hirschman (1994) on people’s relationships with pets), analogously 

understanding brands as legitimate relationship partners seems only reasonable. Aggarwal (2004) summed 

this assumption up rather well:  

 

“Whatever view one takes, it is reasonable to suggest that even though people’s relationships with brands do 

not necessarily share the same richness and depth as their relationships with human partners, they sometimes 

do behave with brands as if they have a relationship with them” (p. 88). 

 

Relationships, furthermore, play a crucial role in the development of personality (Kelley, 1986) as important 

relationships can lead to a change as well as a strengthening of an individual’s self-concepts (Aron & Aron, 
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1996; Aron, Paris, & Aron, 1995). To fully understand the nature of a relationship under investigation, “a 

mastery of the meanings the relationship provides to the person who engages it” is, therefore, crucial (Fournier, 

1998, p. 346). In general, one can distinguish three significant sources of meaning, namely, psychological, 

sociocultural, and relational. As the context in which relationships take place not only influences but also 

simultaneously is shaped by these, all three sources have an impact on how important the relationship for the 

individual concerned is (ibid.) Moreover, the significance and meaning of relationships have to be investigated 

in context with other relationships as these are “inextricably entwined” thus creating a network (Fournier, 

1998, p. 346; Parks & Eggert, 1991).  

 

To pay tribute to the extent variations of relationships, not only different types of relationship research “e.g., 

Hayes (1988) on friendship and Kelley[, Berscheid, Christensen, Harvey, Huston, Levinger, MClintock, 

Peplau, and Peterson] (1983) on close relationships” emerged (Fournier, 1998, p. 346) but also various 

dimensions along which relationships can be distinguished were established (Fournier, 1998; e.g. Weiss, 1974; 

Wish, Deutsch, & Kaplan, 1976). Prior research differentiated relationships e.g. regarding the type of benefits 

generated for the partners or the nature of the ties between the two. Relationships, therefore, have to be 

understood as multiplex phenomena. As the exact nature of the relationship under investigation is only of very 

little interest for this paper, no clear distinction will be made in due course. 

 

Lastly, relationships are in contrast to one-time transactions developing over time influenced by the nature of 

these interactions as well as changes in the environment. Researchers, therefore, identified different stages of 

this process, each defined by “changes in type (e.g. evolution from friends to lovers) or level of intensity (e.g. 

an increase or decrease in emotional involvement)” (Fournier, 1998, p. 346). Most commonly a five-phase 

model is used, which distinguishes between the initiation, growth, maintenance, deterioration, and dissolution 

of the relationship under investigation (Levinger, 1983). Other models propose different numbers of phases 

or concepts critical for relationships to develop and to move from one segment to another one (Fournier, 1998).  

2.1.2. THE EFFECTS OF TRANSGRESSIONS ON THE CONSUMER-BRAND RELATIONSHIP 

While transgressions affecting relationships are firstly explained in more general terms, different 

categorizations of brand misconducts and literature addressing their consequences are reviewed in a next step.  

2.1.2.1. Brand Transgressions 

Due to its “relevance and potential for insight generation, the relationship paradigm […]” has become of major 

interest for academics as well as practitioners in brand management (Aaker, Fournier, & Brasel, 2004, p. 1). 

While prior studies mostly highlighted the benefits of a positive relationship quality between a brand and its 

customers as well as its enormous impact on a company’s success (e.g. Aaker, 2011; Aaker & Joachimsthaler, 
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2000; Bendapudi & Berry, 1997; Reichheld, Markey, & Hopton, 2000). Aaker et al. (2004) have paved the 

way for more and more researchers investigating the effect of relationship breaches. With a longitudinal field 

experiment, the authors empirically investigated the effects of a transgression, “which refers to a violation of 

the implicit or explicit rules guiding relationship performance and evaluation”, on the consumer-brand 

relationship (Aaker et al., 2004, p. 2; Metts, 1994). Aiming at “fill[ing] the critical gap in consumer research 

by studying specific brand-oriented hypotheses derived from the relationship theory”, Aggarwal (2004, p. 88) 

investigated two relationship types, namely exchange relationships and communal relationships, which differ 

in the motivation why one gives a benefit to one’s relationship partner. While the first is about “get[ting] 

something back in return, that is, quid pro quo”, in the latter benefits are given to demonstrate concern for 

others’ needs, thereby going beyond self-interest alone (Aggarwal, 2004, p. 88). With different relationship 

norms thus guiding the relationship between consumer and brands, he could, moreover, empirically prove that 

violations of these result in consumers negatively evaluating specific marketing actions or the brand as such. 

His article can, therefore, be understood as an important contribution to the field (Ghani & Tuhin, 2018). 

 

In their efforts to investigate consumers’ changing country images due to a brand transgression, Magnusson, 

Krishnan, Westjohn, and Zdravkovic (2014, p. 22) describe a “brand transgression as a negative 

disconfirmation of customer expectation through acts of omission or commission by the brand”. Furthermore, 

based on insights from risk management literature (e.g., Harris, Jenkins, & Glaser, 2006) and medical drug 

research (e.g. Cox, Cox, & Mantel, 2010), the authors provided another perspective to theory. Adding a two-

dimensional understanding of the construct, transgressions can be defined according to their depth as well as 

wideness. While a deep transgression is characterized by its substantially negative, e.g. life-threatening 

consequences, a wide one affects a great number of people, “i.e. a large proportion of the population. 

(Magnusson et al., 2014, p. 22). According to Aaker et al. (2004; Grayson & Ambler, 1999) regardless of the 

transgressions’ severity or cause, these will inevitably occur in long-term relationships, as partners become 

more interdependent collaborating “across more domains or with increased frequency” (p. 3). As relationships, 

in contrast to isolated exchange transactions, are defined by a series of actions over time, during which the 

two partners get to know each other, they, therefore, “evolve in response to these interactions and to 

fluctuations in the contextual environment” (Fournier, 1998, p. 346; Berscheid & Peplau, 1983). With 

transgressions thereby potentially having a great effect on the respective consumer-brand relationship, it does 

not come by surprise, that Aaker et al. (2004, p. 3) understood transgressions as “the hallmark of the 

relationship, representing perhaps the most significant event in the relationship history”. Moreover, with brand 

relationship quality being constructed by six dimensions, namely love and passion, self-connection, 

interdependence, commitment, intimacy, and brand partner quality, it should become clear, that solely evoking 

positive feelings does not suffice the multi-faceted nature of the construct (Fournier, 1998, p. 363). Several 

studies indicated that satisfaction, trust, commitment, service quality, and advocacy are the key constructs for 
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building consumer-brand relationships (Aaker, 2011; Aaker & Joachimsthaler, 2000; Cronin, Brady, & Hult, 

2000; Fournier, 1998; Fournier & Yao, 1997). 

2.1.2.2. Categorizations of Brand Misconducts and Potential Consequences 

Taking a look at marketing history, many examples of brands going through a transgression, thereby, violating 

established principles within the consumer-brand relationships can be found. Whether one looks at the 

explosion of BP’s oil well Deepwater Horizon in 2010, causing “one of the worst environmental disasters in 

US history” (Sherwell & Lawler, 2015), Adidas, Nike and Puma being accused of contracting to soccer ball 

factories employing child labor (Huber, Vollhardt, Matthes, & Vogel, 2010) or only very recently United 

Airlines twice becoming the center of a social media uproar for treating its customers not only in an immoral 

but also overbearing manner (Kock et al., 2018; Victor & Stevens, 2017), “companies and their brands do not 

always behave according to consumers' expectations” (Huber et al., 2010, p. 1113). As Shrivastava and Mitroff 

already pointed out in 1987, “[t]he list of corporate crises and disasters is endless and growing” (p. 6). 

Moreover, an increased frequency can be observed. According to Marcus and Goodman (1991) “not all crises 

are alike” and differences prevail based on “their [potential] effects on victims” as well as the potential 

deniability of the causes (p. 284). The authors, therefore, distinguished between accidents, described as 

“discrete one-time events [...], creat[ing] a concrete class of victims” which managers are reluctant to take 

responsibility for (ibid., p. 285), scandals, which have “obscure origins [...] no immediate victims” and a low 

deniability potential (ibid., p. 287) as well as product safety and health incidents. These “evolve relatively 

slowly, and a company usually has plenty opportunities to recover and reverse direction, to stop or at least 

limit production, to recall products, or at a minimum to attach warnings to them” (ibid., p. 289). It is, therefore, 

rather difficult for a company to plausibly deny any responsibility for the incident.  

 

Investigating the effects of thinking styles on a scandal’s spillover, Lee, Youn, and Nayakankuppam (2011) 

distinguished between extrinsic and intrinsic scandals. While the aforementioned examples can be considered 

extrinsic to the scandalized brand’s quality, i.e. connected to corporate ethics and social responsibility, the 

current Lactalis’ salmonella scandal evolving around contaminated milk powder (BBC, 2018) is of intrinsic 

nature as the product’s quality and performance is directly affected (Lee et al. 2011; Zeithaml, 1988, Huber et 

al., 2009, Pullig, Netemeyer, & Biswas, 2006). The latter, therefore, falls into the category of a product-harm 

crisis, which is understood as a “discrete, well-publicized occurrences wherein products are found to be 

defective or dangerous” (Dawar & Pillutla, 2000, p. 215). According to Grunwald and Hempelmann (2010), 

product-harm crises can be categorized based on the types of product-related problems as well as the risks 

coming along. One thereby can distinguish between product-recall situations “involving serious risks to the 

health and safety of consumers” and (non-) substantiated complaints characterized by “low and moderate 

product-related risks” (ibid., p. 264). Even though usually such a crisis revolves around one specific brand, 
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occasionally “an entire product category such as poultry (bird flu), silicone breast implants, and beef (mad-

cow disease)” are involved (Van Heerde et al., 2007, p. 230). As previous research highlighted, the negative 

impact on consumer preferences and purchasing behavior affects not only the scandalized brands and their 

families (Ahluwalia et al., 2001, Dawar & Pillutla, 2000) but also competing brands (Roehm & Tybout, 2006). 

Organizations are, therefore, well advised to take some immediate, corrective actions and thus prevent a 

potential negative spillover (Grunwald & Hempelmann, 2010).  

 

However, as the aforementioned incidents exemplify scandals do not only revolve around a decrease in 

product quality but can also encompass a variety of other relationship breaches. Analyzing the effects of 

negative publicity on consumers’ brand evaluation as well as “how firms can position brands to insulate them” 

from it, Pullig et al. (2006, p. 528) distinguished between performance-related and values-related negative 

brand publicity. While the first relates to publicity, that “primarily calls into question a brand's ability to 

provide functional (solving consumption problems) benefits (e.g., the failure of an automobile part that 

prompts a recall of that model)”, the later “involves social or ethical issues, such as the revelation of sexual 

harassment or racial discrimination by members of an organization, that affect a brand's ability to deliver 

symbolic benefits (i.e., allowing the reflection of a self-image)” (ibid., p. 529). In line with this distinction, 

Huber et al. (2009), therefore, saw the necessity for a broader definition. Speaking in more general terms,  
 

“brand misconduct describes the actions of a brand owner that seriously disappoint the consumer’s brand 

expectations, which is caused by the violation of ethical norms or product and service-related defects, 

especially in terms of safety aspects, resulting in an enormous public impact and, in most cases, a negative 

consumer response to the brand” (ibid., p. 132).  

 

Emphasizing the importance of consumers’ attitude and value system in the evaluation of a brand’s activities, 

the authors, moreover, differentiated four different types of brand misconduct: (1) Product quality differs from 

expectations, (2) lack of service orientation, (3) symbolic-psychological misconduct and (4) socially debatable 

actions (ibid.). Having interpreted “a substantial number of recognised corporate brand crisis situations” 

Greyser (2009, p. 590) came up with a more differentiated categorization of corporate brand crises. Though it 

remains unclear whether the key terms, brand misconduct and corporate brand crisis, can be used 

interchangeably or refer to different concepts, overlaps in the differentiation can be found. Greyser (2009, pp. 

591-592) saw nine sources causing such a crisis, which can to a great extent, be understood as subcategories 

to Huber et al.’s (2009) categorization due to their interrelatedness. While the first form both times relates to 

product failing to meet expectations, most of Greyser’s (2009) others categories (e.g. social responsibility gap, 

controversial ownership, corporate, executive misbehaviour or spokesperson misbehaviour and controversy) 

seems to be a differentiated form of socially debatable actions, as coined by Huber et al. (2009). In contrast to 
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Huber et al. (2009) who also stressed the importance of a brand’s service orientation, Greyser (2009) further 

regarded poor business results, the death of the symbol of company or the loss of public support, which could 

also rather be understood as a consequence of brand misconduct in general, as potential sources.  

 

As prior research showed brand misconduct can not only result in a brand boycott (Klein et al., 2004) but also 

a brand’s image and reputation (Davies, Chun, Da Silva, & Roper, 2003; Klein et al., 2004), customer-based 

brand equity (Dawar & Pillutla, 2000) or marketing effectiveness (Van Heerde et al., 2007) can be negatively 

affected. Furthermore, organizations have to face negative word-of-mouth in most cases of brand misconduct 

(Smith & Cooper-Martin, 1997). How exactly consumers respond to brand misconduct is thereby highly 

dependent on their characteristics. Cultural values (Laufer & Coombs, 2006), ethical ideologies, consumer 

idealism and relativism (Schmalz, 2008) as well as commitment (Ahluwalia, Burnkrant, Unnava, 2000) and 

expectations (Dawar & Pillutla, 2000) can, for example, come into play.  

 

Though the reviewed articles reverted to different terms as well as concepts regarding e.g. the nature or source 

in establishing categories of be it brand scandal or misconduct, similar understandings and overlaps do prevail. 

Analyzing various incidents occurring in reality, research has to distinguish between different forms of 

misbehavior with regard to performance or values, stakeholders associate with the organization. While 

performance-related incidents, such a product-harm crisis, seem to form one distinct category, the second 

group, relating to value infringements, has been differentiated by authors differently.  

2.2. THE CONCEPT OF BRAND LEGITIMACY AND ITS THEORETICAL 

FOUNDATIONS  

After giving an overview of institutional theory whereupon the concept of legitimacy rests, this paper will 

introduce another way of categorizing and analyzing brand scandals, namely brand legitimacy. 

2.2.1. THEORETICAL FOUNDATIONS 

The theoretical foundation reviewed is thereby twofold. On the one hand, literature concerning institutional 

theory, which explains the importance of formalized rules in relationships will be evaluated. On the other hand, 

the concept of institutional isomorphism will be presented. 
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2.2.1.1. Institutional Theory 

How consumers respond to a brand scandal depends on the relationship they have established with the 

respective brand (Ghani & Tuhin, 2018). Drawing upon institutional theory, the concept of legitimacy plays 

a crucial role for companies to build successful consumer brand relationships. Institutionalized rules serve as 

guidelines not only in the development but also maintenance of these relationships. Understanding influencing 

factors and acting in accordance with them, companies can gain legitimacy and thus enforce the organization’s 

stability (Zucker, 1987). The following section will, therefore, elaborate on the construct of legitimacy and its 

impact on consumer brand relationships taking into account institutional theory.  

 

As the evolution of global market and internationalization became more dynamic and complex, organizations 

often experienced discrepancy between the formal structures and actual day-to-day routines (Meyer & Rowan, 

1977). Formal structures such as bureaucratic control and definite policies underline the importance of rational 

as well as straightforward organizational structures and are, therefore, considered predominant methods to 

establish effective organizations (Scott, 1975). However, to create rational formal structures, one must look 

into the underlying reasoning of the construction of these. Meyer and Rowan (1977) draw attention to the 

importance of institutionalized rules as they do not only reflect but are also considered the foundation of formal 

structures. According to the authors, institutionalized rules fulfill similar characteristics and functions as myths, 

which are integrated and used by organizations in the organizational settings ritually. Following these rules, 

an organization can gain legitimacy and thereby increase its chance of survival, which will be explained in 

more detail in due course (Meyer & Rowan, 1977). Institutionalized rules are defined as “classifications built 

into society as reciprocated typifications or interpretations” and categorize market and social behaviors 

(Berger & Luckmann, 1967, p. 54). Hedberg, Nystrom, and Starbuck (1976) thereby distinguished between 

obligatory laws, taken for granted or backed up by the general public which can be seen in correspondence to 

later research by Scott (1995) proposing regulative, cognitive and normative categories of institutional rules.  

 

In her efforts to give an overview of institutional theory, Zucker (1987) pointed out that theoretical approaches 

share a similar definition of the term ‘institutional’. First, it is a “rule-like, social fact quality of an organized 

pattern of action (exterior)” (ibid., p. 444). Second, it is “embedded in formal structures, such as formal aspects 

of organizations that are not tied to particular actors or situations (nonpersonal/ objective)” (ibid., p. 444). 

 

Defining institutions as invisible constraints that are humanly devised to shape human interactions and frame 

legitimate boundaries, North (1991) provided further insight into the field. He, moreover, classified 

institutions into formal and informal constraints. Formal constraints refer to constitutions, law, and regulations 

while informal constraints are built upon social norms, religious and moral conducts. Bearing this distinction 

in mind, one can understand regulative institutions as proposed by Scott (1995) as formal, and normative as 
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well as cognitive institutions falling in the category of informal constraints. As these three dimensions 

immensely influence social behavior and are a key factor in creating social stability, understanding the 

structure and interactions of them is critical for organizations (ibid.).  

 

Indeed, the elements of modern formal organizational structures e.g. policies, regulations, organizational 

agenda are shaped and imposed by both formal and informal institutions such as public opinions, laws, 

education, and social status. In other words, the given examples demonstrate functions of institutionalized 

rules which act as “highly rationalized myths” and restrain organizations (Meyer & Rowan, 1977, p. 343). 

This again highlights the importance of understanding the dynamics of institutions as these can help to 

establish a predictable behavioral pattern that organizations can follow (Colyvas & Powell, 2006). 

Incorporating institutionalized elements into their activities, organizations can shield themselves from 

turbulence, which reduces uncertainty and promotes stability. As the concept of institutional isomorphism is 

thereby an important process in gaining legitimacy, it will be explained next. 

2.2.1.2. Institutional Isomorphism  

As “organizations are influenced by normative pressures, [be it] from external sources such as the state [or] 

[...] arising from within the organizations”, organizations adapt to “these legitimated elements” to thereby gain 

legitimacy (Zucker, 1987, p. 443). DiMaggio and Powell (1983) referred to this process as institutional 

isomorphism, which describes the increasing resemblance of organizations operating in the same environment. 

This can be seen in line with Meyer and Rowan (1977) who found organizations enhancing their chances of 

survival by compromising with current institutional constraints, in other words attaining legitimacy through 

isomorphism. Only when organizations are able to become isomorphic with the prevailing environment, 

especially if it is highly elaborated, organizations “gain the legitimacy and resources needed to survive” (ibid., 

p. 352). 

 

DiMaggio and Powell (1983) distinguished three different isomorphic processes, namely coercive, mimetic, 

and normative. Coercive isomorphism arises from the pressures imposed on the organizations by other 

organizations that they are dependent on formally or/and informally, and also by cultural expectations in the 

environment they operate in. For instance, food companies have to follow governmental regulations and put 

up nutrition label on food packages or hospitals have to maintain the hygiene standard set by the health 

department. Mimetic isomorphism refers to organizations adapting to others to achieve stability in times of 

uncertainty. Organizations thereby intentionally or unintentionally follow major market players or the majority 

in order to achieve legitimacy. The launch of mobile apps and wallets by banks because of an industry trend 

can be regarded as examples of this type of isomorphism. Normative isomorphism is caused by pressures 

arising from professionalization regarding the education and training of employees. As employees, have to 
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fulfill standardized requirements, e.g. concerning the accreditation of their degrees, a homogenization in 

organizations’ personnel can be observed (ibid., p. 150 -152). 

 

Even though isomorphism does not take into account considerations of efficiency, Meyer and Rowan (1977, 

p. 349) put the notion forward, that the “dependence on externally fixed institutions reduces turbulence and 

maintains stability”, which lastly leads to an organization’s success and survival. Drawing on institutional 

theory as well as the concept of institutional isomorphism, the importance of gaining legitimacy for 

organizations has been emphasized. In a next step, the construct of legitimacy will be presented.  

2.2.2. THE CONCEPT OF LEGITIMACY: DIMENSIONS AND THE UNDERLYING JUDGEMENT 

PROCESS 

While early research on legitimacy, focused on its evaluative and/or cognitive nature in the proposed 

definitions (e.g. Maurer, 1971, Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975), Suchman (1995) was the first who introduced an 

inclusive, broad-based definition of legitimacy describing legitimacy as “a generalized perception or 

assumption that the actions of an entity are desirable, proper, or appropriate within some socially constructed 

system of norms, values, beliefs and definitions” (p. 574). Moreover, the author emphasized that legitimacy 

is “possessed objectively, yet created subjectively”, explaining that legitimacy reflects “a congruence between 

the behaviors of the legitimated entity and the shared [or assumedly shared] beliefs of some social group” 

(ibid., p. 574). Even though already put forward in 1995, many authors such as Kates (2004), Aime, Meyer, 

and Humphrey (2010) as well as Scott and Davis (2015) reverted to Suchman’s definition, wherefore his work 

is also deemed being of importance for this study. 

2.2.2.1. Dimensions of Legitimacy 

In his efforts to synthesize the so-far existing literature on legitimacy, Suchman (1995) identified three 

different categories, namely pragmatic, cognitive, and moral, which are complementary to Scott’s (1995) 

identification of institutional dimensions, i.e. regulative, normative and cognitive.  Pragmatic legitimacy, 

simplified to exchange legitimacy by Suchman (1995), is based on individual’s calculation of self-interested 

and material exchange between the organization and the individual. Tost (2011) later called this form 

instrumental legitimacy. Suchman (1995) subdivided pragmatic legitimacy into influences legitimacy and 

dispositional legitimacy. Influences legitimacy refers to individuals supporting organizations as they believe 

that the organizations will be responsive to their interests rather than the actual benefits they receive. 

Dispositional legitimacy is acquired due to the good attributes e.g. honesty, shared values, that audiences 

believe organizations have as organizations are often personified and treated as autonomous and having 

characters (ibid.). Suchman (1995) pointed out that the widespread belief of an organization’s good qualities 
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can diminish the “delegitimating effects of isolated failures, miscues, and reversals” (p. 579). Furthermore, 

organizations’ characters are taken into account when consumers assess their moral legitimacy.  

 

Similar to pragmatic legitimacy, moral legitimacy, referred to as normative legitimacy by Kates (2004) is built 

on discursive evaluation, i.e. an involvement of public discussion. The moral dimension of legitimacy was 

defined as “a prosocial logic” and is concerned with whether the entity in question promotes “social welfare, 

as defined by the audience’s socially constructed value system” (Suchman, 1995, p. 579). Suchman (1995) 

avoided ambiguity by using the term moral instead of normative legitimacy as it was used to refer to all cultural 

regulatory processes in prior literature. Suchman (1995), moreover, explained that moral legitimacy rests on 

an affirmative normative evaluation of the organization itself as well as its activities. The level of moral 

legitimacy of an entity is thereby dependent on the evaluator’s subjective judgment about the activity, i.e. 

whether it is the ‘right’ thing to do. Organizations can thus gain moral legitimacy along the following four 

dimensions: evaluations of outputs and consequences, evaluations of techniques and procedures, evaluations 

of categories and structures, and evaluations of leaders and representatives (ibid).   

 

Lastly, cognitive legitimacy is embedded in the social context and is based on the notion of taken-for-

grantedness. It refers to the acceptance of the organization as a necessity and is based on cognition instead of 

self-interest or evaluation (Suchman, 1995). It is, therefore, suggested, “that as one moves from the pragmatic 

to the moral to the cognitive, legitimacy becomes more elusive to obtain and more difficult to manipulate, but 

it also becomes more subtle, more profound, and more self-sustaining, once established” (ibid. p. 585). 
 

Slightly different from Suchman’s (1995) interpretation of legitimacy, i.e pragmatic, moral and cognitive, 

Tost (2011) combined social psychology’s and institutional theory’s interpretation on legitimacy and 

distinguished between instrumental (pragmatic), relational, and moral dimensions of legitimacy. As Tost 

(2011) considered the evaluation and judgment of legitimacy as a critical process, the cognitive dimension of 

legitimacy was discarded due to its taken-for-grantedness. Moreover, drawing from social psychology, she 

added a relational dimension to the concept of legitimacy which, similar to instrumental and moral legitimacy, 

involves individuals’ active affirmative backings. Tost (2011) thereby clarified that an entity will be 

considered relational legitimate when it “affirms the social identity and self-worth of individuals or social 

groups and [...] ensure[s] that individuals or groups are treated with dignity and respect and receive outcomes 

commensurat[ing] with their entitlement” (pp. 693-694).  

 

Furthermore, Tost (2011) pointed out that prior researchers focused more on investigating legitimacy from a 

collective perspective; however, understanding legitimacy at the micro-level is essential as changes in 

individuals’ perceptions and judgments will influence their behaviors and thus result in changes in legitimacy 
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and social reality at an aggregate-level. In addition, different dimensions of legitimacy should not be 

considered as opposing each other but are rather of “independent and interactive” nature (ibid., p. 691). With 

relations between individuals’ perceptions and judgments as well as the constitution of legitimacy being tightly 

connected this assumption is further strengthened. Therefore, Tost (2011) argued that individual-level 

legitimacy judgments are based on evaluations that fall along the three aforementioned dimensions, i.e. 

instrumental, relational, and moral. The processes underlying these evaluations are presented in the next 

section.  

2.2.2.2. Formation of Legitimate Judgment  

Addressing an existing lack of research regarding the process influencing the formation of legitimacy 

judgments, Tost (2011) proposed a three-stage cyclical process drawing from insights of institutional theory 

as well as social psychology. She thereby distinguished between judgment formation, use stage and 

reassessment stage, which will be explained in more detail in due course (Figure 1).  
 

 
Figure 1: Three Stage Legitimate Judgment Formation Process; Authors’ Own Work, Inspired by Tost 2011. 

 

The judgment formation is characterized by an either evaluative or passive mode of information processing. 

At this stage, the evaluator will form a preliminary judgment of the entity’s legitimacy and determine whether 

it is appropriate, i.e. legitimate, or inappropriate, i.e. illegitimate (Tost, 2011). The result of this judgment 

process will then influence the individual’s behavior in the proceeding use stage. Based on the concept of the 
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dual-process system by Kahneman (2003), Tost (2011) understood the passive mode as ‘System 1’ and the 

evaluative mode as ‘System 2’. The dual-process system thereby delineates two different cognitive modes, 

under which individuals operate: ‘System 1’ is of intuitive, automatic and fast processing nature, while 

‘System 2’ is defined as effortful, deliberate and controlled (Kahneman, 2003).  

 

The evaluative mode thus describes a legitimacy judgment process which is based on active and effortful 

evaluations of the targeted organization along instrumental, relational and/or moral dimensions.  Dependent 

on the individual’s priority of the three dimensions of legitimacy, a generalized judgment is thereby formed 

(Tost, 2011). Referencing Amabile, Hill, Hennessey, and Tighe (1994), Tost (2011) explained that individuals 

with “high level of group identification”, on the one hand, tend to put more emphasis on moral and relational 

aspects throughout the formation of a legitimacy judgment (p. 696). As the engagement in groups is “an 

expression of social status, joy and meaning” instrumental legitimacy is not the priority for these people (ibid., 

p. 696). On the other hand, for individuals with “low level of group identification”, external criteria (e.g. 

personal interest) play a more important role in their formation of a legitimacy judgment (ibid., p. 696). In 

addition, it is important to note that even though individuals take into account different elements from the 

three legitimacy dimension to varying degrees in the evaluative mode, they are potentially exposed to a 

cognitive-bias (ibid.). This means that individuals might adopt a subjective view by disregarding objective 

inputs and thus create “irrational” judgments (Kahneman & Tversky, 1972).  

 

The passive mode, on the other hand, involves either the use of cognitive shortcuts such as validity cues (e.g. 

basing the judgement merely on observations of other parties or decisions made by authorities) throughout the 

legitimacy judgement process or/and an individual’s assumption that the entity corresponds to cultural 

expectations, which results in a passive acceptance of “entities that conform to their expectations” (Tost, 2011, 

p. 696). Moreover, as social psychologists pointed out, individuals are more inclined to adopt methods helping 

in reducing cognitive energy during judgment tasks. It is, therefore, assumed that individuals will revert to the 

passive mode during the formation of a judgment unless an evaluative judgment is required (Gilbert, 2002; 

Kahneman & Frederick, 2002; Lieberman, 2003). In other words, it can be expected that individuals will 

mostly use the passive mode as long as validity cues are present.  

 

In the proceeding use stage, the generalized judgment formed in the initial stage will be used as a guideline, 

individuals will act in accordance with towards the evaluated entity. If the entity is viewed as legitimate, it 

will be supported; if it is viewed as illegitimate, individuals will actively strive for changes. All in all, 

individuals do not conduct any judgment at this stage but merely utilize the results from the first stage. Tost 

(2011), moreover, described the generalized legitimacy judgment as an anchor which “guides interpretations 

of new legitimacy-relevant experiences” to thereby minimize any arising ambivalence or uncertainty (p. 697). 
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New information is, therefore, evaluated in consistency with the pre-existing legitimacy judgment. While 

individuals may permanently remain in this assimilation stage, they will only do so if no institutional conflicts 

surface and activate individuals’ mental alarms. Major incidents such as technological transformations or 

regulatory changes can, for example, act as institutional field level jolts. In her article, Tost (2011) defined 

jolts as events that carry new information or can lead to unexpected consequences which have been excluded 

in the assimilation process. The author further explained that jolts must present information that could not be 

assimilated to the current legitimacy judgments without a dynamic and intentional thinking process. As a 

result, jolts can interrupt the functioning of the institutional field and ignite thoughts for institutional changes 

which can also affect existing entities (ibid., Battilana, Leca, & Boxenbaum, 2009; Greenwood, Suddaby, & 

Hinings, 2002). In a next step, individuals will engage in active, effortful information processing instead of 

using preexistent cognitive resources. According to Tost (2011), jolts can also occur at the individual level 

and not only at the macro level, as assumed commonly by institutional theory. “[T]he loss of a job, personal 

illness, or the death of a loved one” exemplify major life changes that can affect an individual’s perspective 

and result in him/ her questioning the judgment priorly formed (ibid., p. 701). Besides jolts, contradictions in 

institutional logics, i.e. conflicts emerging between and among “the multiple institutional fields, [...] that actors 

are simultaneously embedded in” as well as the individual's “ability to consciously reflect on institutional 

arrangement” were presented as sources of questions by institutional theorists (ibid., p. 702). As this paper 

focuses on brand scandals, jolts are considered the major source triggering the individuals to reconsider their 

evaluation as expectations “based on the generalized legitimacy judgment” have been violated (ibid., p. 701). 

For a more detailed description of the other two concepts, interested readers are, therefore, referred to Tost’s 

(2011) article.  

 

Once this mental alarm has been activated, Tost (2011), in line with findings from social psychology, regarded 

individuals moving to the reassessment stage, where the evaluation of the entity will be carried out more 

effortfully and intentionally along the three dimensions. At this stage judgments of illegitimacy are, therefore, 

most likely to occur which will lead to an individual’s desire for institutional changes. However, the 

reassessment stage does not always result in a revision of the legitimacy judgment. Only if individuals see this 

information contradicting the generalized legitimacy judgment, a revision is required. Either way, the 

individual will then move again to the use stage with the new legitimate or illegitimate judgment.  Even though 

these reconsiderations are conducted with more effort, this does not necessarily result in judgments being 

made objectively or free of any bias. Individuals simply show a higher motivation “to engage in the process 

of judgment formation” (ibid., p. 699). This stage is, therefore, characterized by a predominant evaluative 

mode regarding the three different dimensions of legitimacy which consequently once again influences the 

judgments of the generalized legitimacy.   
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All in all, despite legitimacy being a collective-level phenomenon, one should not neglect considering the 

dynamics arising at the individual level. As changes in the personal judgment towards the current 

organizational legitimacy ultimately alters individuals’ behaviors regarding these organizations, 

understanding “the critical role that individuals play in those change processes” is crucial in explaining 

institutional change processes on a collective level (ibid., p. 687). 

2.2.2.3. Legitimation 

After an introduction to the concept of legitimacy and how individuals form legitimate judgments, the 

construct of legitimation will be presented in a next step. Legitimation, i.e. how entities achieve legitimacy, is 

“the social process of making a practice or an organization congruent with the configuration of other values, 

institutions, and social norms” (Humphreys, 2010, p.491; Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975; Johnson, Dowd, & 

Ridgeway, 2006; Suchman, 1995). 
According to Humphreys (2010), the legitimation process can be prompted through explicit forms as well as 

implicit forms. Explicit forms are thereby understood as consumer rewarding or punishing a “company in 

response to its action” (ibid., p. 491). A study conducted by Kates (2004), for example, showed that members 

of a gay community would show long-term support for companies that stood by their views in public, 

wherefore the brand in return gained moral legitimacy from the community. Legitimation, especially regarding 

cognitive legitimacy, can also be obtained through implicit forms such as “placing brands within daily life” 

(Humphreys, 2010, p. 492). This was observed in particular with regard to household products which are 

oftentimes considered invisible brands thus “blend[ing] into the household environment in an inconspicuous 

manner” (Coupland, 2005, p. 106) and can, therefore, be considered taken-for-granted. 
 

As this overview has highlighted, previous studies and researchers have continually stressed the importance 

of companies obtaining legitimacy. While authors have thereby primarily focused on the influences of 

cognitive and pragmatic legitimacy on performance indicators, this paper is interested in the dimension of 

moral legitimacy as well (Kock et al., 2018). After introducing the concept of brand legitimacy and spillover 

effects in the last step, hypotheses addressing the moral and instrumental dimension of legitimacy will be put 

forward in the following chapter. 

2.2.3. THE CONCEPT OF BRAND LEGITIMACY  

Bearing the proposed research question in mind, literature addressing the concept of brand legitimacy needs 

to be reviewed. Drawing from existing legitimacy research, Kock et al. (2018) to the knowledge of the authors 

for the first time transferred the construct to a branding context. In the following, the underlying reasoning as 

well as the different developed dimensions of brand legitimacy will be presented. 
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2.2.3.1. Brand Legitimacy Framework 

As already stated, consumers form relationships with brands, which differ from interpersonal relationships as 

a monetary exchange is almost always given to a certain extent (Aggarwal, 2004). Based on this understanding 

categorizing consumer-brand relationships as exchange relationships according to Aggarwal (2004) seems 

reasonable, however, this is only of minor importance to the investigation at hand. Fundamental for the 

development of hypotheses in due course is the assumption that consumers judge brands “as if they are 

members of a culture and need to conform to its norms” (ibid. p. 89). Since consumers evaluate brands 

negatively if their activities are violating the established norms of the relationships while forming a positive 

judgment if these are conforming to them, Aggarwal (2004) put forward a key idea, “that relationships with 

brands imply normative rules of behaviour of the sort that we see with people” (p. 89), even though they are 

not of the exact nature as those that can be observed in interpersonal relationships. Consumers thereby become 

more and more demanding and increasingly scrutinize brands, consumption and business activities from a 

moral perspective (Klein, 1999). 

 

Even though different definitions, terms, and categorization can be found throughout literature addressing 

brand misconduct, Kock et al. (2018) pointed out, that “academia provides a limited insight into how to 

systematically examine these phenomena”. Oftentimes brand transgressions are treated as one-time incidents, 

thus lacking a theorizing and formalizing of similarities between them. Taking into account the enormous 

number of brand misconducts occurring in the past and most probably also in the future in different industries 

and countries, a “framework that contributes to a better understanding of the individual-level dynamics of 

legitimacy judgements with respect to brands” is heavily needed (ibid.). The authors, therefore, put forward a 

construct they labeled brand legitimacy. Anchored in institutional theory, the concept allows scrutinizing 

consumers’ acceptance or disapproval of brands which results in the brand gaining or losing its legitimacy. 

Based on Suchman’s (1995) definition of legitimacy, provided previously, the authors defined “[b]rand 

legitimacy [as] a consumer‘s perception that a brand and its actions are acceptable, proper, or appropriate 

within the consumer’s socially constructed system of norms, values, beliefs and definitions” (Kock et al., 

2018). In line with Tost (2011), the authors understood brand legitimacy to be formed at the individual level, 

rather than the collective level, along five, conceptually distinct dimensions, namely, relational, moral, 

instrumental, legal and normative (Figure 2).  
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Figure 2: Brand Legitimacy Model Highlighting the Dimensions Investigated in the Paper; Authors’ Own Work, Inspired 

by Kock et al. 2018. 

 

2.2.3.2. Dimensions of Brand Legitimacy 

Firstly, brands gain relational legitimacy by acknowledging the existence of three different types of 

stakeholders, consumers, environment, and employees, and taking these into consideration in their activities. 

Consumer legitimacy is, therefore, understood as the degree to which consumers are treated with respect and 

dignity, and whether this is also visible in the brand’s communication activities (Tost, 2011). Thereby, the 

consumer sees his/her social identity confirmed and his/her self-esteem strengthened. On the one hand, when 

brands do not seem to care about the consumers, take them for granted or act disrespectfully, it was indicated 

that a loss of brand legitimacy occurs as a consequence. On the other hand, brands paying attention to their 

consumers’ needs are considered appropriate, thereby gaining approval and consequently legitimacy. 

Referring to anecdotal evidence, e.g. VW’s emission scandal, United Airlines’ overbearing and violent 

treatment of customers, Kock et al. (2018) saw either personal, first-hand experience of consumers or the 

media coverage, reporting about brand’s misbehavior towards other customers, as sources for gaining or losing 

customer legitimacy. Even though only a minority of the respondents seemed to take brand-related 

environmental issues into account, the study highlighted that consumers’ perceptions of a brand’s 

environmental consciousness had an impact on the legitimacy judgment, if consumers considered this aspect 

(ibid.) When brands are regarded as being “environmentally friendly (i.e., do not harm the natural environment, 

and are associated with sustainable production and corporate activity)” (ibid.), they gain environmental 

legitimacy. Bearing the growing attention, environmental friendliness and its effect on brand attitudes 

experience in marketing research, in mind (e.g. Olsen, Slotegraaf, & Chandukala, 2014), it appears reasonable 
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to include this aspect as an individual dimension in the construct of brand legitimacy (Kock et al., 2018). As 

the last dimension of relational legitimacy, “consumers’ perceptions of a brand’s concern for and treatment of 

its employees, such as being a good employer that takes care of its employees, through good working 

conditions and fair treatment” (ibid.), i.e. employee legitimacy, was found to influence if and to what degree 

consumers evaluate brands as being legitimate. When a brand’s activities were considered as mistreatment of 

its employees, not only consumers’ willingness to purchase the brand’s product(s) decreased, but also calls 

for boycotts from consumers could be observed. While the public media had to great degree covered incidents 

like these (e.g. WalMart, Amazon), Kock et al. (2018) pointed out, that poor treatment of employees as well 

as its effect on consumers has experienced only little attention from academic research in marketing so far.  

 

While relational legitimacy is mainly used in social psychology (e.g. Tyler, 2006), the second dimension, 

moral legitimacy, is considered the major determinant of legitimacy in institutional theory (e.g. Tost 2011). 

Kock et al. (2018) understood relational legitimacy, a three-dimensional construct for itself, as the antecedent 

of moral legitimacy, which was described as the “extent to which a brand conforms to moral values and ethical 

principles the consumer identifies with”. Even though the two dimensions are closely interrelated, a clear 

distinction has, nevertheless, to be made. While the first refers to consumers’ observations of brand behavior 

(e.g. ‘VW deceives its customers’), the latter results from an evaluation of the observed behavior according to 

moral criteria. As the study conducted by Kock et al. (2018) highlighted, moral considerations are also taken 

into account in consumers’ legitimacy judgments. Whether brands’ activities go conform or against the 

individual’s perception of what is considered (im)moral or (un)ethical (e.g. animal testing, homophobic) plays 

a crucial role in brands gaining legitimacy. The authors, moreover, pointed out, that in the past studies based 

on institutional theories often lacked a moral dimension of legitimacy, as these solely reverted to a normative 

legitimacy dimension, which is per definition not of moral nature (e.g. Humphreys, 2010). In contrast to 

normative legitimacy, which “refers to the degree to which an organization is viewed as being socially 

acceptable according to dominant norms and values of one’s social group”, i.e. collective level (Kock et al., 

2018; Ruef & Scott, 1998), moral legitimacy is gained by complying to moral values and ethical principles 

held by the individual consumer (Tost, 2011). It is, therefore, required to differentiate the two, as the norms 

established in society do not necessarily have to conform with the individual’s personal values, which 

potentially greatly impacts a brand’s legitimacy judgment (Kock et al., 2018). 
 

Aiming at gaining a better understanding of how consumers form legitimacy judgments of brands, Kock et al. 

(2018) found a “the end justifies the means” perception prevailing among respondents, that also impacts the 

overall legitimacy judgment to a great degree. With participants mostly describing benefits of the brand’s 

product or services as a key means for brands’ to be perceived as appropriate and to gain consumers’ approval, 

an instrumental legitimacy dimension was noticed in the consumer data. Besides quality perceptions (i.e. 
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excellence), respondents thereby referred to the functionality of the brand’s product(s) (e.g. comfort and good 

looks) or advantages such as cheap, fast and responsive (Kock et al., 2018). As participants also regarded a 

brand meeting their expectations and fulfilling their needs gaining legitimacy, utilitarian or hedonic benefits 

(Batra & Ahtola, 1991; Coskuner-Balli & Ertimur, 2017) as well as the self-interests of the individual 

consumer presumably come into play (Tost, 2011). The third dimension, instrumental legitimacy, can, 

therefore, be seen in line with pragmatic legitimacy as proposed by institutional theorists (e.g. Suchman, 1995). 

In line with Tost’s (2011) understanding of instrumental legitimacy, Kock et al. (2018) proposed that 

consumers regard “a brand as having instrumental legitimacy if its consumption, or mere existence, entails a 

meaningful and an above-expected value than its absence”. A brand’s ability to meet the consumers’ interests, 

be it health benefits, enjoyment or safety is thus crucial in the formation of instrumental legitimacy (ibid.).  

 

Whether a brand’s activities are in accordance with existing legal settings, is evaluated from the consumer’s 

point of view and results in the brand possible gaining legal legitimacy, as the fourth dimension of the 

model.  While authors such as Humphreys (2010) or Suchman (1995) implicitly referred to legal legitimacy 

in their studies, Kock et al. (2018) found participants only taking aspects of brands complying with regulations 

or legal frameworks into account when being prompted by the interviewer. The authors, therefore, indicated, 

that even though consumers seemingly quickly discard brands not obeying laws, legal aspects of legitimacy 

might in reality not play such an important role as proposed by theory.  Culturally normative legitimacy, as 

the last type, describes a consumer’s appraisal of what is socially acceptable or condemned. Depending on the 

environment the consumer has grown up or is currently surrounded with, the existence of specific brands is 

taken-for-granted, which, therefore, resembles Suchman’s understanding of cognitive legitimacy (Kock et. al., 

2018). In their study, the authors thereby highlighted that not only family members’ as well as peers’ 

recommendations influence if consumers perceive specific brands legitimate but that also consumers’ 

upbringing and “habitual patterns of behaviour [...] [which are] performed with minimal reflective thought” 

(Kates, 2004, p. 456) have an impact.  

 

To the knowledge of the authors, Kock et al. (2018)’s study was the first one identifying different dimension 

of legitimacy in a marketing and branding context. Even though “some of the dimensions [could] be 

conceptually related to prior institutional theory” (ibid.), it was highlighted that a consumer’s legitimacy 

judgment is dependent on situational factors (Suddaby, Bitekine, & Haack, 2017). Including these dimensions 

into the model was, therefore, considered reasonable. Moreover, the developed construct mirrors consumers’ 

individual perceptions of brand legitimacy, wherefore an “emic” perspective was taken thereby discarding an 

“etic”, external perspective of the researchers (Scaraboto & Fischer, 2013). 
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As this paper aims at investigating how and under which conditions a moral scandal also affects consumers’ 

judgments of a brand’s instrumental legitimacy, the concept brand legitimacy put forward by Kock et al. (2018) 

is for the reasons just presented considered a highly suitable model to find answers to this paper’s research 

question. While the three different subcategories of relational legitimacy as well as moral legitimacy and 

instrumental legitimacy have been explained in more detail previously, readers interested in a thorough 

overview of the overall concept brand legitimacy, each individual dimension and the underlying line of 

thought are referred to the original paper by Kock et al. (2018). 

2.3. THE CONCEPT OF BRAND SCANDAL SPILLOVER AND ITS THEORETICAL 

FOUNDATIONS  

In this last section of the literature review, the phenomenon of a spillover effect regarding attributes of a brand 

will be explained after the underlying critical theoretical foundations have been presented. 

2.3.1. ACCESSIBILITY-DIAGNOSTICITY FRAMEWORK 

The accessibility-diagnosticity framework proposed by Feldman and Lynch (1988) studies “when and how 

the timing, order, and method of measurement of belief, attitude, and intention affects the observed relations 

among them, and between them and behavior” (p. 421).  

 

Accessibility, on the one hand, is based on the spreading activation theory established in cognitive psychology 

which explains that concepts within the individual’s memory are built of network-like connections. Therefore, 

the activation of one concept can trigger another if their connections are strong (Anderson, Garrod, & Sanford, 

1983; Collins & Loftus, 1975). Diagnosticity, on the other hand, is “the extent to which a given piece of 

information discriminates between alternative hypotheses, interpretations, or categorizations” (Herr, Kardes, 

& Kim, 1991, p. 457). According to Herr et al. (1991), information is considered diagnostic when consumers 

can use a piece of information to assign a product to a unique cognitive category. However, if the piece of 

information is ambiguous and applicable to multiple categories, it is considered nondiagnostic.  

 

To facilitate a better understanding of the construct, Lynch (2006) suggested the following scenario as an 

example: “an input A in memory [i.e. preexisting attitude or previous belief towards an object] will be used 

in determining a related judgment or behavior as a positive function of its own accessibility and diagnosticity 

and an inverse function of the accessibility and diagnosticity of alternative inputs B, C, and so on” (p. 26). 

The model accentuates that the use of information is dependent on the subjective diagnosticity of the 

individuals, thus it is possible that individuals will overestimate the diagnostic value of a certain piece of 
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information due to inferential biases, i.e. self-generated validity as “a strengthened relationship between latent 

intentions and behavior due to the measurement of intentions” (Chandon, Morwitz & Reinartz, 2005, p. 2; 

Herr et al., 1991). Chandon et al. (2005) proposed that preexisting information may have a higher accessibility 

in memory which then guides the individual to form judgments that otherwise would not be accessed or formed. 

Also, when intentions are relatively high in accessibility and diagnosticity throughout a purchase decision 

compared to other inputs, e.g. product taste or the environment, a great coherence between consumer behavior 

and prior intentions can be observed as a result. Additionally, Herr et al., (1991) pointed out that prior 

impressions can be extremely hard to alter despite being exposed to contradictory information, because of the 

following three scenarios: (1) information is ambiguous but is considered consistent with impression, (2) 

information is not ambiguous and consistent with initial impression and thus enhances its reliability, and (3) 

information is not ambiguous but is inconsistent with initial impression and is, therefore, depreciated or 

neglected (Hoch & Deighton, 1989; Lord, Ross, & Lepper, 1979) 

2.3.2. BRAND SCANDAL SPILLOVER  

The phenomenon of spillover effects is well investigated among various fields of research, e.g. social science 

(e.g. Peterson, 1992) or chemistry (e.g. Lueking & Yang, 2004). Also, in a marketing context spillover effects 

were studied to a great degree. On the one hand, brand managers commonly advance this rationale for brand 

extensions or decisions regarding the brand architecture as an occurring spillover effect allows “to leverage 

the equity in established brands, [thereby] develop[ing] profitable products relatively easily” (Balachander & 

Ghose, 2003, p. 4.; e.g. Janakiraman, Seismeiro, & Dutta, 2009; Erdem & Sun, 2002). On the other hand, 

spillover effects were shown to play a great role in consumer-brand relationships. Investigating the impact of 

consumer-brand relationships on consumers’ information processing, Ahluwalia et al. (2001) also observed 

this phenomenon and defined a spillover effect as “the extent to which information provided in messages 

changes beliefs about the attributes that are not mentioned in the messages” (p. 458). Based on Feldman and 

Lynch’s (1988) accessibility-diagnosticity framework, the authors (Ahluwalia et al., 2001) described 

diagnosticity as “the perceived relevance or usefulness of the information in decision making” (p. 459) and 

emphasized the “subjective nature of perceived diagnosticity assessments […] by the goals of the perceiver” 

(p. 468). Using detergents as an example, Ahluwalia et al., (2001) pointed out that if detergents are advertised 

as having strong and high cleaning ability, consumers may deduce that the products can damage fabrics, which 

is not mentioned in the message. As a result, the advantage of the detergent spills over to another attribute, 

namely its harshness, which is related but unmentioned. It is, therefore, suggested that consumers will infer 

the missing information from the “correlations or associations between attributes” (ibid., p. 459). 
  

Roehm and Tybout (2006) were one of the first investigating negative spillover effects in the context of brand 

scandals. Based on the accessibility-diagnosticity model, the authors thereby found negative information, 
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which is more diagnostic, as well as the strength of the linkages between the scandalized attribute and/ or 

brand with the product influencing the degree of a scandal spillover. Therefore, a whole product category 

becomes negatively affected by the scandal when the scandalized brand is considered typical or representative 

of a certain product category as well as when strong associations between the concerned attribute and the 

respective category exist. Contextual cues, such as advertisements, that draw attention to the relatedness of 

the respective brands were also found to increase the diagnosticity (ibid). Studying spillover effects of 

unethical perceptions to competitors, Trump and Newman (2016) noticed a similar impact. Moreover, they 

reported the influence of consumers’ construal level, i.e. whether consumers focus on the details of the scandal 

instead of on the bigger picture. Besides the strength of brand relatedness, also its directionality seems to be 

an influencing factor. According to Lei et al. (2008), asymmetric linkages between the respective brands also 

result in an asymmetric spillover effect. So, if, e.g. features of brand A are more distinctive than those of brand 

B, the perceived association from brand B to brand A is stronger than that from brand A to brand B. 

 

While various studies incorporated different constructs and moderators to investigate spillover effects in a 

marketing, more specifically branding context, researchers highlighted the detrimental consequences negative 

spillovers can have on the respective brand. Observed consequences thereby varied from consumers losing 

trust in the brand (Herm, 2014) or negative effects regarding consumers’ liking and purchasing decision 

(Trump & Newman, 2016). Authors, moreover, suggested different strategies to cope or mitigate the effects 

of a negative spillover. So suggested, for example, Lei et al. (2008) a shift in advertising while Roehm and 

Tybout (2009) saw a denial as the most powerful strategy.  
 

This section presented relevant theories and constructs regarding consumer-brand relationships, brand 

legitimacy and potential effects of a brand scandal on this concept drawing from prior studies to establish a 

conceptual model for the hypotheses development. Covering all the different concepts as well as the respective 

underlying rationale and theories was deemed necessary to develop this paper’s theoretical framework. To 

investigate potential spillover effects between different dimensions of brand legitimacy it was decided to focus 

on the moral legitimacy with its antecedent relational legitimacy as well as the instrumental legitimacy. Not 

only applying the construct of legitimacy to a branding context but, moreover, investigating potential negative 

spillover effects between selected dimensions after a moral brand scandal, can be seen in line with calls for 

expanding the concept to new or underresearched domains. 
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3. HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 
The following section introduces a set of hypotheses drawing from findings presented in the literature review. 

The authors propose that a potential effect of a moral scandal on the brand’s instrumental legitimacy is 

dependent on various factors and the selection of these hypotheses aims to elaborate on the research question. 

To investigate the effect of a moral brand scandal on the instrumental legitimacy hypothesized relationships 

between potential moderator and mediator variables as well as consumers’ reassessment of the respective 

brand’s instrumental legitimacy after a brand scandal are put forward. The following conceptual model (Figure 

3) visualizes the relations between the suggested concepts.  
 

 
Figure 3: Proposed Conceptual Model; Authors’ Own Work. 

 

3.1. THE EFFECTS OF A MORAL BRAND SCANDAL ON THE RESPECTIVE 

BRAND’S MORAL AND INSTRUMENTAL LEGITIMACY  

Based on the brand legitimacy model proposed by Kock et al. (2018), this study focuses on three of the brand 

legitimacy dimensions, namely, instrumental, moral as well as its antecedent relational legitimacy. While 

relational legitimacy forms due to consumers observing how brands treat three kind of stakeholders, namely 

consumers, employees and the environment, moral legitimacy is based on consumers attributing moral 
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characteristics to brands after a brand’s behavior has been evaluated. Instrumental legitimacy, on the other 

hand, is related to consumers’ judgment of whether “a brand’s consumption, or mere existence, entails a 

meaningful and an above-expected value than its absence” (ibid.). As these dimensions are conceptually 

distinctive no relations prevail between them by definition. 

 

According to Tost (2011), a brand’s moral scandal will function as a jolt and cause consumers to reevaluate 

their judgment towards the brand’s moral legitimacy. As instrumental legitimacy, however, is solely about 

consumers’ self-calculated interests, a moral scandal, in theory, has no effect on this dimension. Consequently, 

the judgment of these two brand legitimacy dimensions is considered independent of each other. This paper, 

nevertheless, contradicts this clear distinction between the different dimensions and rather sees a moral scandal, 

addressing a brand’s misconduct towards consumers, employees as well as the environment, also affecting the 

instrumental legitimacy of the respective brand, as different dimensions of legitimacy should not be considered 

as opposing each other but rather as of “independent and interactive” nature (ibid, p. 691). Therefore, the 

following hypothesis is put forward:  

 

H1: A moral brand scandal negatively affects the respective brand’s instrumental legitimacy. 

 

This assumption is attained based on the existing literature reviewed in the previous section. As studies have 

shown negative impressions regarding one attribute of the brand can, on the one hand, spill over to its other 

attributes but, on the other hand, negative associations with a scandalized brand can, moreover, spill over to 

competitors (Roehm & Tybout, 2006), cooperating brands (Herm, 2014) or different brands belonging to the 

same brand portfolio as the scandalized brand (Lei et al., 2008). This phenomenon became known as the 

spillover effect defined as “the extent to which information provided in messages changes beliefs about the 

attributes that are not mentioned in the messages” (Ahluwalia et al., 2001, p. 458). 

 

Based on findings of prior research, the authors assume that a spillover effect can also occur between different 

brand legitimacy dimensions due to consumers’ inferences of attributes that are related but not mentioned 

(Ahluwalia et al., 2001). It is, therefore, suggested that a moral scandal does not only affect the consumer’s 

judgment of a brand’s moral legitimacy but also their evaluations towards the brand’s instrumental legitimacy. 

The following hypotheses are, therefore, put forward:  

 

H2: A moral brand scandal indirectly negatively affects the respective brand’s instrumental 

legitimacy with the respective brand’s moral legitimacy as a mediator.  
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H2a: A moral brand scandal negatively affects the respective brand’s moral legitimacy.  
H2b: The respective brand’s moral legitimacy positively affects the respective brand’s instrumental 

legitimacy.   

 

 
Figure 4: Spillover Effect; Authors’ Own Work, Inspired by Bollen 2002. 

 

3.2. MODERATOR VARIABLES  

This paper suggests a number of factors influencing whether a moral brand scandal results in consumers’ 

reevaluating the respective brand’s instrumental legitimacy. The following section will elaborate on the 

hypothesized moderator variables and outline the suggested effects.  

3.2.1. EGALITARIANISM 

Schwartz (1994) defined human basic values as trans-situational goals that people desire and use as guiding 

principles in their lives. Furthermore, individuals revert to these standards to justify their actions. Schwartz 

(1994) categorized these values into four groups, namely openness to change, self-transcendence, conservation, 

and self-enhancement, which are made up by in total ten sub-categories (see Figure 5).  
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Figure 5: Theoretical Model of Relations Among Ten Motivational Values; Authors’ Own Work, Inspired by Schwartz 

1994. 

 
On the one hand, values addressing openness to changes (i.e. self-direction, stimulation, and hedonism) are 

seen as opposing conservation values (i.e. security, tradition and conformity). Self-enhancement values (i.e. 

power, hedonism, and achievement), on the other hand, are contrasted with self-transcendence values (i.e. 

universalism and benevolence). As the latter values are imperative for the evaluation of moral legitimacy, this 

paper focuses on universalism, i.e. “to understand, appreciate, tolerate and protect the welfare of all people 

and for nature”, and benevolence, i.e. “to preserve and enhance the welfare of those with who one is in frequent 

personal contact [the in-group]” (Schwartz, 2012, p. 7). These values are interpreted as enhancing the others’ 

interests while transcending selfish interests (ibid.). Based on Schwartz (1994)’s scale, Stern, Dietz, and 

Guagnano (1998) later classified self-transcendence values into biospheric, i.e. environmental concern, and 

altruistic values, i.e. equality and social justice.  

 

According to prior research, human values can come into play in various ways and affect consumer behaviour. 

Research conducted by Stern et al. (1998) showed that people with self-enhancement values are less concerned 

about ethical behavior while multiple researchers highlighted that consumers’ egalitarian values have a 

mediating or moderating effect on their behavior towards subjects that are related to morality, such as 

volunteering, corporate social responsibility (CSR) and an organ donation scandal (Bekkers & Bowman, 2009; 

Romani, Grappi, & Bagozzi, 2013; Dufner & Harris, 2015). Romani et al. (2013), for example, suggested that 

the degree to which consumers hold self-transcendence values moderates the effect of perceived CSR on their 

behavior. Consumers who hold values of benevolence, universalism, and community belongingness tend to 

develop a more positive view towards companies that have high levels of CSR (Romani et al., 2013). Similarly, 
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a study conducted by Bekkers and Bowman (2009) showed that altruistic values and generalized social trust, 

i.e. trust in strangers, mediate individuals’ confidence in charitable organizations and their willingness to 

volunteer. These examples can be seen in line with the empathy-altruism hypothesis proposed by Batson and 

Shaw (1991) as an” empathic emotion evokes truly altruistic motivation, motivation with an ultimate goal of 

benefiting not the self but the person for whom empathy is felt” (p. 107). 

 

Bekkers and Bowman (2009) further pointed out that an individual’s trust in organizations is more likely to 

be impacted when it is criticized externally by the public. So did, for example, 40% of existing organ donors 

in Germany withdraw as posthumous donors when a moral scandal revolving around physicians manipulating 

patient’s medical records to fast-track the waiting process became public in 2012. With consumers valuing 

organizations that not only are in line with but also represent their values, this incident eroded the trust 

consumers instilled in these institutions and resulted in a change of behavior (Dufner & Harris, 2015).  

 

While researchers have previously looked into the importance of consumers’ morality on consumer-brand 

relationships (e.g. Palmatier, Dant, Grewal, & Evans, 2006), to the knowledge of the authors there has not 

been any research that directly addresses the moderating effect of consumers’ egalitarian characteristics on a 

scandal-caused brand legitimacy reevaluation. Taking the findings of Dufner and Harris’ (2015) study into 

consideration, it seems reasonable to expect egalitarian consumers changing their behavior towards a brand 

after such a breach of trust, especially when moral standards have been infringed. Therefore, it is assumed that 

individuals with egalitarian characteristics will put more emphasis on the wrongdoing of the brand, i.e. moral 

scandal, and support the interests of the victims. As a result, egalitarians tend to be affected by the negative 

information to a greater degree which functions as a jolt to reevaluate a brand’s legitimacy. Thus, the following 

hypothesis is generated:  

 

H3: Egalitarianism positively affects the negative effect a moral brand scandal has on the respective 

brand’s moral legitimacy. 

3.2.2. PRIOR BRAND ATTITUDE 

As highlighted by previous research, consumers’ initial attitudes to subjects individuals are familiar with guide 

the processing of new information concerning these subjects (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986).  On the one hand, 

consumers are more mindful of information which are attitude-consistent (Ahluwalia et al., 2001). On the 

other hand, “negative and extreme cues are more influential because of people's implicit hypotheses 

concerning the relationships between behavioral cues and trait categories” as Skowronski and Carlston (1989, 

p. 139) pointed out. Occurrence of negativity or extremity biases can be explained with the so-called contrast 

effect which describes differences in individuals’ responses to a stimulus which is “perceived to be more 
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extreme than” the internal reference point or standard (Skowronski & Carlston, 1989, p. 132; Helson, 1964; 

Sherif & Sherif, 1967). Based on Helson’s (1964) adaptation level theory, the internal reference point is 

understood as an individual’s “current psychological neutral point on a scale of judgment” (Skowronski & 

Carlston, 1989, p. 132). An individual’s judgment of an object, e.g. incident, is, therefore, based on its 

adaptation level, wherefore a reference point is considered flexible and dependent on past experience (ibid.) 

If an individual’s reference point is on the positive end of the judgment scale and “moderate in extremity”, 

new information is perceived more negatively than it would if the reference point was of neutral nature (ibid., 

p. 132). Skowronski and Carlston (1989) also suggested that “negativity biases are characteristic of morality 

judgments but that positivity biases should occur with ability judgments” (p. 139).  

 

Utilizing these theories in relation to a potential brand scandal causing reassessments on various legitimacy 

dimensions, it is proposed that the processing of scandal information varies from person to person and depends 

on their prior brand attitude. Consumers’ prior attitude towards the brand will, therefore, influence not only 

their evaluation of the presented information but consequently also their brand legitimacy judgments. While 

some authors understood a positive prior brand attitude cushioning the scandalized brand against e.g. negative 

publicity (Greyser, 1995; Pullig et al., 2006), this paper argues in line with the adaptation level theory. 

Individuals holding a positive prior brand attitude perceive the moral scandal as more extreme and negative 

than those with an already negative, prior attitude. Based on Tost’s (2011) model of brand legitimacy 

formation, the scandal is more likely to function as a jolt causing a reconsideration of the brand’s legitimacy 

with regard to not only its moral legitimacy but also the instrumental dimension. The following hypothesis is, 

therefore, put forward: 

 

H4: Prior brand attitude positively affects the negative effect a moral brand scandal has on the 

respective brand’s instrumental legitimacy. 

 

3.2.3. BRAND COMMITMENT 

Multiple researchers suggested that negative information have a greater effect on individual's overall 

evaluations on unknown brands or persons than positive information (e.g. Herr et al., 1991; Homer & Batra, 

1994). Herr et al. (1991) explained that due to the higher diagnosticity found with negative compared to 

positive information, this more likely affect consumers' judgments. Nevertheless, further research is required, 

as studies showing these findings mainly involved unknown or fictitious brands. It should, therefore, be 

investigated, to what degree negative information influence consumer-brand relationships involving a well-

known brand as thereby other factors can be taken into account as well. With consumers aiming at affirming 

their prior beliefs or personal impressions of a specific brand, personal as well as situational factors guide the 
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consumer's information processing (Chaiken, Giner-Sorolla, & Chen, 1996). Ahluwalia et al. (2000) draw 

attention to the concept of brand commitment as a moderator in the usage of prior knowledge during 

information processing, as the intensity of the subject's commitment towards the target influences whether 

biased or objective information processing is enabled (Wood, Rhodes, & Biek, 1995). In the case of highly 

committed consumers, it is expected that these tend to be biased in processing information that is consistent 

with their prior attitude while discarding any contradicting information (Ahluwalia et al., 2000). 

 

As experiments have highlighted, positive information more likely result in a change of thinking for highly 

committed consumers than it is the case with negative information (Ahluwalia et al., 2001). Low-committed 

consumers, on the other hand, are expected to undergo a negativity effect by weighing negative information 

more strongly compared to positive information. Therefore, it is suggested that consumers who are less 

committed to the respective brand are more likely to be negatively triggered by the moral scandal. The incident 

is assumed to function as a jolt, that leads to a reassessment of the brand’s legitimacy dimensions. In line with 

theory suggesting that low-committed consumers are more likely to experience a spillover effect to other 

product attributes when presented negative information (Ahluwalia et al., 2000), the following hypothesis is 

suggested:  

 

H5: Brand commitment negatively affects the negative effect a moral brand scandal has on the 

respective brand’s instrumental legitimacy. 

 

3.2.4. BRAND TRUST 

As Herm (2014) pointed out, whereas many researchers showed the positive impact of trust on an 

organization’s customers and partners (e.g. Gounaris, 2005) or increasing sales and brand equity (e.g. 

Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001), “trust-threatening events and their consequences on consumers’ trust level” 

were investigated only to a minor degree (p. 1088). Based on the construct of consumer-brand relationships 

already presented, individuals instill trust into brands similar to persons. Trust can thereby be understood as a 

‘psychological contract’ between two parties (Kingshott & Pecotich, 2007; Pavlou & Gefen, 2005), which 

helps to predict future behavior building on past experiences (Darke, Ashworth, & Main, 2010). Brand trust 

is more precisely defined as “the willingness of the average consumer to rely on the ability of the brand to 

perform its stated function’’ (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001, p. 82). Taking various experiences in a 

relationship into account, brand trust is regarded an accumulated concept, that “is acquired by observing the 

party or learning of previous interactions, such as conflicts, the partner has had with others in similar 

situations’’ (Tax, Brown, & Chandrashekaran, 1998, p. 65). Different authors, therefore, pointed out that brand 

misconduct does not only hurt the brand image and reputation (Huber et al., 2010), but can also undermine 
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brand trust as a consequence (Cleeren, Dekimpe, & Helsen, 2008; Dawar & Pillutla, 2000; Erdem & Swait, 

2004; Lei et al., 2008). Investigating negative spillover effects in brand cooperations, Herm (2014) understood 

brand transgressions as violating brand trust and negatively influencing future buying behavior. In a study, he 

thereby observed that brand community member held external causes responsible for the investigated 

transgression instead of the respective brand.  

 

Building on his findings, this paper suggests brand trust as a moderator influencing whether consumers 

reassess the brand’s instrumental legitimacy after a moral brand scandal. This paper’s argumentation thereby 

bases on two assumptions. On the one hand, brand community member, who presumably instill trust to a great 

degree, assign responsibility for transgressions to external factors. In the case of a moral scandal, it can be 

assumed, that consumers showing a high level of brand trust, will not let such an incident influence their 

perceptions about the brand with regard to its instrumental benefits but potentially rather put blame on the 

scandal’s victims, thereby mitigating the brand’s responsibility.  

 

On the other hand, as the definition of brand trust, moreover, revolves around a brand’s ability to perform its 

stated function, this paper sees a close link to the instrumental legitimacy dimension given. “Beliefs about 

reliability, safety, and honesty are all important facets of trust that people incorporate in their 

operationalization of trust” (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001, p. 82). Consequently, consumers who experience 

a high level of brand trust do not have any doubts about a brand potentially disappointing their expectations 

in fulfilling their self-calculated interests, i.e. instrumental legitimacy. They will, therefore, be less likely 

affected by a moral misconduct in evaluating the respective brand’s instrumental legitimacy. As prior studies 

have shown, that “[t]rust in affected brands, once eroded, is very difficult to restore” (Gao, Knight, Zhang, & 

Mather, 2013, p. 1045), it seems likely that consumers, already experiencing low level of brand trust, will put 

great emphasis on the current brand misconduct and also take this into consideration while judging the brand’s 

instrumental legitimacy. The paper, therefore, suggests the following hypothesis:  

 

H6: Brand trust negatively affects the negative effect a moral brand scandal has on the respective 

brand’s instrumental legitimacy. 

3.2.5. PERCEPTION OF SCANDAL SERIOUSNESS  

Skowronski and Carlston (1989) suggested that information of different nature, i.e. positive vs. negative, is 

processed differently. Individuals, for example, despise potential losses more than the prospects of gaining 

equally as much (Kahneman & Tversky, 1984). Researchers, moreover, showed that throughout the formation 

of impressions, negative traits were weighed to a greater degree than positive ones (Anderson, 1965; Peeters 

& Czapinski, 1990; Smith, Larsen, Chartrand, Cacioppo, Katafiasz, & Moran, 2006). Similarly, Herr et al. 
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(1991) demonstrated that consumers display different expectations towards positive, neutral and negative cues. 

So are extremely negative cues, in general, more unique and less ambiguous in diagnosticity than positive or 

neutral cues (e.g. a bad speaker is categorized into low-quality computers while a standard speaker is related 

to high-, average- or low-quality computers; Skowronski & Carlston, 1989). Consequently, by solely 

presenting a brand behavior, which is of presumably negative nature, extremely negative information is more 

diagnostic for individuals and thus more strongly taken into consideration in their information processing and 

judgment (Herr et al., 1991). Furthermore, an attention bias is found to dominate the processing of negative 

information (Smith et al., 2006) as people pay more attention to negative information than to positive one 

(Graziano, Brothen, & Berscheid, 1980). 

 

To the knowledge of the authors, there is little research taking the perceived seriousness of a scandal into 

account while investigating influencing factors on as well as consequences of brand misconduct (e.g. Marcus 

& Goodman, 1991). Applying the construct of brand legitimacy to a brand scandal, the authors assume that 

the perceived scandal seriousness has a similar effect on consumers’ perception as do negative information. 

The more serious the scandal is, the more negatively it is perceived by the consumers which results in a higher 

diagnosticity.  It is, therefore suggested, that the perception of the degree of scandal seriousness will affect 

consumers’ judgment of brand legitimacy. When a brand’s moral scandal is perceived to be of very serious 

nature or extremely negative, individuals will process the information at a higher degree and their judgments 

will be affected more. In other words, it is assumed that the perception consumers have about the seriousness 

of the scandal influences their judgments of the respective brand’s legitimacy. Thus, the following hypothesis 

is generated: 

 

H7: Scandal seriousness positively affects the negative effect a moral brand scandal has on the 

respective brand’s instrumental legitimacy. 
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4. METHODOLOGY  
In the upcoming section, the underlying research philosophy that supports this paper and the chosen research 

design is introduced. Moreover, the reasoning behind the utilized methodological techniques, i.e. regarding 

data collection, construct measurements, and sampling is presented.  

4.1. PHILOSOPHY OF SCIENCE 

Philosophy of science, also known as research philosophy, addresses the development of knowledge as well 

as its nature (Hirschman, 1986). By accepting and supporting a research philosophy, researchers opt for a 

certain way to view the world and understand the nature of knowledge they produce. As this paper aims at 

generating new knowledge in the field of consumer behavior and branding, the importance of the research 

philosophy should be taken into account.  

 

The theory of scientific revolution proposed by philosopher Thomas Kuhn (2012) suggests the concept of 

shifts in scientific paradigms, which can be considered fundamental in understanding the relevance of 

philosophy of science. With a paradigm being defined as “a set of fundamental principles that guide a specific 

field of research” (Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012, p. 23), positivism, constructivism, hermeneutics, and critical 

theory are claimed to be the four dominating paradigms in modern social science research. Each paradigm 

consists of a set of understandings which are related to epistemology, ontology, and methodology. The 

understandings of these elements thus work as a guideline for researchers to develop their research purposes, 

approaches, and strategies (Saunders, Lewis, & Thornhill, 2007; Presskorn-Thygesen, 2012). Epistemology 

and ontology are two important elements in research philosophy and often overlap (Crotty, 1998). 

Epistemology is about “what constitutes acceptable knowledge in a field of study” (Saunders et al., 2007, p. 

102) and the knowledge that one can produce about reality, while ontology is concerned with the nature of 

this reality. In addition, methodology examines in which way the knowledge regarding this reality can be 

produced best, meaning what method is most suitable to adopt (ibid.).  

 

This paper is interested in further investigating the construct of brand legitimacy combining it with aspects of 

consumer psychology and behavior as well as with concepts well-established in the field of consumer-brand 

relationships. Therefore, it belongs to the study of social science, i.e. it is interested in how individuals 

construct relationships within society (Sayer, 2010). Positivism, also referred to as scientific approach, and 

interpretivism, which hermeneutics belongs to, are two crucial approaches in the tradition of science in the 

Western world (Galliers, 1991). Positivism is based on the belief that reality is stable, observable, and 

describable from an objective perspective (Levin, 1988). This means that the researcher will not interfere with 
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the subject being studied but will rather maintain an objective standpoint while conducting the research. On 

the contrary, interpretivism argues that reality can only be understood through subjectivity and researchers 

cannot avoid affecting the construction of reality (ibid.).  

 

With the intention to gain objective knowledge in the field of brand legitimacy and consumer behavior, this 

paper reverts to the principles of a positivist research philosophy and aims at complying with the four 

theoretical characteristics of positivism, which are (1) utilizing the observable reality as the research basis, (2) 

adopting highly structured as well as an identical methodology that can be replicated, (3) reverting to natural 

explanations for all phenoma (4) establishing law-like generalisation of causality which is usually achieved 

by adopting quantitative methods in the research experiment (Saunders et al., 2007, p. 103). To “establish 

causality [positivists revert to] experimental methods” (Malhotra, Birks, & Wills, 2012, p. 196). This paper 

therefore distributed two different types of questionnaires: one presenting a moral brand scandal and the other 

one introducing factual information about the respective brand for the control group. Even though great 

attention has been paid to construct objective and value-free research as postulated by theory, researchers are 

still required to make choices regarding the research topic, research experiments etc. which makes a value-

free research almost impossible in practice (ibid.). Choices that have been made for this paper and the 

underlying reasoning will be explained in due course.  

4.2. RESEARCH DESIGN  

As this paper develops hypotheses drawing from existing theories on brand legitimacy and constructs 

regarding consumer behavior, i.e. egalitarianism, prior brand attitude, brand commitment, and brand trust, a 

deductive research approach has been utilized which is in line with the positivist paradigm (Crowther & 

Lancaster, 2012). Contrary to the inductive approach, which is associated with the interpretivist paradigm, 

collected data is used to confirm or reject the established theory rather than apriori retrieved to develop theories 

building upon the data (ibid.). To fulfill the characteristics of a positivist and deductive research approach, the 

chosen research methods must also address the generalizability of the research results as well as the 

representativeness of the research sampling and take these into consideration (ibid.). The techniques and 

procedures utilized for the sampling, measurements, reliability and lastly validity will be presented in later 

sections. 

 

 
Figure 6: Process of The Deductive Research Approach; Author’s Own Work, Inspired by Saunders et al. 2007.  
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In general, a study’s research purpose falls into three main categories, namely explanatory, exploratory or 

descriptive. While the research purpose must belong to one of the classifications, it is not necessarily restricted 

to only one of them, rather elements may be drawn from two or even all three categories. Nevertheless, authors 

usually decide to put emphasis on only one of them (Saunders et al., 2007). This paper aims at investigating 

how and under which conditions a moral scandal affects consumers’ judgments of a brand’s instrumental 

legitimacy thereby addressing the research purpose in the research question. Since this study attempts to 

establish and understand the relationship between a set of variables, it lies within the category of an 

explanatory research. Explaining the relationships between initially two variables, the independent variable x, 

namely a moral brand scandal, and the dependent variable y, namely consumers’ judgments of the scandalized 

brand’s instrumental legitimacy, was, therefore, deemed necessary.  

  

While this study is considered as primarily explanatory, also elements from another categorization can be 

found. To investigate the research question at hand an exploratory research was required first as neither the 

construct of brand legitimacy nor potential influencing factors were clearly defined. A literature search was, 

therefore, considered necessary to find theoretical support and delineate key variables beforehand. The authors 

aimed at gaining a thorough overview and understanding of potentially relevant concepts and existing 

interrelations to get to the bottom of the proposed research question. The first three chapters present the result 

of these endeavors.  

 

As already stated, different research philosophies adopt different research strategies. Due to time and resource 

restrictions, this study utilized a single method regarding its research approach instead of multi-method 

approaches. Bearing the research purpose in mind, a self-administrated cross-sectional survey strategy was 

considered the best technique to collect the desired data. Quantitative data collected through surveys allows 

statistical analysis which is, as discussed, a prerequisite for the positivist approach (Galliers, 1991). Due to 

geographical and financial restrictions, structured close-ended online surveys were formulated. As a 

quantitative research strategy, this method enables the generalization of the results and allows researchers to 

include multiple variables in one experiment in contrast to laboratory or field experiments (ibid.). Aspects 

regarding the generalizability of this study’s findings will be debated in later sections.  

 

Compared to interviewer-administered surveys, the usage of self-administered online surveys poses 

advantages as well as downsides. On the one hand, self-administered online surveys are prone to the risk of a 

non-response as well as a self-selection bias. While a non-response bias occurs, “when the characteristics of 

the respondents are systematically different from the characteristics of the nonrespondents” (Hudson, Seah, 

Hite, & Haab, 2004, p. 237), a self-selection bias arises from “distinguishing characteristics between those 
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who agree and do not agree to participate in the [...] survey” (ibid., p. 238). Thereby, the sample is distorted 

and does not represent the targeted population (Lee, 2007). Distorted samples can be due to either the 

surveyors’ sample collection or, and even more importantly, to respondents’ self-selection (ibid.). To mitigate 

these two biases, the authors distributed the questionnaires in multiple waves and utilized different channels 

therefor (e.g. Online communities like SurveyCircle, Facebook groups, the authors’ personal networks). On 

the other hand, self-administered online surveys minimize the risk of a social desirability bias occurring. This 

bias refers to a situation in which respondents may give self-conflicted but socially accepted answers when 

asked about sensitive matters, e.g. moral questions (Heckman, 1990; Fisher, 1993). With the paper firstly 

touching upon issues concerning e.g. morality and ethicality, that respondents could regard as sensitive and 

secondly describing a brand misbehavior, i.e. a moral scandal, that is oftentimes tabooed in society, an 

anonymous, self-administered online survey was considered most appropriate for the research question at hand. 

As the participants were not required to indicate any personal contact information, the occurrence of this bias 

was further mitigated.  

 

Authors such as Schmidt and Hollensen (2010) as well as Saunders et al. (2007) recommended to pretest the 

survey before starting the data collection to be sure of the validity of the questionnaire items. Furthermore, 

this procedure allows assuring that the questions are suitable for testing and analyzing the proposed hypotheses 

in the next step. The ideal sample size for such a pretest varies from a minimum of ten participants (Saunders 

et al., 2007) to a recommended number of five to ten respondents (Schmidt & Hollensen, 2010). After the 

original questionnaire in English was subject to the back-translation process, which will be explained in more 

detail in due course, and adaptations as well as corrections were carried out, a pretest of the translated 

questionnaires was conducted with six respondents from each country as this paper conducts a cross-cultural 

research. The age of the testers varied between 24 and 65 years. The authors, moreover, encompassed different 

educational backgrounds as well as participants from both genders so that the sample resembled the 

subcategories of the targeted population. After completing the pilot questionnaires, the respondents were asked 

to provide constructive feedback in terms of Bell’s (2005) checklist for a pilot study. These included the time 

required for completing the survey, doubts or questions related to the survey’s instructions, whether 

respondents experienced unwillingness when answering some of the questions or whether there were any 

confusing or ambiguous questions. They further provided their opinions on the design as well as the layout of 

the survey and whether they thought the survey was coherent and did not miss any major elements. After the 

results of the pilot questionnaire as well as the respondents’ feedbacks were collected and discussed among 

the authors, the survey was in a next step modified. Performing a pretest of the actual questionnaire, i.e. the 

one involving the brand scandal, as well as the one of the control group allowed the researchers to minimize 

any possible biases and confusions that might have led to survey inaccuracy or failure and was considered an 

important preparation for the hand out of the finalized survey (Bell, 2005). 
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4.3. MEASUREMENTS  

This paper’s conceptual framework primarily utilized latent variables, which were measured with indicators 

drawn from prior studies published in top-tier journals. When considered necessary, the authors adapted these. 

As to the knowledge of the authors no scale measuring the seriousness of scandals has been proposed yet, the 

authors developed one themselves thereby taking inspiration from Marcus and Goodman (1991). Either way, 

the authors exercised great care to ensure construct validity of the different variables as well as the scales’ 

high internal consistency reliability. After the research context has been presented, the scales and 

measurements reverted to in this study will be discussed. As this chapter will only name few items exemplary, 

interested readers are referred to Appendix A for a listing of all questionnaire items in chronological order.  

4.3.1. RESEARCH CONTEXT 

To investigate the effects of a brand misbehavior on consumers’ perception of the respective brand, it was 

decided to create a fictitious scandal involving a well-known brand in the garment industry. This industry was 

considered an appropriate research context for various reasons which will be presented in due course. These 

will be, moreover, complemented with an overview of the characteristics of the industry. 

 

As the authors wanted to ensure that all three dimensions of moral legitimacy, i.e. consumer legitimacy 

employee legitimacy, and environmental legitimacy, are addressed in the fictitious scandal, different 

dimensions had to be encompassed. Not only since the collapse of the so-called Rana Plaza and the five 

garment factories located in the building, thereby killing 1,135 people in 2013, the garment industry has 

received great attention in the media due to its poor working conditions (Reuters Dhaka, 2016). With garment 

exports worth $28bn-a-year, the industry “is the economic lifeblood of the country of 160 million people” 

(ibid.). The duty-free access to Western markets as well as the low wages for workers can be seen as the two 

major factors for this development. Compared to Mainland China, still the world’s biggest clothes exporter, 

Bangladesh’s about four million garment workers, mostly women, earn a minimum monthly wage of $68 in 

the approximately 3,500 factories, i.e. $212 less than their Chinese counterparts (ibid.; Burke, 2015).  

 

As a response to the disaster, Western brands and retailers in collaboration with the government and public 

authorities promised reforms to improve working conditions and treatment of employees. While thousands of 

factories have been inspected for structural problems, refurbished or closed if necessary, problems still prevail 

despite the initiatives put forward. Even though “Western companies often insist on high standards in contracts 

with Bangladesh-based producers [...,] they are not always successful in monitoring the situation on the ground” 

(Burke, 2015). Especially subcontracting to local manufacturers is thereby considered problematic.  
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Though H&M was the first, among “over 200 apparel brands, retailers and importers from over 20 countries” 

signing the ‘Accord on Fire and Building Safety in Bangladesh’ (Accord on Fire and Building Safety, 2017), 

Clean Clothes Campaign reports that H&M has fallen behind its prompted promises (Miedema, 2016). As a 

“global alliance [Clean Clothes Campaign] is dedicated to improving working conditions and empowering 

workers in the global garment and sportswear industries” (Clean Clothes Campaign, 2013). According to the 

alliance’s reports, the majority of H&M’s strategic suppliers’ factories, namely 70%, still lack vital, life-saving 

features such as adequate fire exits and the mandated renovations are only carried out with an immense time 

delay, therefore, missing the scheduled deadlines (Miedema, 2016).  

 

To address the dimension of consumer legitimacy, aspects of a brand misbehaving towards its customers 

needed to be included. Based on reports by Human Rights Watch, a brand, in this case, H&M, denying any 

responsibility for an observed misconduct was considered very likely and, therefore, suitable for the scandal 

developed. When Human Rights Watch, for example, confronted Western manufacturers collaborating with 

factories where problems occurred, “[t]wo denied any link, eight said they were investigating the claims and 

13” did not even bother to respond to the accusation (Burke, 2015). As this kind of behavior seems to be the 

rule rather than the exception, incorporating this aspect was deemed reasonable.  

 

In developing the scenario for the scandal, the authors, moreover, took inspiration from information provided 

by Greenpeace, “an independent global campaigning organisation that acts to change attitudes and behaviour, 

to protect and conserve the environment and to promote peace” (Greenpeace, 2012a). According to the 

organization, it is common practice to use hazardous chemicals in different stages in the production process 

of clothes, among others for dyeing purposes (Greenpeace, 2012b). “Hazardous chemicals are substances that 

are dangerous to people, wildlife and the environment at any stage of their lifecycle, from production to use 

to disposal” and are characterized the following (Greenpeace, 2012d). They are (1) persistent, i.e. they “stay 

in the environment for long periods of time, and do not biodegrade or break down easily”, (2) bioaccumulative, 

i.e. “can build up in the bodies of organisms over time, and they can be spread via the food chain”, and (3) 

toxic to organisms, i.e. they can e.g. cause diseases or damages such as cancer. (4) The subgroup, so-called 

endocrine disrupting chemicals, is especially harmful as it can distort the “proper function[ing] of the body’s 

hormones” (ibid.). As the industrial wastewater containing the chemicals used during the production process, 

is poured into close-by rivers and lakes, not only these waters are considered unfit for drinking but also the 

groundwater is polluted; a serious water shortage is oftentimes a result e.g. in China (Greenpeace, 2012c). 

However, this is not only a local problem. As the chemicals are transported into the oceans, atmosphere and 

food chains, these can also be found in bodies of animals and even human breast milk far away from the 

original source, thus making it a global issue (ibid.) Greenpeace, therefore, started the campaign ‘Detox My 

Fashion’ in 2011 asking fashion brands to eliminate the use of hazardous chemicals in their production 
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processes. With these brands having a great influence on suppliers and trends, policy changes in Europe and 

Asia were triggered securing “global Detox commitments from 76 international brands, retailers and suppliers” 

(Greenpeace, 2016). Even though H&M is according to Greenpeace one of the pioneers with regards to 

detoxing the industry as it is “ahead of the field, leading the industry towards a toxic-free future with credible 

timelines, concrete actions and on-the-ground implementations” (ibid.), the authors opted for this brand for 

many reasons.  

 

First, to ensure that German as well as Chinese respondents would know about the brand to a comparable 

degree, a global brand present in both markets rather than a local brand was utilized. With a gross sale of 

25,509.5 million U.S. Dollars, operating over 3,500 stores worldwide and over 93,000 employees, H&M is 

not only one of the leading global fashion companies but also the “second most valuable apparel brand in the 

world” (Statista, 2018b). Since Germany is H&M’s largest market (ibid.), it was assumed that the majority of 

German respondents was familiar with the brand and already had a purchasing experience. Opening its first, 

of now over 500 stores, in 2007, H&M has been present for more than ten years in Mainland China (H&M, 

2018). Collaborating with Tmall, the “world’s largest e-commerce platform”, H&M will, moreover, now be 

able to “engage with [Tmall’s] half a billion consumers” (H&M, 2017). It, therefore, deemed reasonable to 

expect Chinese respondents being informed about the context. The pretest conducted with respondents from 

both countries confirmed this assumption. Second, with the scandal involving a global, foreign brand, 

ethnocentric tendencies and preferences among respondents potentially affecting consumers’ perception 

positively were also mitigated. Moreover, as to the knowledge of the authors no animosity prevails towards 

the country, i.e. Bangladesh, and/ or towards the respective brand, i.e. H&M neither in Germany nor in China, 

the combination of industry, country of production and brand was considered very promising for the research 

purpose minimizing possible biasing factors to a great degree.  

 

Lastly, to investigate the effects of constructs such as brand trust and brand commitment on consumers’ 

legitimacy judgments of a brand (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001), the fashion industry was, furthermore, 

regarded highly suitable, as “[t]he importance of involvement in the domain of fashion clothing can be seen 

via the defining role of fashion clothing in society” (O’Cass, 2000, pp. 546-547). So do not only aspects of 

functional performance come into play but clothing can also serve consumers’ symbolic consumption interests. 

As Ismail and Spinelli (2012, p. 387) pointed out consumer-brand relationships come into play when fashion 

brands “make [the consumers] feel and look good”, so that they feel emotionally attached to their favorite 

brands. This can be seen in line with research conducted by Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001). Investigating 

brand customer exchange relationships, the authors found brand trust and brand commitment to be highly 

relevant constructs thereby utilizing product classes, such as men’s trousers or tights. Bearing the line of 
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argumentation in mind, the clothing industry represented all in all a highly interesting research context for the 

research question at hand.  

4.3.2. MEASUREMENTS OF BRAND LEGITIMACY 

To measure if and under which conditions a brand’s moral scandal negatively affects individual consumers’ 

legitimacy judgments of the respective brand, scales addressing the five legitimacy dimensions of interest, i.e. 

consumer legitimacy, environmental legitimacy, employee legitimacy, moral legitimacy, and instrumental 

legitimacy, were adopted from Kock et al. (2018).  
 

To measure consumer legitimacy, formerly called relational legitimacy, a 4-item scale was used to evaluate 

whether respondents consider the brand under investigation complying or infringing their expectations of 

consumers being treated with respect and dignity. Drawing from Kock et al. (2018), the following items were 

incorporated among others “H&M cares about consumers” and “H&M respects consumers”. The authors 

reverted to a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree) to measure the brand’s 

consumer legitimacy.  

 

To measure environmental legitimacy, a 4-item scale was used to assess respondents’ judgments of the 

respective brand being environmentally friendly, i.e. does not harm the natural environment, and supports 

sustainable production and corporate activities (Kock et al., 2018). Drawing from Kock et al. (2018), items 

such as “H&M is aware of environmental issues”, “H&M cares about the environment” and “H&M is 

environmentally friendly” were utilized. A 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree) 

was used to measure this scale.  

 

To measure employee legitimacy, this paper uses a 4-item scale adopted from Kock et al. (2018). With 

employee legitimacy referring to consumers’ perceptions of a brand’s concern for and treatment of its 

employees, items include “H&M cares about its employees” and “H&M’s working conditions are good”. A 

7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree) was considered best for the measurement 

of a brand’s employee legitimacy.   

 

To measure moral legitimacy, i.e. whether respondents regard the respective brand complying with or 

violating moral values and ethical principles held by the consumers, a 4-item scale was utilized. Based on 

Kock et al. (2018), items such as “H&M is ethical” and “H&M’s behavior complies with moral standards” 

were measured on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree).   
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To measure instrumental legitimacy, i.e. the degree to which the brand satisfies consumers’ utilitarian or 

hedonic benefits, this paper uses a 5-item scale drawn from Kock et al. (2018). Items include “H&M’s products 

are useful to me”, “H&M’s products have advantages that are important for me” and “H&M’s products satisfy 

my needs” were utilized. The scale was assessed on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = 

strongly agree).  

4.3.3. MEASUREMENT OF MODERATORS 

4.3.3.1. Measurement of Seriousness of Scandal  

As this paper aims at investigating to what extent a moral brand scandal affects consumers’ legitimacy 

judgment of the respective brand, it is necessary to assess how the incident presented is perceived by the 

respondents. Thereby, not only consumers’ perception of the nature but also the seriousness of the misbehavior 

is of interest. While various authors have presented different categorizations of brand misconduct (e.g. Huber 

et al., 2009), to the knowledge of the authors, no research has empirically tested consumers’ judgment and 

conceptualization of a brand crisis. Moreover, in the context of marketing and branding, no scale was found 

to be established measuring the seriousness of a scandal. In its efforts to develop a scale appropriate to measure 

both factors, this paper took inspiration from Marcus and Goodman’s (1991) classification of corporate crises. 

According to the authors “[c]rises differ in at least two important respects: first, in their effects on any victims 

they might have; and second, in what can be plausibly said about their causes” (ibid., p. 284). To measure 

whether respondents perceive the present brand behavior as a scandal or rather as an accident or product safety 

and health incident, items addressing the brand’s deniability of any responsibility and the nature of the victims 

were included. A 5-item scale was therefore developed including items such as: “The incident presented was 

a one-time event”, “H&M cannot be held responsible for the incident” and “The incident presented is of very 

serious nature”. The scale was also assessed on a 7-point Likert scale (1= strongly disagree and 7 = strongly 

agree). 

4.3.3.2. Measurement of Brand Commitment  

To measure respondents’ commitment to the brand, a 3-item scales was used to examine whether the level of 

brand commitment influences respondents’ interpretation of the brand’s moral scandal, the formation of moral 

illegitimacy and hence the impact on the instrumental dimension of brand legitimacy. Based on the brand 

commitment scale proposed by Beatty, Homer, and Kahle (1988), which has been also adopted by other 

researchers (e.g. Ahluwalia  et al, 2000; Raju, Unnava, & Montgomery, 2009), the three items used for the 

measurement were adjusted to fit the subject of the paper as well as the case; items included “If I could not 

purchase products by H&M, it would make a big difference to me if I had to choose another clothing brand”; 

“I can see myself as being loyal to H&M”; “I will less likely purchase a brand that is on sale than H&M”. 
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Beatty et al. (1988) originally employed a 9-point scale, however, to be coherent with the other measurements 

used in the questionnaire, this paper adopted a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly 

agree).  

4.3.3.3. Measurement of Prior Brand Attitude  

To measure respondents’ prior attitude towards the brand, this paper utilized a 4-item scales drawn from 

Aggarwal and McGill (2011) as well as Ahluwalia (2002). Based on a 5-item scale proposed by Aggarwal 

and McGill (2011), addressing to what extent respondents like the brand and consider it as fitting to their 

lifestyle, an additional item, namely “H&M is a good brand”, was drawn from Ahluwalia (2002) and added 

to the scale. Combining these two papers, 4-items were considered essential to the paper’s aim of investigating 

consumers’ perception of a familiar brand (Bruner, 2009). A 7-point Likert scale was utilized to measure items 

such as “I admire the brand H&M” and “The brand fits in my life” (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly 

agree).  

4.3.3.4. Measurement of Brand Trust  

To assess respondents’ brand trust in H&M, Lau and Lee’s (1999) 5-item scale was utilized. As Brudvig (2015) 

pointed out a lack of consensus regarding the measurement of brand trust prevails despite its significance as a 

key construct in marketing research. With Brudvig (2015) aiming at “provid[ing] a psychometric evaluation 

of consumer-based brand trust scales currently used in the marketing literature” (p. 2), this paper reverted to 

her assessment. Three consumer-based brand trust scales were evaluated, namely those established by 

Chaudhuri and Holbrook (2001), Lau and Lee (1999) as well as Sirdeshmukh, Singh, and Sabol (2002). While 

all three scales were based on business-to-business (B2B) literature instead of being specifically developed 

for the business-to-consumer (B2C) domain, the first two specifically looked into brand trust whereas the 

latter investigated service provider trust (Brudvig, 2015). Therefore, this paper opted for the scale developed 

by Lau and Lee (1999) even though Sirdeshmukh et al.’s (2002) scale was ranked first. As the other two scales 

included reverse items, which had hitherto been reported to deter unidimensionality (Herche & Engelland, 

1996), only the scale developed by Sirdeshmukh et al. (2002) could fulfill the unidimensionality criteria. The 

authors are aware that caution is required in utilizing this scale as well as later interpreting its results. However, 

as to the knowledge of the authors no scale has been developed yet, which measures brand trust in a B2C 

context in a flawless manner, Lau and Lee’s (1999) scale, with a reported reliability of 0.96, was, nevertheless, 

considered suitable for the purpose of this paper. A 7-point Likert scale was used including items such as “I 

trust H&M” and “I feel secure when I buy H&M because I know that it will never let me down”.  

 

 



 46 

4.3.3.5. Measurement of Egalitarianism  

To measure the impact of self-transcendent values hold by respondents on the respective brand’s legitimacy 

judgment, a 5-item scale was developed drawing from Schwartz’s (1994) list of human basic values 

complemented with findings from Stern et al. (1998). This paper focused on self-transcendent values which 

refer to respondents’ concerns with “enhancement of others and transcendence of selfish interests” (Schwartz, 

1994, p. 25). While a 4-item scale suggested by Schwartz (1994) to measure self-transcendence resemble those 

introduced by Stern et al. (1998) to assess altruistic values, this paper found it important to add one item 

addressing respondents’ biospheric value, i.e. environmental concerns. Combining the scales of both papers, 

this paper adopted 5 items measuring self-transcendence. Items such as “Social Justice” and “Protecting the 

environment” as important guiding principles in the individuals’ lives were established and assessed on a 7-

point Likert scale (7 = strongly agree, 1 = strongly disagree).   

4.4. QUESTIONNAIRE DESIGN 

As Malhotra et al. (2012) pointed out, no scientific principles have been established yet, that would ensure a 

flawless questionnaire, wherefore these skills are built up over time and through experience. This paper’s 

authors, therefore, designed this questionnaire with a great amount of caution following the guidelines 

suggested by Malhotra et al. (2012) as well as consulting an experienced researcher.   

 

In their efforts to overcome the respondents’ potential inability or unwillingness to answer questions posed in 

the questionnaire, the authors wanted to secure that the participants were informed about the topic the 

questions addressed. First, respondents were, therefore, provided with a fictitious scenario, carefully 

developed by the authors, describing a misbehavior of, second, a well-known brand, namely H&M.  To 

minimize respondents’ required effort to answer the questionnaire, setting up structured rather than 

unstructured questions was preferred, as this not only improves participants’ cooperation but also mitigates a 

potential interviewer bias (Malhotra et al., 2012). To further increase respondents’ willingness to participate, 

sensitive questions, e.g. regarding age, were put at the end of the questionnaire providing response categories 

instead of “asking for specific figures” (ibid., p. 463). In line with Teclaw, Price, and Osatuke (2012), this was 

considered best as studies noticed the placement of the demographic questions affecting respondents’ 

responses (Roberson & Sundstrom, 1990; Teclaw et al., 2012). Roberson and Sundstrom (1990), moreover, 

showed that respondents have higher return rates when demographic questions are placed at the end of the 

questionnaire rather than at the beginning. Bearing the required translation of the questionnaires in mind, 

attention was particularly paid to the questions’ wording following the guidelines suggested by Malhotra et al. 

(2012). Ordinary words were thereby used and ambiguous words or sentence segments were discarded. 

Furthermore, the usage of leading or biasing statements as well as implicit assumptions was avoided.  
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The survey started with a short introduction, in which respondents were asked to read the following statements 

carefully and respond to them truthfully. Thereby a common method bias was tried to be minimized 

(Mackenzie & Podsakoff, 2012). Moreover, anonymity as well as data protection were guaranteed to them 

and respondents were informed that completing the questionnaire takes 7-10 minutes (German respondents) 

or 5-7 minutes (Chinese respondents). After a pretest with six participants of each country, these times have 

been found realistic. Respondents, nevertheless, did not face any time limitations to finish the questionnaire. 

Differences between the two countries regarding the required time to complete the questionnaire, presumably 

arose due to the dense nature of the Chinese language. As German respondents voiced their concerns about 

feeling only insufficiently informed about aspects touched upon by the questionnaire, instructions were added 

that aimed at removing these insecurities. Participants were, therefore, asked to answer intuitively as there are 

neither correct nor wrong responses to any of the questions.   

 

As the opening questions set the tone for the rest of the questionnaire, these should be “interesting, simple and 

non-threatening” (Malhotra et al., 2012, p. 472). It was, therefore, decided to start with a qualifying question, 

asking respondents about their nationality (Chinese, German or Others/ Prefer not to answer). Since this paper 

conducted a cross-cultural research, i.e. across China and Germany, other nationalities were inhibited from 

proceeding with the questionnaire and directly guided to its end. 

 

As already stated the questionnaire began with a question (Q1) regarding the respondents’ nationality to, 

furthermore, ensure that the participants fit the research’s target groups, i.e. being either Chinese or German. 

Afterward, respondents moved on to section two, in which five values addressing the prevailing level of 

egalitarianism among respondents was assessed (Q2-Q6). These items served as baselines to measure the 

influence of self-transcendent values on the participants’ judgment on brand legitimacy. The respondents then 

had to answer two filtering questions (Q7 & Q8) related to their knowledge and prior consumption of the 

brand. This ensured that the participants were familiar with the brand involved. Respondents who did not 

know about the brand H&M were inhibited from continuing with the questionnaire and also directly guided 

to its end. Questions regarding respondents’ prior brand attitude (Q9-Q12), brand trust (Q13-Q16) and brand 

commitment (Q17-Q19) followed thereafter.  

 

After a transitory page, providing some instructions as well as comments about the upcoming topic (Saunders 

et al., 2007; Schmidt & Hollensen, 2010), in a next step, respondents were presented with a short report, 

describing a moral misconduct by H&M in its Bangladesh factory, or some factual information about H&M, 

in case of the control group. Questions directly related to the research problem thereby obtaining so-called 

basic information were posited next.  
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After reading through the report, the respondents of the non-control group had to respond to statements 

regarding their personal interpretation of the scandal’s seriousness (Q20 - Q24). The questionnaire then moved 

on to a section that addressed respondents’ evaluations of H&M’s brand legitimacy. Questions reflecting the 

respondent's attitude towards the brand’s consumer legitimacy (Q25 - Q28), environmental legitimacy (Q29 - 

Q31, Q33), employee legitimacy (Q34 - Q37), moral legitimacy (Q38 - Q41) and instrumental legitimacy 

(Q42 - Q46) were asked in a sequential order. Among the statements addressing H&M’s environmental 

legitimacy the marker variable question “I prefer sweet food rather than savoury dishes” (Q32) was inserted 

to detect a common method variance (Williams, Hartman, & Cavazotte, 2010). In accordance with the other 

scales, the marker question was also measured on a 7-point Likert scale (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly 

agree). As Chinese as well as German test respondents found some items to be unclear or easily misunderstood, 

these items were adapted to minimize potentially arising misunderstandings (i.e. Q2 - Q6; Q23 - Q25).  

 

“After rapport has been established and the participants become involved”, they are more likely to answer to 

sensitive or embarrassing questions while a risk of alienating or boring respondents was mitigated (Malhotra 

et al., 2012, p. 473; Stoutenbourgh, 2008). Questions addressing classification information (Q47-Q49), i.e. 

socio-economic and demographic characteristics, enabling a categorization of respondents, were, therefore, 

posited at the end of the questionnaire to thus avoid respondents feeling discomfort and declining to fill out 

the questionnaire (Malhotra et al., 2012; Colton & Covert, 2007). Test respondents from both countries felt 

that the provided answer choices concerning the demographic information covered all possibilities and were 

considered adequate. On the last page, the respondents were thanked for their participation and informed that 

the scandal was only of fictitious nature. As this questionnaire allowed respondents to answer anonymously, 

no identification information, e.g. name or contact information, were required (Malhotra et al., 2012). Test 

respondents did not voice any criticism regarding the design, layout or set-up of the questionnaire, but rather 

found it appealing and well-structured. With regard to these aspects, no changes were, therefore, required.  

 

This paper opted to retrieve respondents’ basic demographic information including gender, nationality, age, 

and education. These items were considered appropriate and sufficient to provide insights into the 

demographic differences on a country-level and of use for further analysis or research. While questions 

addressing gender and age did not pose any difficulties, differences in the education system in China and 

Germany needed to be overcome. To allow comparisons between the different educational systems in both 

countries, categorizations had to be made. As the 16 Bundesländer are in charge of the political field of 

education, thereby representing the federalist nature of the state, differences in the education system within 

Germany prevail. Nevertheless, these were considered neglectable for the research question at hand and not 

taken into consideration, whereas rather a generalized categorization was utilized for simplification reasons. 

The authors thereby distinguished between: (1) no formal education, (2) Secondary Education 1 (i.e. nine/ ten 
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years of education resulting in a degree of the Junior High School in China and the Hauptschul- or 

Realschulabschluss in Germany), (3) Secondary Education 2 (i.e. twelve/ thirteen years of  education resulting 

in a degree of the Senior High School in China and the (Fach-)Abitur in Germany, (4) Bachelor Degree, (5) 

Master Degree (6) Doctoral Degree and (7) professional/ vocational trainings, so-called Diploma in China as 

well as abgeschlossene Ausbildung in German. In its efforts to increase the comparability as well as 

compatibility between different European education systems, known as the Bologna Processes, Germany, 

among other countries, has introduced the three cycle system, i.e. Bachelor, Master, Doctorate (European 

Commission, 2018). As older respondents still might have acquired a so-called Magister or Diplom, these 

were also given as an option in the German questionnaire. However, in the analysis, these were categorized 

together with a Master degree. Moreover, the option ‘Others’ was given, in case respondents had a different 

educational background, e.g. from outside the respective countries.  

4.5. COMMON METHOD VARIANCE 

To avoid common method variance (CMV) this paper aimed at controlling for different sources of this bias. 

On the one hand, procedural remedies were taken into account. Due to restrictions regarding time and funding, 

neither the required measurements for predictor and criterion variables could be obtained from different 

sources nor was it possible to separate the measurements temporally, proximally or psychologically 

(Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). Nevertheless, great attention was paid to enhancing the multiple 

scale items thus eliminating potentially arising ambiguity as well as the items’ wording to, furthermore, 

mitigate social desirability bias. Moreover, respondents were not informed about the research purpose and/or 

the hypothesized relationships between independent and dependent variables. Constructs like brand trust, 

which are proposed as moderators on these relationships, were, therefore, measured before the fictitious brand 

scandal was presented. Thereby, the likelihood of respondents incorporating these into their cognitive mind 

maps was deemed reduced. As suggested by Podsakoff et al. (2012) the authors also reverted to statistical 

remedies to minimize the “effects of method biases” (p. 553). A “marker variable that is theoretically unrelated 

to substantive variables in a study” was, therefore, implemented in the questionnaire (Williams, Hartman, & 

Cavazotte, 2010, p. 477). The results of this approach will be presented in more detail in due course.  

4.6. (BACK-)TRANSLATION OF QUESTIONNAIRE 

In its efforts to investigate how a brand’s moral scandal influences consumers’ legitimacy judgments, a cross-

cultural study was conducted. With respondents being of German or Chinese nationality, the paper aimed at 

also taking potential cultural differences into account. As not only this paper but also the questionnaire 

prepared was in English, it was decided to translate the questionnaire to the local language, i.e. German, 

Chinese (Traditional and Simplified) respectively. While the level of English literacy among Germans has 
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improved over the last years according to the British Council (Spiewak, 2016), a study conducted by EF, an 

organization offering experiential language learning (EF, 2018b), attested Germany a “good” rather than a 

“very good” level of English literacy (Rottwilm, 2017). Since the country is thus behind the Scandinavian 

countries as well as countries such as Romania or Slovakia in the ranking, the questionnaire was translated to 

German to thereby ensure that the respondents are able to understand and answer the questions. The same 

study found only a mediocre level of English literacy among Chinese (ibid.) Even though improvements were 

attested, which are mainly due to education reforms by the government (Dehua, 2017), EF ranked China 

number 36 out of 80 non-native speaking countries as a low English proficiency was found (EF, 2018a). 

Chinese characters come in two slightly different forms due to historical and political reasons and both forms 

are currently used in different parts of China. Simplified Chinese is used in Mainland China while traditional 

Chinese is used in the two special administrative regions of China, i.e. Macau and Hong Kong (The Central 

People’s Government of the People’s Republic of China, 2018). Thus, the questionnaire was translated into 

both simplified and traditional Chinese to avoid incorrect answers due to misunderstandings.  

 

To ensure a high translation quality, the authors reverted to Brislin’s (1970) proposed guidelines for back-

translations in cross-cultural research. “In the back-translation technique for cross-cultural research, an 

investigator writes a set of questions or passages in his (source) language, following rules (Campbell, Brislin, 

Stewart, & Werner, 1970) that are likely to give him an easily translatable version” (Brislin, 1970, p. 185). 

The authors, therefore, bore the suggested guidelines in mind while developing the questionnaire and choosing 

the appropriate wording in the source language, i.e. English. Following Werner and Campbell (1970; Brislin, 

1970), simple sentence structures were used and the usage of pronouns was minimized, rather nouns were 

repeated. Likewise, metaphor and colloquialism, the English passive tense as well as hypothetical phrasing or 

subjunctive mood were avoided. These guidelines facilitating back-translations can be seen in line with 

Malhotra et al. (2012). In providing a checklist for the questionnaire design, the authors also put emphasis on 

the choice of question-wording to thus avoid response errors and biases. 

 

While Brislin (1970, p. 186) suggested that one employs a bilingual to “translat[e] from the source to the target 

language”, the two authors took care of this first step in the back-translation themselves. As the target 

languages are either the mother tongue (German) or the author is fluent in it (Mandarin), it was deemed 

unnecessary to put someone externally in charge of this task. However, two other bilinguals, i.e. German-

English and Mandarin-English, were assigned to “blindly translat[e] back from the target [i.e. German or 

Mandarin] to the source [i.e. English]” (ibid., p. 186). Brislin (1970) suggested, that a good translation, i.e. 

target version, was found when the original source text as well as its translated version are identical. As this 

was not the case for this paper’s questionnaire, the authors consulted the two bilinguals in charge of the 

translation to clarify occurring errors and consequently revised the original questionnaire, a procedure called 
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decentering. Thereby, “the original language and translated language [are considered] equally important” 

(Beck, Bernal & Froman, 2003, p. 68; Marin & Marin, 1991).  
 

Since translations for cross-cultural research always bear its difficulties, various techniques can be found to 

ensure quality and equivalence of source and target. Besides pretesting, this paper only utilized the back-

translation technique, which was successfully used by e.g. Fink (1963), Werner and Campbell (1970) as well 

as Sinaiko (1963), due to time constraints. Thereby, other procedures such as the bilingual technique or the 

committee approach were discarded (Campbell et al., 1970; Brislin, 1970). Nevertheless, as the questionnaire 

design was apriori tested on a randomly selected sample, attention was also paid to any problems arising from 

insufficient translation quality, thereby taking pretesting techniques into account which were deemed 

necessary by Brislin (1970).   

 

With verifiable criteria for the success of a translation not being established yet, it is up to the researcher to 

decide upon the quality of the translation (Brislin, 1970). Beck et al. (2003, p. 64) thereby pointed out, that 

“[a] literal translation is not the desired end product” as this can lead to the connotative meaning of words 

being misinterpreted. To ensure the measured item being equivalent across different cultures, Flaherty and his 

co-authors (1988) put forward five aspects, namely content equivalence, semantic equivalence, technical 

equivalence, criterion equivalence as well as conceptual equivalence. As the similarity of meaning was 

deemed to be of greater importance than the similarity of form (Sperber, 2004), the authors revised and 

discussed the translations with the consulted bilinguals. After some adaptations, the source and target version 

were considered equivalent thereby enabling respondents to provide answers while mitigating 

misunderstandings.  

 

All in all, great attention was paid to provide the translators with an easily translatable original version. The 

authors followed the presented guidelines and, moreover, avoided detailed description, trying to keep the 

statements short and easily understandable. Especially, the similar sentence structure in the German and 

English language, facilitated the back-translation process (Brislin, 1970) Furthermore, as Brislin (1970) found 

the quality of translation improving, when the translators are familiar with the content and the concepts 

involved, bilinguals with a background in marketing were assigned with the task.  

4.7. SAMPLING  

Positivist researchers aim at “generalis[ing] findings to a target population” (Malhotra et al., 2012, p. 196). 

However, as the targeted population, i.e. all Chinese as well as all German consumers, is too large for the 

scope of this paper, a representative sample survey was conducted due to time and budget constraints (ibid.) 
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Even though probability sampling is considered the second-best option in this case, “most samples chosen for 

applied research are non-probability samples, as a true probability sample, because of the stringent 

requirements, is likely to be far too expensive and too time-consuming for most uses” (Schmidt & Hollensen, 

2010, p. 164). This paper, therefore, reverted to non-probability sampling techniques such as convenience 

sampling and snowball sampling. The authors thereby specifically approached people with Chinese or German 

nationality to take part in the survey, i.e. convenience sampling, and asked them to forward the questionnaire 

to other individuals who also possess these nationalities, i.e. snowball sampling. To what extent a snowball 

effect was created, i.e. how many waves of referrals occurred, cannot be estimated by the authors (Malhotra 

et al., 2012). While both techniques have its shortcomings which will be discussed in due course, they also 

have its advantages. With both authors living in Denmark, thus outside of their home countries, Germany and 

Macao respectively, the snowball sampling helped to target the desired individuals with low costs. This benefit 

can be seen in line with the advantages of convenience sampling, which “is the least expensive and least time 

consuming of all sampling techniques (ibid., p. 503). In general, this sampling method understands potential 

respondents as “accessible, easy to measure and cooperative” (ibid., p. 504), wherefore the authors opted to 

revert to this method as well.  

 

The questionnaire was designed and distributed with the online programme SurveyXact. Information 

regarding the response rate as well as the representativeness of the sample will be presented separately for 

both countries in the next step.  

 

Germany 

The questionnaire including the brand moral scandal was distributed to 1099 respondents. Thereby a non-

response rate of 78%, i.e. 857 respondents, was observed. Furthermore, 4%, i.e. 47 respondents completed the 

questionnaire only partially. Consequently, this resulted in a response rate of 18%, i.e. 199 completed 

questionnaires. As a cross-cultural study between Chinese and German consumers is conducted, respondents 

with diverging nationalities or unwilling to answer this question were eliminated from the dataset. Moreover, 

since the authors deemed a prior knowledge about the brand H&M necessary, respondents who did not know 

about the brand were also filtered out. This resulted in a sample size of n = 178. The questionnaire for the 

control group was distributed to 592 respondents. With 519 respondents, a non-response rate of 88% could be 

noticed. While 3% of respondents did not fill out the survey completely, 9% did so. After clearing once again 

the data for the already explained reasons, a sample size of n = 53 resulted.  

 

Key sample characteristics for both types of questionnaires regarding the respondents’ demographics are 

presented in Table 1 and 2:   
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Table 1: Demographic Data of Non-Control Group – German 

 

 
Table 2: Demographic Data of Control Group – German 

 
 
Both samples are not representative as, on one hand, two-thirds of respondents are female, which is not in line 

with official statistics showing an almost equal distribution between the two genders, i.e. 51% female and 

49% male citizens (Destatis, 2018a). While in the sample the majority of respondents is between 18-34 years 

old, according to official statistics the two age groups combined only account for 20.47% (Statista, 2018a). 

Other age groups are, therefore, underrepresented in the sample. Moreover, the education level among 

respondents was comparatively high. While for example according to Destatis (2018b) only 1.9% hold a 

Bachelor degree, 21 and 51% of respondents chose this option in the questionnaire including the moral brand 

scandal as well as the control group respectively. Similar observations can be made regarding a Master degree, 
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which lies by 1.2% in the official statistics, compared to 13 and 19% in the two samples. The authors see 

mainly two reasons for the prevailing skewness. While the skewness concerning the respondents’ education 

presumably arises mainly due to the chosen sampling methods, moreover, the subject of this research as well 

as the involved brand are more of interest for females between 18-34 years, which might explain why these 

segments are overrepresented.  
 

China  

The questionnaire with the brand moral scandal was distributed to a total of 455 respondents, out of which, 

34% of them, i.e. 155 respondents, completed the survey. Furthermore, 8.3% of respondents, i.e. 38, did not 

complete the questionnaire. In others words, a non-response rate of 57%, i.e. 262 respondents, was observed. 

Just as with the questionnaire addressing German respondents, participants who are non-Chinese, unwilling 

to disclose their nationalities or with no prior knowledge about H&M were excluded from the questionnaire. 

After sorting the completed questionnaire, five questionnaires were considered not qualified due to the 

aforementioned reasons. This led to a sample size of n = 150. The questionnaire for the control group was sent 

to 276 respondents, out of which 19%, i.e. 52 questionnaires, were completed and 1%, i.e. 2 questionnaires, 

were partially completed. Thus, an 80% non-response rate, i.e. 222 respondents was observed. With three 

questionnaires not fulfilling the aforementioned criteria, the sample size narrowed down to n = 49. 

 

Key sample characteristics for both types of questionnaires regarding the respondents’ demographics are 

presented in Table 3 and 4:   

 

 
Table 3: Demographic Data of Non-Control Group – Chinese 

 



 55 

 
Table 4: Demographic Data of Control Group – Chinese 

 

With regard to the distribution of genders, there is an overweight of female respondents in both samples. 

Compared to data from the State Council of the People’s Republic of China which shows that there is an 

almost equal gender distribution in China, i.e. 52% male and 48% female citizens (Stats.gov.cn, 2018), both 

samples are not gender representative. Given the fact that the majority of the respondents from both 

questionnaires were either 18-24 years or 25-34 years old which only makes up 31% of all age groups in China, 

other age groups were underrepresented. Regarding the education level, a great number of respondents from 

both samples claimed to hold a Bachelor degree or above (94% for the control group and 81% for the non-

control group). With only 40% of the Chinese holding a Bachelor degree or above, such a high percentage of 

respondents holding these degrees might be explained by the chosen sampling methods. In addition, the choice 

of brand used in the questionnaire, namely H&M, which might be attractive to young females mostly, could 

account for the majority of the respondents being females between 18-34 years old.  

 

The number of respondents completing the questionnaire, i.e. the sample size, is of importance to produce 

more information and greater stability. To decide upon the optimal size researchers are oftentimes referred to 

rules-of-thumb which according to Wolf, Harrington, Clark, and Miller (2013) are usually outdated and 

insufficient. Wolf et al. (2013), therefore, contradicted a one-size-fits-all approach and rather saw the need for 

individualized sample size planning taking multiple factors such as the number of indicators or the magnitude 

of factor loadings and path coefficients into account. Similarly, Hair, Black, Babin, and Anderson (2014a) 

pointed out, that researchers need to pay great attention to the sample size as it “can affect the statistical test 

either by making it insensitive (at small sample sizes) or overly sensitive (at very large sample sizes)” (p. 10). 

While the authors thereby saw the latter given with a sample size exceeding 400 participants, different 

opinions exist regarding the required minimum sample size (Hair et al., 2014a). The authors, however, 

understood five aspects influencing the required sample size for Structural Equation Modeling, with 
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considerations regarding the estimation technique particularly providing some clearer indication. Thus, a 

sample size of 50 respondents is considered sufficient under ideal conditions, but this number increases when 

a very strong measurement and complete datasets cannot be any longer ensured. A sample size of 200 

respondents is under these conditions regarded as “a sound basis for estimation” (Hair et al., 2014a, p. 573). 

With in total 328 respondents, the sample size was considered fulfilling these basic requirements.  

 

Summing up, the survey’s findings cannot be generalized as the sample is not representative regarding the 

prevailing demographics in neither Germany nor China. Nevertheless, the data was deemed suitable for an 

SEM-analysis testing the proposed hypotheses which will be presented in the next chapter. 
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5. RESULTS 
To determine how well the theoretically developed measurement and structural model fit reality, researchers 

need to analyze “the model’s predictive capabilities [and thus] the model’s quality” (Hair, Hult, Ringle, & 

Sarstedt, 2014b, p. 96). To test the proposed hypotheses, the authors thereby revert to a statistical method, 

Partial Least Squares Structural Equation Modelling, which will be presented briefly first. As the evaluation 

criteria are applied in a two-stage approach, the authors will introduce the two steps sequentially starting with 

the assessment criteria for the measurement model followed by those for the structural model (ibid.). 

5.1. PARTIAL LEAST SQUARES STRUCTURAL EQUATION MODELLING 

Structural equation modeling (SEM) is a statistical model, that aims at explaining the relationships between 

different constructs, i.e. dependent and independent variables. It can, therefore, be understood as a unique 

combination of two multivariate techniques, namely factors analysis and multiple regression analysis, 

representing each prevailing interrelation with one equation (Hair et al., 2014a). 

 

In contrast to other multivariate techniques, e.g. factor analysis or multiple regression, SEM allows researchers 

to analyze various variables and the prevailing relationships at the same time (Hair et al., 2014a). Especially 

if a “hypothesized dependent variable becomes an independent variable in a subsequent dependence 

relationship” this technique ensures not only a study’s explanatory approach but also its statistical efficiency 

(ibid., p. 542). Regarding SEM one rather distinguishes between exogenous and endogenous constructs. While 

the first describes a construct, which is not determined by any other factor in the model and is, therefore, 

independent, the latter is explained by other variables in the model, wherefore it is considered dependent 

(ibid.). SEM, moreover, enables the researchers to also measure latent constructs, which “cannot be measured 

directly but can be represented or measured by one or more variables (indicators)” (ibid., p. 544). Utilizing 

latent variables, researchers, on the one hand, can develop more representative theoretical concepts as 

including multiple variables improves the measurement of the respective concept. On the other hand, the 

statistical estimation of interrelations between constructs is enhanced as measurement errors within the 

constructs are taken into account (ibid.) With the conceptual model incorporating ten latent constructs, with 

some being exogenous as well as endogenous, e.g. moral legitimacy, SEM was considered most appropriate 

for the purpose of this study.  

 

There are two types of SEM, partial least squares structural equation modeling (PLS-SEM) and covariance-

based structural equation modeling (CB-SEM) both sharing the same roots (Hair et al., 2014b). This study 

opted for the PLS-SEM method as there are several characteristics of PLS-SEM that are considered crucial 
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for the paper. While the CB-SEM is based on maximum likelihood, PLS-SEM estimates “models via a series 

of [ordinary least squares] regressions” (ibid., p. 415). As it enhances a model’s predictive power, “while 

simultaneously relaxing the demands on data and specification of relationships” (ibid., p. 415), it is considered 

a great alternative for studies with small sample sizes, resulting in a high degree of statistical power (Reinartz, 

Haenlein, & Henseler, 2009). The probability of a Type II error is thereby arguably also mitigated (ibid.) 

Moreover, CB-SEM requires a normal distribution of the indicator variables whereas PLS-SEM is robust to 

skewed data. Lastly, PLS-SEM can handle complex models with multiple indicators which was deemed 

critical as the conceptual model encompasses ten different constructs measured by in total 41 indicators.  

 

A SEM model consists of two elements, i.e. a structural model, also called inner model, and a measurement 

model, also called outer model, and can be depicted visually with the means of a path diagram. The structural 

model demonstrates the causal relationships between constructs, displayed in circles/ovals, while the 

measurement model illustrates the relationships between the constructs and their indicator variables. The 

dependencies between different constructs are thereby represented by arrows, connecting the exogenous with 

the endogenous constructs (Hair et al., 2014a). As the path diagram, moreover, converts into a series of 

structural equations, statistical hypothesis testing to evaluate the significance of the hypothesized relationships 

(i.e. H1-H7) becomes possible (Hair et al., 2014b). Thus, researchers can also evaluate the scales’ reliability 

as well as the validity of the constructs taking measurement errors into account. As Hair et al. (2014a) pointed 

out researchers need to be aware of these kinds of errors, which mainly arise due to respondents providing 

inaccurate responses. Respondents who are unsure about how to answer or interpret questions differently are 

thereby given as two of the most important reasons. Moreover, a certain degree of inconsistency is assumed 

natural regarding multiple variables measuring the same construct (ibid.). All these factors can infringe a 

model’s reliability, representing a latent construct’s internal consistency, i.e. the degree to which all indicators 

measure the same thing. 

 

The first step of a SEM analysis is, therefore, to identify and evaluate the measurement model being used as 

it ensures the meaningfulness of the following hypotheses testing. Once the data exported from SurveyXact 

to Excel was checked for some questionable response patterns, it was converted into a .csv format and 

imported to the software SmartPLS (version 3.2.7) for a PLS-SEM analysis.  

 

SmartPLS allows the checking of the distribution of the sample. Datasets are thereby considered normally 

distributed if, on the one hand, the values reporting skewness range between +1, i.e. right-tailed, and -1, i.e. 

left-tailed. On the other hand, kurtosis not less than -1, i.e. too flat, and not greater than +1, i.e. too peaked, 

fulfill the criteria of a normal distribution (Hair et al., 2014b). As summarized in Appendix B, most of the 

individual indicators met the criteria for skewness as well as kurtosis, which shows a normal distribution. Only 
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regarding the construct egalitarianism and scandal seriousness, few indicators were non-normal. Regarding 

egalitarianism indicators not meeting the criteria ranged from 2.748 to 5.431 for kurtosis and -1.407 to  -1.868 

for skewness. Two indicators measuring scandal seriousness showed values of 1.560 and 2.064 for kurtosis as 

well as -1.094 and -1.146 for skewness. The comparatively great proportion of young respondents can be seen 

as an influencing factor of these high values, as these so-called millennials, show higher “interest[...] in social 

issues, and make purchases in accordance with their beliefs” (McGregor, 2017).  

5.2. EVALUATION OF MEASUREMENT MODEL  

As already stated, the model’s assessment starts with the evaluation of the measurement model, as this 

“enables the researcher to evaluate the reliability and validity of the construct measures” (Hair et al., 2014b). 

It is thereby important to differentiate formative variables from reflective variables already when designing 

the outer model since the application of each evaluation criterion differs from the other (e.g. the examination 

of internal consistency must be done through reflective measures rather than formative measures as the latter 

lacks high intercorrelations). Assessing reflective measurement models, researchers first need to analyze the 

composite reliability for an internal consistency evaluation. Moreover, the convergent validity needs to be 

evaluated utilizing average variance extracted (AVE) and the individual indicator reliability. Lastly, 

discriminant validity is assessed by the Fornell-Larcker as well as heterotrait-monotrait (HTMT) criterion 

(Hair et al., 2014b). In the following, the evaluation criteria are presented in more detail as well as the collected 

dataset analyzed. Table 5 provides definitions of the evaluation criteria utilized regarding the reflective outer 

model.  

5.2.1. EVALUATION CRITERIA 

While researchers traditionally use Cronbach’s alpha to measure internal consistency, composite reliability is 

considered more suitable for PLS-SEM as it takes into account different outer loadings rather than assuming 

that all indicators have equal reliability, i.e. tau-equivalence (Hair et al., 2014b). Moreover, a tendency of 

underestimating the internal consistency reliability was noticed with Cronbach’s alpha which is also “sensitive 

to the number of items in the scale” (ibid., p. 101). Following the recommendations by Hair, Sarstedt, Ringle, 

and Mena (2012), the authors, therefore, discarded Cronbach’s alpha and solely focused on the composite 

reliability as an evaluation criterion. “The composite reliability varies between 0 and 1, with higher values 

indicating higher levels of reliability” (Hair et al., 2014b, p.102). Hair et al. (2012) saw as a guideline values 

x ≥ 0.70 fulfilling this criterion.  
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Criterion Explanation Measurement Approach Rule of Thumb Reference 

Internal Consistency 

Reliability 

A measure of reliability to evaluate the degree of result consistency of 

the items on the same test 
Composite Reliability Composite Reliability ≥ 0.70 Hair et al., 2012 

Indicator Reliability To what degree the variation of an item is explained by the construct 
Squared standardized outer 

loadings 
Outer Loadings ≥ 0.708 Hair et al., 2014b 

Convergent Validity-

Construct level 

The grand mean value of the squared loadings of the indicators that 

are in relation to the construct 

Average Variance Extracted 

(AVE) 
AVE ≥ 0.50 Hair et al., 2012 

Cross-loadings The correlation of the indicator with other constructs in the model Cross-loadings matrix 

Every indicator should have 

its outer loading on the 

associated construct higher 

than that on other constructs 

Hair et al., 2014b 

Fornell-Larcker Criterion 
Comparison of the square root of AVE values with the construct 

correlations 
Fornell-Larcker Criterion Matrix 

The AVE of each construct 

should be higher than the 

square correlation with any 

other construct 

Hair et al., 2014b 

Heterotrait-monotrait Ratio 
The average of the heterotrait-heteromethod correlations relative to 

the average of the monotrait-heteromethod correlations 

HTMT ratios and the confidence 

intervals for HTMT 

HTMT < 0.90 / < 0.85; 

Confidence Intervals must not 

include 1 

Henseler et al., 

2015; Hair et al., 

2014b 

Multicollinearity 
Measure the degree of collinearity among the indicators in a formative 

measurement model 
Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) VIF <10 

Belsley et al., 1980; 

Kleinbaum et al., 

1988 

Table 5: Definitions of Measurement Criteria 
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To measure convergent validity researchers are interested in the outer loadings of the indicators and the 

average variance extracted (AVE). The first, oftentimes also referred to as indicator reliability, measures how 

much the different indicators have in common, “which is captured by the construct” (Hair et al., 2014b, p.102). 

As a rule of thumb, the outer loading should be x ≥ 0.708. While it is recommended to test whether removing 

an indicator with an outer loading between 0.40-0.70 results in a higher composite reliability and AVE, 

indicators below this threshold need to be deleted. The AVE meanwhile “is the equivalent to the communality 

of a construct” (ibid., p.103) and should be x ≥ 0.50 (Hair et al., 2012), which means that the construct explains 

more than half of the average amount of indicator variance.  

 

Concerning discriminant validity, i.e. the extent to which a construct is distinct from other constructs, the 

approaches traditionally reverted to, namely, Fornell-Larcker criterion and cross-loadings, in variance-based 

SEM have been under criticism. Researchers pointed out that cross-loadings, on the one hand, fail to identify 

discriminant validity in the case of highly correlated constructs. Fornell-Larcker criterion, on the other hands, 

tends to perform poorly when a construct’s indicator loadings are similar, e.g. if all loadings are between 0.60 

and 0.80 (Hair et al., 2014b). As a result, the use of heterotrait-monotrait ratios (HTMT) has been suggested 

for a more accurate evaluation (Henseler, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2015).  

5.2.2. EVALUATION OF THE DEVELOPED MEASUREMENT MODEL 

In evaluating the developed measurement model, the authors followed the recommendation of Hair and his 

co-authors (2017) and kept the default setting for the PLS algorithm. It was decided for a path weighting, a 

maximum number of iterations of 300 and a stop criterion value of 10^-7. Also regarding the bootstrapping, 

which is required for the assessment of the confidence intervals for HTMT as well as the significance of the 

proposed relationships, the algorithm settings were set to default, i.e. 500 subsamples; parallel processing; 

bias-corrected and accelerated bootstrap; two-tailed 0.05 significance level. To facilitate the analysis, the 

authors exported the obtained results from SmartPLS to Excel and created tables, which will be utilized in due 

course.  
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5.2.2.1. Internal Consistency Reliability and Convergent Validity 

 

 
Table 6: Composite Reliability and AVE for Non-Control Group 

 
 
As shown in Table 6 all constructs, for both subsamples as well as the combined dataset, fulfilled the 

internal consistency reliability since each composite reliability value was above the threshold of 0.70. 

While also all constructs met the criteria for AVE, i.e. were above 0.5, the indicators loadings 

required further assessment to ensure convergent validity. With two indicators in the combined 

dataset, namely, ss_1 and envl_1, loadings being in the interval of 0.40 and 0.70 (Table 7), an analysis 

of the impact of deleting the respective indicator on AVE and composite reliability is recommended 

(Hair et al., 2014b). 
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Table 7: Factor Loadings of Individual Indicators for Non-Control Combined Group 

 

Closer analysis showed that this was due to low loadings in the German subsample (Appendix B). While the 

factor loadings for the constructs egalitarianism as well as scandal seriousness were deemed acceptable, a 
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factor loading of only 0.453 for the indicator envl_1 was considered too low as it was only slightly above the 

critical threshold of 0.40 (Hair et al., 2014b). It was, therefore, decided to delete this indicator. As another run 

of the PLS algorithm highlighted the deletion resulted in slightly higher values for the three remaining 

indicators’ factor loadings (Table 8) as well as the composite reliability and AVE of the construct 

environmental legitimacy (Table 9). Since a factor loading of 0.926 was found for envl_1 in the Chinese 

sample, the low factor loading in the German sample could be ascribed to unclear phrasing in the translation 

process (“H&M is aware of environmental issues.” ↔ “H&M ist sich Umweltproblemen bewusst.”). 

 

 
Table 8: Factor Loadings of ENVL Before and After Removal of Respective Indicator 

 

 
 

5.2.2.2. Discriminant Validity 

Furthermore, the discriminant validity was assessed thereby reverting to the Fornell-Larcker (Table 10) as 

well as HTMT criterion (Table 11). As the analysis of the combined dataset showed, each construct’s AVE 

was higher than its squared correlation with any other construct, thereby fulfilling the first criteria. Moreover, 

all values, besides one (BT-PBA) met the conservative requirements of the HTMT test, i.e. were below 0.85. 

With 0.88 the value for BT-PBA was above the conservative threshold, but still below the liberal value of 

0.90, wherefore any correction was deemed unnecessary. Moreover, as none of the confidence intervals 

contained 1, the developed model fulfilled all criteria regarding HTMT and thus also met every single 

requirement for evaluating reflective measurement models. The discriminant validity was also assessed for 

the two subsamples. The results thereof can be found in Appendix B. 

Table 9: Comparison of Composite Reliability and AVE Before and After Removal of Respective Indicator 



 65 

 
Table 10: Fornell-Larcker Matrix for Non-Control Combined Group 

 
 

 
Table 11: HTMT Ratios for Non-Control Combined Group 

 

As already stated in the previous chapter, a marker variable was implemented in the study to thereby mitigate 

a common variance bias. Since the marker variable is supposed to be “theoretically unrelated to substantive 

variables”, “[the reported] correlation with these substantive variables [should be] 0” (Williams et al., 2010, 

p. 478). If a correlation nevertheless prevails, this must be because of something the indicators have in 

common, as a true relationship between the two can be discarded as an explaining factor. The prevalence of 

CMV would consequently be shown (Richardson, Simmering, & Sturman, 2009). As summarized in Table 

12, no significant correlations between the marker variable and the other indicators were reported, which 

suggests that CMV was not a problem in this study. 
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Table 12: Correlation of Marker Question and Respective Individual Indicators 

5.2.2.3. Collinearity  

Due to the interchangeability of reflective indicators, high correlations between items are expected in 

reflective measurement models. When two indicators are highly correlated, it is called collinearity while, it is 

called multicollinearity, when there are more than two indicators involved. Measuring the multicollinearity of 

the indicators which is done through Variance Inflation Factors (VIF) is considered essential (Hair et al., 

2014b). As with 7.31, the highest VIF value was reported for ml_2 (Table 13), all VIFs were below the critical 

value of 10 (Belsley, Kuh, and Welsch, 1980; Kleinbaum, Kupper, & Muller, 1988). It can, therefore, be 

assumed that no severe multicollinearity issues prevail (Sattler, Völckner, Riediger, & Ringle, 2010): 

 

 
Table 13: Variance Inflation Factors for Non-Control Combined Group 
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5.3. EVALUATION OF THE DEVELOPED STRUCTURAL MODEL 

The following figure (Figure 7) depicts the final measurement model which the authors will revert to for 

further analysis. 
 

 
Figure 7: Final Measurement Model; Authors’ Own Work, Created in SmartPLS.  

 
As it has been shown in the previous section, all construct measures are reliable and valid. Therefore, the 

structural model is evaluated in a next step to “examin[e] the model’s predictive capabilities and the 

relationships between the constructs” (Hair et al., 2014b, p. 168). Analyzing the PLS algorithm as well as 

bootstrapping results will first address the model’s predictive power and the prevailing significance of the 

relationships between the different constructs second. 

5.3.1. PREDICTIVE POWER 

“PLS-SEM aims at maximizing the R² values of the endogenous latent variable(s) in the path model” (Hair et 

al., 2014b, p. 186). However, various interpretations of the R² value level exist among the different research 
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disciplines. While Hair at al. (2014b) understood values of 0.75 as substantial, 0.50 as moderate and 0.25 as 

weak, Henseler, Ringle, Sinkovics and Ghauri (2009) saw this fulfilled with values of 0.67, 0.33 and 0.19 

respectively. In analyzing the developed model’s predictive power, the authors followed Henseler et al.’s 

(2009) guidelines which results in a weak level of R² for the construct consumer legitimacy as well as 

employee legitimacy. For environmental legitimacy and instrumental legitimacy, a moderate level of R² could 

be observed. The model is, however, able to explain moral legitimacy at a substantial level (Table 14). All in 

all, the conceptual model is considered to be of moderate predictive power, indicated by the R². 

 

 
Table 14: R Square Matrix of Legitimacy Dimensions for Non-Control Combined Group 

 

5.3.2. STRUCTURAL MODEL PATHS COEFFICIENTS AND HYPOTHESES TESTING 

The hypothesized relationships which are visually represented by arrows connecting the different constructs, 

obtain estimates, which range between -1 and +1 per definition. The closer the so-called path coefficient is 

located to one end of the continuum, the stronger is the observed relationship either in a positive or negative 

regard. Respectively values close to 0 indicate weaker relationships and are usually non-significant (Hair et 

al., 2014b). Table 15 presents the prevailing path coefficients for the different hypothesized relationships.  
 

To evaluate the significance of the path coefficients a bootstrapping was run with a significance level of 5% 

in a two-tailed test. The authors thereby ran the algorithm first with the default setting of 500 bootstrap samples 

and later with a size of 3000 samples to assess a potential impact on the statistical significance of any path 

relationships. Table 14 presents the p values for the relationships between the different constructs (* = 

statistically significant at 0.05, ** = statistically significant at 0.01, *** = statistically significant at 0.001) as 

well as the results from the hypotheses testing.  
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          Combined German Chinese 

Hypotheses Independent 
Variable Mediator Moderator Dependent 

Variable Coefficient p-
value Result Coefficient p-

value Coefficient p-
value 

H1: A moral brand scandal 
negatively affects the respective 
brand’s instrumental legitimacy. 

Moral Brand 
Scandal   Instrumental 

Legitimacy -0.119 0.067 REJECTED -0.048 0.531 -0.146 0.064 

H2: A moral brand scandal 
indirectly negatively affects the 
respective brand’s instrumental 
legitimacy with the respective 
brand’s moral legitimacy as a 
mediator. 

Moral Brand 
Scandal 

Moral 
Legitimacy  Instrumental 

Legitimacy        

H2a: A moral brand scandal 
negatively affects the respective 
brand’s moral legitimacy. 

Moral Brand 
Scandal   Moral 

Legitimacy -0.191 0.001
*** ACCEPTED -0.208 0.005*

* -0.143 0.050* 

H2b: The respective brand’s 
moral legitimacy positively 
affects the respective brand’s 
instrumental legitimacy. 

Moral 
Legitimacy   Instrumental 

Legitimacy 0.172 0.013
* ACCEPTED 0.020 0.805 0.336 0.000*

** 

H3: Egalitarianism positively 
affects the negative effect a moral 
brand scandal has on the 
respective brand’s moral 
legitimacy. 

Moral Brand 
Scandal  Egalitarianism Moral 

Legitimacy -0.036 0.454 REJECTED 0.002 0.977 -0.076 0.332 

Table 15: P-Values for Path Relationships for Non-Control Group 
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Table 15 continued: P-Values for Path Relationships for Non-Control Group 

          Combined German Chinese 

Hypotheses Independent 
Variable Mediator Moderator Dependent 

Variable Coefficient p-
value Result Coefficient p-

value Coefficient p-
value 

H4: Prior brand attitude positively 
affects the negative effect a moral 
brand scandal has on the 
respective brand’s instrumental 
legitimacy. 

Moral Brand 
Scandal  Prior Brand 

Attitude 
Instrumental 
Legitimacy -0.135 0.141 REJECTED -0.061 0.582 0.013 0.955 

 Moral 
Legitimacy  Prior Brand 

Attitude 
Instrumental 
Legitimacy -0.032 0.731 REJECTED 0.033 0.763 -0.009 0.939 

H5: Brand commitment 
negatively affects the negative 
effect a moral brand scandal has 
on the respective brand’s 
instrumental legitimacy. 

Moral Brand 
Scandal  Brand 

Commitment 
Instrumental 
Legitimacy 0.031 0.680 REJECTED 0.027 0.738 -0.113 0.375 

 Moral 
Legitimacy  Brand 

Commitment 
Instrumental 
Legitimacy 0.124 0.124 REJECTED -0.074 0.419 -0.024 0.846 

H6: Brand trust negatively affects 
the negative effect a  moral brand 
scandal has on the respective 
brand’s instrumental legitimacy. 

Moral Brand 
Scandal  Brand Trust Instrumental 

Legitimacy 0.033 0.758 REJECTED -0.024 0.837 -0.037 0.843 

 Moral 
Legitimacy  Brand Trust Instrumental 

Legitimacy 0.065 0.447 REJECTED -0.015 0.886 0.173 0.319 

H7: Scandal seriousness 
positively affects the negative 
effect a moral brand scandal has 
on the respective brand’s 
instrumental legitimacy. 

Moral 
Legitimacy  Moral Brand 

Scandal 
Instrumental 
Legitimacy 0.078 0.201 REJECTED -0.013 0.872 0.136 0.063 
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H1. Besides the paths between moral brand scandal and instrumental legitimacy for the two subsamples 

(German: -0.048, n.s.; Chinese: -0.146, n.s.), the combined dataset also reports a negative and nonsignificant 

path, thus rejecting the proposed hypothesis (-0.119, n.s.).  

 

H2. As the construct moral legitimacy is considered a mediator, this hypothesis was tested two-foldly. On the 

one hand, the path from moral brand scandal to moral legitimacy (H2a) was found to be negative as well as 

significant for the combined dataset (-0.191, p < 0.001) and the two subsamples (German: -0.208, p < 0.01; 

Chinese: -0.143, p < 0.05). On the other hand, while the path from moral legitimacy to instrumental legitimacy 

(H2b) is significant for the combined dataset (0.172, p < 0.05) and the Chinese subsample (0.336, p < 0.001), 

it is nonsignificant for the German subsample (0.020, n.s.). All in all, H2a and H2b were thereby confirmed 

which results in H2 also being accepted.  

 

H3. With the moderating effect of egalitarianism on the relationships between moral brand scandal and moral 

legitimacy being nonsignificant for the combined data set (-0.036, n.s.) as well as both subgroups (German: 

0.002, n.s.; Chinese: -0.076, n.s.), H3 was rejected.  

 

H4.  The construct of prior brand attitude regarding the scandalized brand as a moderator was tested for two 

different relationships. First, the moderating effect on the relationship between moral brand scandal and 

instrumental legitimacy was nonsignificant for all three sample groups (Combined: -0.135, n.s.; German: -

0.061, n.s.; Chinese: 0.013, n.s.). Second, the moderating effect on the relationship between moral legitimacy 

and instrumental legitimacy was also nonsignificant (Combined: -0.032, n.s.; German: 0.033, n.s.; Chinese: -

0.009, n.s.). This hypothesis, was therefore, rejected.  
 

H5. To test the moderating effect of brand commitment, the authors once again investigated two 

different relationships. On the one hand, brand commitment did not have any significant effect on 

the relationship between moral brand scandal and instrumental legitimacy (Combined: 0.031, n.s.; 

German: 0.027, n.s.; Chinese: -0.113, n.s.). As, on the other hand, also no significant moderating 

effect could be found on the relationship between moral legitimacy and instrumental legitimacy 

(Combined: 0.124, n.s.; German: -0.074, n.s.; Chinese: -0.024, n.s.), H5 was rejected.  

 

H6. A moderating effect of brand trust was suggested regarding the relationships between moral brand scandal 

and instrumental as well as moral legitimacy and instrumental legitimacy. For the first (Combined: 0.033, n.s.; 

German: -0.024, n.s.; Chinese: -0.037, n.s.) and the latter (Combined: 0.065, n.s.; German: -0.015, n.s.; 

Chinese: 0.173, n.s.) no significant effects could be found, wherefore H6 was rejected.  
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H7. Lastly, the seriousness of the scandal was tested as a moderator on the relationship between moral 

legitimacy and instrumental legitimacy. For neither the combined dataset (0.078, n.s.) nor the two subsamples 

(German: -0.013, n.s.; Chinese: 0.176, n.s.) a significant effect could be reported. As a  result H7 was rejected.  

 

Appendix B sums up the path coefficients as well as the respective p-values for all prevailing relationships, 

be it direct or indirect effects.  

 

While the evaluations of the measurement model as well as the structural model were presented in more detail 

for the sample of respondents reading about a fictitious brand scandal, both were also evaluated for the control 

group, which was provided with some factual information about H&M. Interested readers are, therefore, 

referred to Appendix C, which sums up the multiple assessed factors. Moreover, the results will be shortly 

discussed in due course.  

5.4. EVALUATION OF THE DEVELOPED MODEL FOR THE CONTROL GROUP 

When developing the measurement model for the control group, rules regarding the setting for the PLS 

algorithm as well as bootstrapping were applied as for the non-control group, i.e. path weighting, maximum 

number of iterations of 300, stop criterion value of 10^-7; bootstrapping: 500 subsamples; parallel processing; 

bias-corrected and accelerated bootstrap; two-tailed 0.05 significance level (Hair et al., 2017). The authors 

will once again first assess the measurement model followed by an analysis of the structural model.  

5.4.1. EVALUATION OF THE DEVELOPED MEASUREMENT MODEL FOR CONTROL GROUP 

5.4.1.1. Internal Consistency Reliability and Convergent Validity 

As shown in Appendix C, all constructs except for EGA, for both subsamples as well as the combined dataset, 

fulfilled the criteria for the internal consistency reliability, i.e. composite reliability x  ≥ 0.70, as well as AVE, 

i.e. x ≥ 0.5 (Hair et al., 2012), one measurement in assessing convergent validity.  Although the composite 

reliability of item EGA for both the combined (0.750 ≥ 0.70)  and the Chinese subsample (0.934 ≥ 0.70) 

fulfilled the criteria, that of the German subsample was below the required threshold (0.364 < 0.70). Moreover, 

while all values regarding AVE regarding the Chinese subsample met the criteria (0.739 ≥  0.50), these of the 

combined (0.412 < 0.50 ) and German subsample (0.223 < 0.50) did not overcome the threshold.  

 

Analyzing the factor loadings as the second measurement for the model’s convergent validity, all indicators 

reported values above 0.708, while those measuring the construct egalitarianism once again required further 
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attention (Appendix C). Whereas none of the factor indicators was above the acceptable threshold for the 

German subsample, also the combined dataset reported values under 0.4 for ega_2 and ega_5 (Table 16), thus 

requiring the deletion of the two indicators (Hair et al., 2014b).  
 

 
Table 16: Factor Loadings of EGA Before and After Removal of Respective Indicators for Control Group 

 
 

 
Table 17: Comparison of Composite Reliability and AVE Before and After Removal of Respective Indicators for 

Combined Control Group 

 
As shown in Table 17 the deletion of the two indicators resulted in higher values for the composite reliability 

as well as AVE, which then also met the criteria. Even though the combined dataset fulfilled all the required 

criteria, the construct EGA, nevertheless needs to be considered with great caution, especially taking the 

analysis of the German subsample into account. Moreover, comparisons between the control group and the 

sample, having been presented a moral brand scandal, need to be conducted carefully as different numbers of 

indicators now measure this construct.  

5.4.1.2. Discriminant Validity  

As shown in Appendix C, the AVE of each construct of the combined dataset was higher than its squared 

correlation with any other construct, thereby fulfilling the Fornell-Larcker criterion (Hair et al., 2014b). 

Moreover, concerning the HTMT criterion, all constructs besides three (ML-BT, PBA-BT, ML-EMPL) 

reported values below the conservative requirement of 0.85. As these three were, nevertheless, below the 

liberal value of 0.90 and none of the confidence intervals contained 1, the requirements for HTMT test were 

met (Hair et al., 2014b; Henseler et al., 2015).  
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To mitigate a common variance bias for the control group, the same marker question as used in the non-

controlled group was utilized. The marker variable and the other indicators showed no correlations (Appendix 

C), which contradicts the occurrence of a CMV (Richardson et al., 2009).  

5.4.1.3. Collinearity  

Appendix C illustrates the degree of multicollinearity between the indicators. As the highest report VIF could 

be found for ml_1 with 9.145, all VIFs were below 10 which thus suggests the absence of multicollinearity 

problems (Belsley et al., 1980; Kleinbaum et al., 1988; Sattler et al., 2010). 

5.4.2. EVALUATION OF THE DEVELOPED STRUCTURAL MODEL FOR CONTROL GROUP 

After confirming the validity and reliability of the variables, the evaluation of the structural model, namely its 

predictive power as well as the significance of the relationships between the different constructs, is carried 

out. 

5.4.2.1. Predictive Power 

Based on Henseler et al.’s (2009) suggestions on evaluating the predictive power of the developed model, a 

moderate level of R² for instrumental legitimacy and a substantial level of R² for moral legitimacy can be 

observed (Appendix C). Hence, the control group model is considered to have a moderate to substantial 

predictive power.  

5.4.2.2. Structural Model Paths Coefficients and Hypotheses Testing 

A bootstrapping of 500 samples with a significance level of 5% in a two-tailed test was performed for the 

evaluation of the path coefficient significance. The following table illustrates the p-values for the relationships 

between the different constructs (* = statistically significant at 0.05, ** = statistically significant at 0.01, *** 

= statistically significant at 0.001). 
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        Combined German Chinese 

Hypotheses 

Independent 

Variable Moderator 

Dependent 

Variable Coefficient p-value Result Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value 

H1: The respective brand’s moral 

legitimacy positively affects the 

respective brand’s instrumental 

legitimacy. 

Moral 

Legitimacy 
 

Instrumental 

Legitimacy  
-0.102 0.430 REJECTED -0.108 0.526 0.060 0.657 

H2: Prior brand attitude 

positively affects the brand’s 

moral legitimacy positive effect 

on the respective brand’s 

instrumental legitimacy. 

Moral 

Legitimacy 

Prior Brand 

Attitude 

Instrumental 

Legitimacy  
0.068 0.524 REJECTED 0.039 0.813 0.027 0.885 

H3: Brand commitment 

positively affects the brand’s 

moral legitimacy positive effect 

on the respective brand’s 

instrumental legitimacy. 

Moral 

Legitimacy 

Brand 

Commitment 

Instrumental 

Legitimacy  
-0.139 0.125 REJECTED -0.006 0.967 -0.371 0.046* 

H4: Brand trust positively affects 

the brand’s moral legitimacy 

positive effect on the respective 

brand’s instrumental legitimacy. 

Moral 

Legitimacy 
Brand Trust 

Instrumental 

Legitimacy  
0.097 0.400 REJECTED -0.008 0.957 0.211 0.333 

 

Table 18: P-Values for Path Relationships for Control Group
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H1. As shown in table 18, the paths between moral legitimacy and instrumental legitimacy for the two 

subsamples (German: -0.108, n.s.; Chinese: 0.060, n.s.) and the combined dataset were nonsignificant 

(-0.102, n.s.), thus confirming the hypothesis that a brand’s moral legitimacy and its instrumental 

legitimacy are unrelated when a moral brand scandal is not present. 

 

H2-H4. The path between the three moderating variables on the relationships between moral legitimacy 

and instrumental legitimacy are nonsignificant for the combined dataset (prior brand attitude: 0.068, 

n.s ; brand commitment: -0.139, n.s.; brand trust: 0.097, n.s.). A closer look at the path significance for 

the two subsamples shows, that both prior brand attitude (German: 0.039, n.s.; Chinese: 0.027, n.s.) and 

brand trust (German: -0.008, n.s.; Chinese: 0.211, n.s.) are nonsignificant for the German and Chinese 

subsets. While brand commitment has a nonsignificance path relationship for German (-0.006, n.s.), it 

is significant for Chinese (-0.371, p < 0.05). 

 

Conducting a more detailed analysis of the significance of the suggested path relationships, it can be 

seen that within the relational dimensions, employee legitimacy (p < 0.001) and environment legitimacy 

(p < 0.001) have significant path relationships with moral legitimacy while that of consumer legitimacy 

is nonsignificant (p = 0.375). Contrary to the result from the non-control group, the path between brand 

commitment and instrument legitimacy is significant (p < 0.05) and that with brand trust is 

nonsignificant (p = 0.494) while the path relationships from prior brand attitude to the instrument 

legitimacy, for both control group and non-control group, are significant (p < 0.001; p < 0.001). Tables 

indicating the measured significance, i.e. p-values, for all tested relationships can be found in Appendix 

C.  
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6. DISCUSSION 
 
This chapter will first discuss the key findings regarding the hypothesized relationships thereby bearing 

the research question in mind. Furthermore, significant path relationships are compared among the two 

subsamples to assess their relevance relative to one another. According to Hair et al. (2014b) “[a]n 

analysis of the relative importance of relationships is crucial for interpreting the results and drawing 

conclusions” in due course (p. 173). In a next step, the findings’ theoretical as well as managerial 

implications will be taken into consideration. This chapter will finish with a critical reflection upon the 

paper’s limitation and provide some suggestions for future research.  

6.1. HYPOTHESES DISCUSSION 

As the SEM analysis has shown a moral brand scandal directly affects the respective brand’s moral 

legitimacy as well as its antecedents environmental, consumer and employee legitimacy, but not the 

instrumental legitimacy dimension (Appendix B). While this supports the clear distinction between the 

different legitimacy dimension (H1) as proposed by theory, the analysis, nevertheless, resulted in H2 

being confirmed. Though no significant direct effect of the presented moral brand scandal could be 

shown, a significant indirect effect, however, prevails, thus supporting Tost’s (2011) understanding of 

the different dimensions being “independent and interactive” (p. 691). On the one hand, a significant, 

negative path relationship between moral brand scandal and moral legitimacy (H2a: -0.191, p < 0.001) 

was found, particularly in the German subsample (Table 14). On the other hand, a significant, positive 

path relationship between moral and instrumental legitimacy was reported (H2b: 0.172, p < 0.05). 

Testing moral legitimacy as a mediator, the findings suggest a spillover effect between moral legitimacy 

and instrumental legitimacy after a moral brand scandal (Table 15). This assumption is, furthermore, 

supported by analyzing the control group, which was only presented factual information about H&M. 

As summarized in Appendix C, no significant relationship between the two constructs, i.e. moral and 

instrumental legitimacy, could be observed. It, therefore, seems reasonable to assume that the moral 

brand scandal presented to respondents resulted in a spillover effect between the two legitimacy 

dimensions.  

 

This paper, furthermore, tested five hypotheses (H3-H7) suggesting moderating effects on these 

relationships, which however needed to be rejected due to too high p-values (Table 15). It was 

unexpected, that none of the suggested moderators had a significant effect as e.g. the scandal seriousness 

showed a significant direct effect on all legitimacy dimensions besides instrumental legitimacy. 

Moreover, prior brand attitude and brand trust were reported to have a significant direct effect on 

instrumental legitimacy (Appendix B).  



 78 

 

Unexpectedly, the construct of egalitarianism did neither show a significant direct effect on the 

construct moral legitimacy (-0.059, n.s.) nor a significant moderating effect on the relationship between 

moral brand scandal and consumers’ evaluation of the respective brand’s moral legitimacy (-0.036, n.s.). 

With a “general uptick in activism” presumably prevailing in society (McGregor, 2017), these results 

came even more by surprise taking the characteristics of the sample into account. As the majority claims 

to hold a high education level and is in the age between 18-34, not only a high “interest in social issues” 

was expected, but it also seemed reasonable that consumers would evaluate whether a brand’s actions 

are “in accordance with their beliefs” (ibid.). To create a realistic, but fictitious brand scandal, the 

authors took inspiration from different sources reporting about corporate misbehavior in the garment 

industry. As these incidents have received great attention in the media, respondents potentially 

considered the described scandal as common in the industry and were, therefore, not as shocked as 

expected. Even though comparatively high levels of egalitarianism seem to prevail among the 

respondents (Appendix B), consumers simply might accept this behavior as given and display emotional 

numbness to a certain degree towards brands misbehaving.  

 

While consumers’ prior brand attitude showed a strong as well as a significant direct effect on the 

respective brand’s instrumental legitimacy (0.58, p < 0.001), the construct’s moderating effect could 

not be proven. Based on adaptation level theory, it was suggested that individuals holding a positive 

prior brand attitude would respond differently to a moral brand scandal than consumers holding a 

relatively negative attitude towards the scandalized brand. With respondents showing a mediocre level 

of prior brand attitude (Appendix B), the reference point for judging the described scandal might have 

simply already been too low. Therefore, the moral brand scandal might not have functioned as a jolt 

which would have resulted in consumers reevaluating a brand’s legitimacy as proposed by Tost (2011). 

 

As especially German respondents indicated low levels of brand commitment, it was not expected 

that no significant moderator effect prevails (Appendix B). As the analysis showed, neither a significant 

direct nor a moderating effect on a brand’s instrumental legitimacy was found. Based on prior research 

by Ahluwalia et al. (2000), respondents were expected to experience a negativity effect and more likely 

be negatively triggered by the moral scandal, resulting in a reassessment of the brand’s instrumental 

legitimacy. Even though respondents did not seem to be strongly committed to the brand H&M, a 

significant negative effect on the brand’s instrumental legitimacy could not be shown (Appendix B). 

An explanatory factor could be seen in the nature of the products primarily sold by H&M. Potentially, 

different interpretations about the brand’s functional benefits and/or purpose might have prevailed. 

While some might have interpreted the brand’s function as simply dressing people, other might have 

taken cost-benefit ratios or style aspects into account.  
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Even though low to medium levels of brand trust have been reported, for the German and Chinese 

subsample respectively (Appendix B), the presented brand scandal did apparently not function as a jolt 

resulting in legitimacy reevaluations. Similar to previously suggested arguments, the nature of the 

products as well as the prevailing conditions in the garment industry might explain the nonsignificant 

moderating effect of brand trust.  

 

Both sample groups perceived the presented brand scandal being of comparatively serious in nature 

(Appendix B), which means they did consider the described incident a scandal rather than an accident. 

Nevertheless, the analysis showed no significant moderating effect of the newly developed construct 

seriousness of the scandal. Once again the nature of the presented scandal, which respondents 

commonly might regard as the rule rather than the exception in the garment industry could be seen as 

an explanatory factor.  
 

All in all, the authors consider the chosen industry as well as the scandalized brand’s products as 

potentially explanatory factors for the hypothesized relationships showing no significant effects. 

Comparisons between the relative importance of the different suggested constructs is, therefore, not 

possible.  

 

Conducting a cross-cultural study, nevertheless, allowed the authors to compare the two subsamples, 

namely Germans and Chinese. While the moral brand scandal has a stronger relationship with moral 

legitimacy (H2a) for the German subsample (German: -0.208, p < 0.05; Chinese: -0.143, p < 0.05), a 

stronger relationship between moral legitimacy and instrumental legitimacy (H2b) was found in the 

Chinese subsample (0.336, p < 0.001). As this relationship was nonsignificant for the German 

subsamples (0.020, n.s.), these findings may warrant theoretical and managerial implications, which 

will be discussed in the next section after the two subsamples were compared in more detail.  

6.2. COMPARISON OF THE GERMAN AND CHINESE SUBSAMPLE 

The authors will thereby first shortly compare the respective factors loadings for the different constructs, 

followed by comparisons of the respective mean values for both subsamples.  

 

As shown in Appendix B, the Chinese subsample reported higher factor loadings on most items 

compared to the German subsample which might be explained by diverging levels of comprehensibility 

regarding the questionnaire translation from the English version to the respective languages. 

Nonetheless, only one item needed to be removed during the model construction (envl_1) which 
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indicates a relatively high degree of accuracy concerning the translations of the questionnaire.  As a 

closer look into the different legitimacy dimensions highlights (Appendix B), Chinese respondents 

reported higher scores on all three relational dimensions, i.e. consumer legitimacy, employee legitimacy 

and environmental legitimacy, as well as on moral legitimacy after being introduced to the scandal 

compared to German respondents. In other words, Chinese respondents seem to have a more positive 

impression of the scandalized brand’s, i.e. H&M, moral legitimacy than Germans. While Germans 

judged the brand as less moral legitimate, they reported slightly higher scores regarding H&M’s 

instrumental legitimacy. Contrary evaluations seem to prevail for the Chinese subsample which 

regarded the brand as more morally legitimate but less instrumentally legitimate. 

 

As it is closely linked to the moral legitimacy evaluation, respondents’ judgment of the moral brand 

scandal, i.e. its seriousness, is of interest. In line with the prevailing evaluations observed for the moral 

legitimacy, German respondents evaluated the seriousness of the scandal higher than the Chinese. 

German respondents, moreover, not only evaluated the presented scandal more serious than the Chinese 

but also took this stronger into account when evaluating the scandalized brand’s moral legitimacy. 

Chinese respondents, on the contrary, also let the moral scandal affect their brand judgments regarding 

the instrumental legitimacy dimension. Nonetheless, when comparing these observations with the 

results from the analysis regarding the control group (Appendix D), it can be seen that in the case of the 

moral brand scandal being presented, lower evaluations for the three relational legitimacy dimensions, 

moral legitimacy as well as instrumental legitimacy for both nations could be observed. This 

observation might hint at a potential influence of a moral brand scandal on consumers’ evaluations of 

the different legitimacy dimensions, thus warranting further research. Furthermore, the German 

subsample showed a higher level of egalitarianism than the Chinese subsample (Appendix D). 

Regarding the subsamples’ prior attitude, trust and commitment towards the scandalized brand, the 

Chinese subsample hold a more affirmative evaluation of H&M on all three aspects than the German. 

This might indicate that Chinese respondents consider the brand, in general, more favorable than the 

German counterparts.  

6.3. IMPLICATIONS 

Based on this study’s findings this section will present several implications for academic research, on 

the one hand, and for managers, on the other hand.  

6.3.1. THEORETICAL IMPLICATIONS 

This study’s findings suggest a spillover effect between a brand’s moral legitimacy and its instrumental 

legitimacy in the case of a moral brand scandal. It is interesting to notice that the prior non-existing 
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connection between moral legitimacy and instrumental legitimacy (as illustrated by the control-group), 

was evoked with the occurrence of a moral brand scandal. Thus, this study not only enriches the research 

concerning scandal spillover effects and the brand legitimacy framework newly developed by Kock et 

al. (2018) but also suggests correlations among legitimacy dimensions resulting in a scandal spilling 

over to other, unrelated dimensions. In other words, consumers’ attitudes and perceptions regarding one 

aspect of the respective brand’s legitimacy is presumably also formed based on information addressing 

a different dimension. Moreover, the findings of this study partly support Kock et al.’s (2018) brand 

legitimacy framework of understanding relational legitimacy as the antecedents of moral legitimacy, as 

two relational dimensions, namely employee and environmental legitimacy, display significant 

relationships towards the respective brand’s moral legitimacy (p < 0.001; p < 0.001). However, for the 

third dimension of relational legitimacy, i.e. consumer legitimacy, a significant relationship could not 

be shown.  

 

Merging organizational theory and the concept of legitimacy with contemporary marketing approaches, 

this paper provides a new perspective on investigating consumer-brand relationships. Reverting to the 

newly developed brand legitimacy framework, it thus, on the one hand, applied the legitimacy 

framework to consumer research in a unique manner. Moreover, as it investigated legitimacy 

evaluations on an individual-level rather than a collective-level, it enriches the prevailing understanding 

of consumer perception and behavior as well as underlying drivers as demanded by Tost (2011) and 

Kates (2004). As this study highlights, the brand legitimacy framework provides an interesting 

perspective on analyzing consumer psychology after a brand misconduct was observed. It allows to not 

only take different aspects, consumers might consider, into account, but also potential moderating or 

mediating effects can be tested. Thus, a rather holistic investigation of consumer-brand relationships is 

enabled. Bearing prior research in mind, different conceptualization and differentiation of brand 

transgressions exist, which partly overlap and are partly very distinctive. Theorists might, therefore, 

consider this framework as a toolbox to either categorize existing definitions and/or distinguish brand 

misbehavior across the different dimensions of the construct.  

 

Drawing from Tost (2011), this paper successfully tested whether a moral brand scandal functions as a 

jolt resulting in consumers reassessing a brand’s legitimacy judgment. As the authors thereby 

considered it of importance to take varying degrees of perceived seriousness of the scandal among the 

respondents into account, the authors not only conceptualized this as a construct called seriousness of 

the scandal but also developed a scale for its measurement. The authors thereby took inspiration from 

Marcus and Goodman (1991) as to the author’s knowledge previous research has not put forward any 

measurement scale for such a construct yet. As only one indicator, namely ss_1, reported a value below 

0.708 (0.672 ≤ 0.708) as required by Hair et al. (2014b) as well as the constructs composite reliability 

(0.89 ≥ 0.70) and AVE (0.63  ≥ 0.50) fulfilled the required criteria (Hair et al., 2012), the construct was 
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deemed suitable for measuring the seriousness of the scandal as perceived by consumers. As indicated 

in table 10 and 11, the construct also met the requirements regarding discriminant validity showing its 

unrelatedness to the other tested constructs. Since the construct, moreover, showed significant 

relationship to consumer (p < 0.05), environmental (p < 0.001), employee (p < 0.001) and moral 

legitimacy (p < 0.05), it can be assumed that the fictitious moral brand scandal was well-designed, 

addressing aspects important for the evaluation of the respective legitimacy dimensions. The scandal 

seriousness did not show any significant relationships to the instrumental legitimacy, which might 

indicate that the authors were successful in creating a scandal solely addressing aspects regarding 

relational and moral legitimacy but not concerning consumers’ perceptions regarding the products’ 

performance, i.e. H&M’s instrumental legitimacy. Incorporating and measuring the perceived 

seriousness of a (moral) brand scandal, thus, seems to provide an exciting angle in analyzing consumers’ 

brand legitimacy (re-)assessments.  

 

The findings also coincide with Tost (2011)’s understanding of the nature of organizational legitimacy 

dimensions. Similar to these of organizational legitimacy, brand legitimacy dimensions can also be 

regarded as being “independent and interactive” (p. 691). Understanding the different dimensions as 

simultaneously affecting the overall legitimacy judgment, researchers are enabled to take individuals’ 

social and cultural characteristics as potential moderating effects into account. When comparing the 

empirical findings of the two subsamples, a country level difference between Chinese and German were 

shown. The analysis revealed a significant path relationship between moral legitimacy and instrumental 

legitimacy for the Chinese subsample but not for the German, which supports Suchman (1995)’s 

description of legitimacy being subjectively created and shared between some social groups. Hence, the 

degree of a scandal spillover effect on the different brand legitimacy dimensions varies among social 

groups and is dependent on the interpreters’ subjective cultural values (Laufer & Coombs, 2006).  Even 

though the proposed moderating effect of the chosen variables was not supported by this study’s results, 

it is, furthermore, suggested that the effect of these moderators may also vary among different cultural 

groups since country level difference have been noticed. As pointed out by Tost (2011) individuals 

perceive incidents differently, which, therefore, also influence their legitimacy judgment formation to 

varying degrees. Consequently, the extent of a scandal spillover is presumably subject to the 

interpreter’s own perception and belief, wherefore different moderators might come into play depending 

on the individual's cultural or subgroup belonging. 

 

While previous studies on brand trust and prior brand attitude emphasized their effects on information 

processing and maintaining positive consumer relationships (Ahluwalia et al., 2001; Chaudhuri & 

Holbrook, 2001), the findings revealed that these two elements also play an important role in the 

consumer’s perception of the functional/hedonic benefits of a brand’s product. Despite not having a 

significant influence as a moderator on the evaluation of a brand’s moral legitimacy and instrumental 
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legitimacy, a direct effect is observed, such that brand trust and prior brand attitude significantly 

influence consumers’ evaluation on a brand’s instrumental legitimacy. While the effect of brand 

commitment was less significant than that of other variables, it should not be considered irrelevant for 

consumers’ evaluation on the brand legitimacy as researchers demonstrated its importance in consumer-

brand relationships (Herr et al., 1991; Ahluwalia et al., 2000). 

 

All in all, the theoretical implications of the outcomes suggest that future researchers investigating the 

impact of a brand scandal on the consumers’ response as well as brand legitimacy formation should 

take a potential interrelatedness of different brand legitimacy dimensions, e.g. moral legitimacy and 

instrumental legitimacy, into account as these, even though conceptually distinct, nevertheless, 

influence consumers’ evaluation across multiple dimensions.  

6.3.2. MANAGERIAL IMPLICATIONS 

The findings of this paper suggest that when a moral brand scandal occurs and the brand is considered 

moral illegitimate, consumers’ perception of the brand’s functionality may be also weakened. Hence, 

several implications are proposed for brand managers and marketers in handling a moral brand scandal 

and thus mitigating the potential occurrence of a negative spillover effect affecting also consumers’ 

perceptions of the brand’s functionality.  

 

Brand managers should be aware of a moral brand scandal’s consequences as it might not only influence 

consumers’ evaluation of the brand’s morality but also its functionality. While brand managers 

previously thought of these aspects being unrelated, resulting in a brand, nevertheless, creating sales 

because of performance-related aspects in turmoil, brand managers are recommended to not solely rely 

on this assumption. With a rise in consumer activism, “purchasers expect to see businesses put their 

values on display and do more than simply sell products and pursue profits” (Horst, 2018). As indicated 

by the empirical findings, brand managers are, therefore, well-advised to not “adopt a head-in-sand, do-

nothing, hope-it-goes-away approach” (ibid.), but rather utilize the brand legitimacy framework as a 

guideline to manage a brand across all the different dimensions, which even though conceptually 

distinct still affect each other. While this paper only focused on spillover effects between moral and 

instrumental legitimacy, similar effects might prevail between other dimensions of the brand legitimacy 

construct. Brand managers should, therefore, not simply discard a moral scandal as only infringing its 

moral legitimacy, but also consider its potential negative effects on other dimensions, resulting in 

consumers questioning the respective brand’s overall legitimacy. This paper’s findings might thus 

provide an explanation for the noticed decrease in sales (Kollewe, 2016) and stock prices (Jay, 2018) 

when the respective brand undergoes a moral scandal. As highlighted by prior research, legitimacy 

evaluations heavily influence organizational operations. It can reinforce the potential of organizational 
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survival (Dowling & Pfeffer, 1975; Rao, 1994), strengthen consumers’ loyalty towards the organization 

and increase their desire to recognize the company's’ activities and decisions (Tost, 2011). Legitimate 

organizations are perceived as trustworthy, predictable and reliable (Suchman, 1995) while lacking 

legitimacy can cause organizations to become vulnerable when facing negative accusations (Meyer & 

Rowan, 1991). Hence, managers are well-advised to not underestimate the consequences of, e.g., a 

moral brand scandal and understand the concept of brand legitimacy not only as a tool for establishing 

a consumer-brand relationship but also a potential cushion against future corporate crises.  

 

As indicated, the evaluation of brand legitimacy might vary from country to country thus also affecting 

consumer behavior differently. Hence, multinational companies should not underestimate the outspread 

of a moral scandal. While consumers in one market might show only a low response to a brand 

misconduct, other cultural groups or social segments might be hit harder as they attach more importance 

to the incident. Moreover, the easy accessibility of the Internet and online information transparency 

enables individuals to spread information fast and across borders. Negative information thus reaches a 

great number of individuals through electronic word-of-mouth (eWOM) and consequently potentially 

affect the scandalized brand on a more critical scale and scope than the scandal as such. With an 

increasingly energized citizenry as well as individuals standing up for their beliefs and voicing their 

opinions digitally as well as physically, brand managers should not stay quiet (Horst, 2018). Rather 

customized, market-oriented contingency strategies and procedures, taking cultural uniqueness and 

differences of each operating market into account, need to be developed. 

 

As indicated in the analysis, consumers currently understand whether a brand affirms the existence of 

and caters for, on the one hand, the environment (0.434, p < 0.001) and, on the other hand, employees 

(0.317, p < 0.001) as important influencing factors in evaluating the respective brand’s moral legitimacy. 

Bearing the current development regarding consumer activism in mind, it is assumed that consumer 

legitimacy (0.070, n.s.) will show a significant relationship on a brand’s moral legitimacy in the future. 

Marketers are, therefore, well-advised to balance the company’s CSR strategy among these three 

aspects rather than solely focusing on one dimension as an individual’s legitimacy formation is relative 

and subjective (Suchman, 1995). 

 

Even though no significant effect of the construct of prior brand attitude on the relationship between 

moral and instrumental legitimacy could be reported, the authors, nevertheless, want to draw attention 

to this construct as it showed the strongest path coefficients of all proposed concepts on instrumental 

legitimacy for the German (0.583, p < 0.001) and Chinese (0.444, p < 0.001) subsample (Appendix B). 

It is, therefore, considered of importance that companies tailor their marketing strategies to create a 

positive brand attitude which can enhance consumers’ perception of the product quality and 
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functionality. As, on the one hand, a growing consumer activism and public concern regarding a 

company’s morality can be observed as well as, on the other, a growing number of competing company 

invests in CSR advertising, brand managers failing to promote and position the brand as being socially 

responsible might diminish the brand equity. Forming a brand attitude, consumers evaluate a brand 

taking aspects such as “I like the [brand]” or “[Brand] is a good brand” into account, which suggests 

that individuals consider different aspects as important. It can, therefore, be assumed, that not only 

performance-related factors but also those addressing moral behavior come into play. Furthermore, as 

people are more mindful of information that is consistent with their initial attitude (Ahluwalia et al., 

2001), once a positive brand attitude is generated, it is suggested that the attitude is less prone to changes. 

This assumption once again highlights the importance of brand managers taking actions in initiating 

and boosting this development. 

 

While the study’s findings provide exciting insights, potentially applicable for various brands and 

industries as well as types of brand misconduct in general, “[s]ustainability or responsible innovation 

is by far the biggest trend in the [fashion] industry right now” (Saner, 2017). This paper can, therefore, 

be understood as theoretically supporting an observable development in the garment industry. So do 

not only consumer become increasingly eco-conscious, but also a growing number of ethical brands is 

launched to meet the demand. Regardless if one considers it as cynical greenwashing since the majority 

of the produced clothing is still unsustainable, the leading fashion brands also take this occurring trend 

into account designing sustainable collections or introducing “eco” labels (ibid.). Despite other 

problems regarding e.g. poor working conditions in sewing factories, H&M, for instance, is taking the 

lead in detoxing its clothing as described in the research context (Greenpeace, 2016). Brands who 

support initiatives as the ‘Greenpeace Detox Catwalk’ are advised to further highlight these efforts in 

their marketing communications as consumers might take this aspect into account not only when 

evaluating a brand’s moral legitimacy but also its instrumental. Nevertheless, it currently seems unlikely 

that the observed boom in sustainable fashion will change the whole industry. It is expected that cheap, 

fast and mass-produced high street fashion will further dominate the market (Saner, 2017). While 

smaller, sustainable fashion brands might interpret this paper’s findings as an acknowledgment of their 

fair right to exist in the industry meeting a growing consumer demand wanting to know more about 

sourcing and production processes, it has not yet been confirmed whether such a spillover effect also 

influences consumer behavior.  

 

Throughout this chapter, various implications were generated based on the empirical findings. It rose 

the managers’ attention to the notion of brand legitimacy as a moral brand scandal can affect consumers’ 

legitimacy judgments across different, presumably unrelated dimensions. As indicated by the study’s 

findings, cultural differences seem to prevail warranting further managerial attention. Managers could 
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also utilize these findings in designing CSR campaigns or managing consumer-brand relationships, e.g. 

creating a positive brand attitude.  

6.4. LIMITATIONS AND FUTURE RESEARCH 

This section discusses methodological as well as theoretical limitations. As pointed out by authors such 

as Wolf et al. (2013) and Hair et al. (2014a) researchers are advised to pay great attention to the size of 

the sample and conduct individualized sample size planning thereby taking various factors into account. 

Due to financial as well as time constraints, this was, however, not possible for this paper, wherefore 

the authors, nevertheless, reverted to rules of thumbs. While the combined data (n = 328) was 

considered appropriate for further analysis, the size of the two subsamples, i.e. German (n = 178) and 

Chinese (n = 150) might be subject to criticism. Similarly, the size of the two control group samples 

might require further assessment. Moreover, the skewness of the collected data, regarding gender, i.e. 

approximately two thirds female respondents, age, i.e. the majority of respondents being between 18 

and 34, as well as an unproportionally high education level results in this study’s external validity being 

highly questionable. Even though the chosen sampling techniques, namely snowball and convenience 

sampling, were considered appropriate under the prevailing circumstances, other approaches might 

have provided more representative results. 

 

Conducting a cross-cultural study with German as well as Chinese respondents, the questionnaire had 

to be translated into the respective languages as a sufficient level of English proficiency could not be 

assumed. As described in chapter 4, the authors, therefore, reverted to Brislin’s (1970) back-translation 

techniques. While the guidelines were followed with the greatest caution possible, due to time and 

financial constraints the authors could not engage professional translators who were experienced in the 

field or follow other approaches such as the committee approach. Even though the statistical analysis 

did not indicate any major problems regarding the different constructs’ indicators, besides envl_1, 

which might have hinted at critical issues regarding the translation and thus understandability of the 

questionnaire, future research might be advised to take this limitation into account. 

 

To test a potential spillover effect between two dimensions of brand legitimacy after a brand misconduct, 

the authors created a fictitious brand scandal incorporating aspects addressing H&M’s environmental, 

employee as well as consumer legitimacy. While the focus on the garment industry and H&M as the 

scandalized brand, was deemed reasonable to present a realistic scenario, it potentially restricts the 

findings on one particular industry and brand. Applying the brand legitimacy framework to not only 

other industries but also brands could provide exciting findings. Whereas this paper chose a foreign, 

global and well-known brand, different effects might prevail for unknown or local brands. As 

Bangladesh is one of the main countries of production (COP) for the garment industries and to the 
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knowledge of the authors no animosity towards the country prevail among Germans or Chinese, it was 

considered appropriate for the study at hand. The authors thereby, however, did not control for any 

associations consumers might have formed about Bangladesh as a COP, that potentially influence their 

brand legitimacy evaluations. Future research, thus, might want to pay greater attention to the construct 

COP and investigate its effect on consumers’ judgments.  

 

Furthermore, as outlined previously authors distinguished brand misconduct along multiple dimensions, 

measuring the effect of a different type of corporate crisis, e.g. a product-harm crisis, might, therefore, 

also bear interesting discoveries. Depending on the chosen type of scandal, it might be considered more 

appropriate to test potential spillover effects between other dimensions of brand legitimacy, rather than 

moral and instrumental legitimacy as suggested in this study. Furthermore, other legitimacy dimensions 

could be tested as moderators affecting a spillover effect between two legitimacy dimensions. So could, 

e.g. the respective brand’s normative legitimacy, that means whether the scandalized brand is viewed 

as being socially acceptable according to dominant norms and values of one’s social group, have an 

impact (Kock et al., 2018). As the described poor working conditions and environmental violations 

address an individual’s perception of ethicality thus making it a rather sensitive topic, peer-pressure or 

a social desirability bias might be worthwhile perspectives for future research. Even though Tost (2011) 

discarded the cognitive legitimacy, as suggested by Suchman (1995), in the consumers’ legitimacy 

formation process since she understood the evaluation and judgment of legitimacy as a critical process, 

a brand’s taken-for-grantedness might function as a moderator on spillover effects. Being accepted as 

a necessity and based on cognition instead of self-interest or evaluation, a brand’s cognitive legitimacy 

might mitigate negative effects when a cognitively legitimate brand shows moral illegitimate actions as 

consumers might simply not process the new information. While this study focused on a negative 

spillover effect, future research might also investigate positive spillover effects. Future research could 

thus test whether brands showing an outstanding positive ethical and moral behavior, e.g. sustainable 

clothing brands, see also consumers’ evaluation regarding the brand’s instrumental legitimacy being 

positively affected.  

 

Even though this study demonstrated a spillover effect between two dimensions of brand legitimacy, 

namely moral and instrumental legitimacy, it could not provide answers to under which conditions such 

an effect occurs. Though the multiple constructs showed no significant moderating effect in this study, 

it may be worthwhile to investigate these further in the context of spillover effects. Furthermore, it 

might be interesting to investigate whether a spillover effect regarding consumers’ evaluations of a 

brand’s legitimacy also affects consumer behavior. As ethical brands still only make up the minority of 

the fashion industry and the major players dominate the market (Saner, 2017), it might be interesting to 

investigate whether consumer activism also translates in concrete actions, e.g. boycotts. Based on 
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anecdotal evidence, it can be assumed that similar to other consumption practices with moral or ethical 

aspects, an attitude-behaviour gap might prevail (Carrington, Neville, & Whitwell, 2010). Analyzing 

under which conditions consumers also ‘walk the talk’ does not only provide interesting insights for 

sustainable brands but could also be utilized as a warning signal for the established players in the market.  

 

Conducting a cross-cultural study with two different datasets, allowed the authors to draw some 

comparison regarding potential differences in consumer behavior among Chinese and German 

respondents. Bearing the research context as well as the observed growth in sustainable fashion and 

“younger customers’ burgeoning interest in ethical issues” in mind (Saner, 2017), comparisons of 

consumers’ brand legitimacy evaluations after a brand scandal across various demographic groups, e.g. 

age, gender or education level, might provide interesting insights. So saw, for instance, some authors 

millennial as the driving force in an increasing consumer activism (McGregor, 2017), while other 

authors quoted polls “show[ing] that close to half of these activists are 50 and older” (Horst, 2018). As 

it can be assumed, that active consumers also evaluate a brand’s legitimacy after a brand scandal 

differently compared to inert consumers, a closer analysis of the multiple consumer segments’ 

characteristics could lead to exciting observations.  

 

Furthermore, even though moderating effects did not come into play as expected, a closer analysis of 

the different constructs might bear exciting findings. Conducting a PLS-based multi-group analysis 

(MGA) as recommended by Henseler et al. (2009), not only could show interesting findings 

distinguishing respondents with high or low levels concerning one construct, e.g. brand trust, but also 

help to take unobserved heterogeneity into account. As “[t]he level of observed or unobserved 

heterogeneity can lead to spurious or suppressor effects, and generally to misinterpretations” (Henseler 

et al. 2009, p. 307), a MGA is highly recommended for future research. Researchers are thereby well-

advised to be aware of measurement invariance. If “respondents from different groups might have 

systematically interpreted a given measure in conceptually different ways”,” the differences in path 

coefficients cannot be fully attributed to true relationships” (Sarstedt, Henseler, & Ringle, 2011, p. 214).  

 

Even though t-tests are commonly used for group comparison, doubts have been voiced whether this 

approach is suitable for PLS-SEM’s distribution-free character as it relies on distributional assumptions 

(Henseler et al., 2009). As this, however, is beyond the scope of this paper, future researchers as well 

as interested readers are referred to Sarstedt et al. (2011) for a discussion and recommendations of 

different approaches for a multi-group analysis in PLS path modeling. 
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6.5. PROPOSITIONS FOR FUTURE RESEARCH 

As already stated in the previous section, applying brand legitimacy framework to different industries 

and brands could lead to interesting discoveries. Moreover, analyzing other kinds of corporate 

misbehavior such as infringements of legal frameworks, might warrant the investigation of potential 

spillover effects between other legitimacy dimensions than the ones suggested in this study.  

 

Demonstrating the occurrence of a spillover effect between two dimensions of the newly developed 

brand legitimacy framework for the first time, this paper’s findings can be seen as a good starting point 

for further research, capitalizing on the provided insights. Nevertheless, this study can only be 

considered as a first, pioneering effort in enlarging the research concerning not only the construct of 

legitimacy itself, as asked for by Tost (2011), but also investigating spillover effects in a unique manner. 

Since the suggested moderators did not show any significant relationships, propositions for further 

research will be shortly discussed.  

6.5.1. THE EFFECT OF CULTURAL DIFFERENCES ON CONSUMERS’ RESPONSES 

REGARDING A BRAND SCANDAL 

As indicated in the hypotheses discussion, the two samples differed in their responses to the presented 

moral brand scandal. Though a MGA is required to provide further insights, this study’s findings 

already hint at cultural differences among the subsamples having an impact on how respondents regard 

a moral brand scandal and the resulting consumer behavior. This paper, therefore, first proposes 

investigating cultural or country-level differences as moderators on the relationships between the two 

legitimacy dimensions.  

 

As Magnusson et al. (2014) pointed out, a large stream of literature has investigated the interaction 

between country image and brand image, with the greater part of country-of-origin (COO) research 

focusing on how country image perceptions affect product evaluations and purchase behaviour (e.g., 

Chu, 2013; Melnyk, Klein, & Völckner, 2012; Sharma, 2011; Verlegh & Steenkamp, 1999). Since its 

introduction in the 1960s (Schooler, 1965), the COO phenomenon was studied by various authors and 

different definitions were presented over time. Kotler, Haider, and Rein (1993, p. 141) defined country 

image as “the sum of beliefs and impressions people hold about places. Images represent a 

simplification of a large number of associations and pieces of information connected with a place.” In 

line with authors such as Verlegh (2001) as well as Askegaard and Ger (1998), the interconnected nature 

of images, as nodes thereby creating networks in the consumers’ mind, is emphasized. The COO can, 

therefore, be understood as a mental shortcut consumers revert to in their decision making and thus 

affecting their product evaluation (Laroche, Papadopoulos, Heslop, & Mourali, 2005). Furthermore, not 
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only the performance of its products affect country images, also cultural, political, historical and 

economic aspects come into play (Maheswaran & Chen, 2009). Thus, COO can be understood as a 

multi-dimensional concept, encompassing product performance-related aspects as well as product-

unrelated factors (ibid.). Building upon earlier studies showing its impact on consumer behavior, it is 

assumed that the COO also affect consumers’ brand legitimacy judgment.  

 

P1:  The level of an occurring spillover effect between two legitimacy dimensions, in this case, 

moral and instrumental legitimacy, is moderated by the COO of the scandalized brand. 

 

While the COO for itself, can already be considered as a potential influencing factor, previous research 

has found consumers reverting to the COO as a heuristic in their decision making to diverging degrees. 

“A general finding of past country of origin research is that consumers in developing markets show a 

greater preference for foreign origin brands than local origin brands” (Gao et al., 2013, p. 1045; e.g. 

Batra, Ramaswamy, Alden, Steenkamp, & Ramachander, 2000; Ger & Belk, 1996; Knight, Gao, Garrett, 

& Deans, 2008; Steenkamp, Batra, & Alden, 2002). The foreignness effect, as this phenomenon has 

been dubbed, describes consumers preferring foreign products in general, regardless of the product 

category or performance-based aspects (Maheswaran & Chen, 2009).  
 

Investigating consumers’ “mistrust of non-contaminated but heuristically-associated foreign brands 

during the 2008 Chinese milk contamination crisis” (p. 1044), Gao et al. (2013) found that a “reputable 

foreign brand enjoys a high level of brand equity in developing markets” (p. 1049), which is supported 

by further literature (Batra et al., 2000; Ger & Belk, 1996; Knight et al., 2008; Steenkamp et al., 2002; 

Thakor, 1996; Thakor & Lavack, 2003; Zhou & Hui, 2003). With regards to foreign-origin brands, 

Chinese consumers seem to have formed strong and favorable brand characteristics (Keller, 1993), such 

as honesty, reliability, trustworthiness (Chaudhuri & Holbrook, 2001), competence and sincerity (Aaker, 

1997).  

 

As this paper showed, Chinese respondents took the presented moral brand scandal less strongly into 

account than the German counterparts. However, the moral brand scandal also affected Chinese 

respondents’ evaluation of H&M’s instrumental legitimacy, which was not expected. Since this paper 

utilized only a single brand from one product category, it is difficult to assess whether H&M’s foreign 

country of origin was the reason for the observed responses. Further research is, therefore, required, 

testing different COO across multiple product categories in different combinations to investigate which 

aspects, e.g. a brand’s COO, come into play as potential explanatory factors. As this paper also did not 

investigate consumers’ perception of the scandalized brand, i.e. H&M, as well as its COO, i.e. Sweden, 
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or how strongly consumers associate its COO with the brand, the following proposition is put forward 

based on prior research.  

 

P2: A strong, favorable, foreign COO negatively influences the negative effect a moral brand 

scandal has on the respective brand’s instrumental legitimacy for consumers from developing 

markets, e.g. China.  

 

A brand’s COO cannot only come into play regarding a foreignness effect, but also ethnocentric 

tendencies in a culture and/ or nation result in consumers evaluating the respective brand’s legitimacy 

dimension differently. As this paper decided to focus on a brand, which is foreign for both nationalities 

in the sample to thereby control any potentially occurring biases effects, ethnocentrism or a domestic-

country bias (DCB) could not be tested as a moderating factor.  

 

While prior research highlighted the positive impact of consumer ethnocentrism (CE, Shimp & Sharma, 

1987) on consumers’ preference as well as intentions to purchase home country products (Verlegh & 

Steenkamp, 1999), also shortcomings in this causal link seem to prevail. As “the effect of CE on DCB 

depends on the specific configuration of COO and product category, it is important to consider both 

aspects jointly” (Evanschitzky, Wangenheim, Woisetschläger, & Blut, 2008, p. 8), wherefore further 

research is required. Consumer ethnocentrism thereby is not only about a preference for home-made 

products, but also includes consumer’s perception whether purchasing imported products is appropriate 

or even morally acceptable (Shimp & Sharma, 1987). Whereas ethnocentric consumers regard buying 

foreign-made products as wrong since it negatively affects the domestic economy, results in loss of jobs 

and is, moreover, unpatriotic, non-ethnocentric consumers do not take the COO into consideration but 

focus on the product’s attributes (Maheswaran & Chen, 2008). It can, therefore, be assumed that 

consumers with high ethnocentrism prefer domestic products in contrast to foreign ones (Evanschitzky 

et al., 2008). Applying the underlying assumptions to brand legitimacy evaluations after a moral brand 

scandal, the following proposition is put forward.  

 

P3: A domestic COO negatively influences the negative effect a moral brand scandal has on 

the respective brand’s instrumental legitimacy for consumers showing ethnocentric tendencies.  

 

Germany as an “economically developed country whose products also tend to dominate world markets” 

(Evanschitzky et al., 2008, p.8), has only to a minor degree been subject to research investigating 

consumer ethnocentrism. To the knowledge of the authors, only two other papers have studied 

ethnocentrism among German consumers. In order to assess the reliability and validity of the 

CETSCALE, a tool introduced by Shimp and Sharma (1987) to measure consumer ethnocentrism, 
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Netemeyer, Durvasula and Liechtenstein (1991) handed out questionnaires among students in four 

different countries, one of them being West Germany. Papadopoulos, Heslop, and Bamossy (1990) 

furthermore compared consumers’ perception of domestic as well as foreign products in an eight-

country study. Thereby, the authors showed that besides French consumers, Germans were the only 

ones evaluating domestic products as best. “German respondents are the only sample to have the most 

positive views about their home products both overall and specifically on [p]roduct [i]ntegrity”, which 

encompasses aspects such as reliability, workmanship, quality or performance (Papadopoulos et 

al.,1990, p. 291). With their study, Evanschitzky et al. (2008, p. 30) were able to affirm “that CE effects 

are product- and country-specific”. On the one hand, the authors found a positive effect of CE on 

consumers’ preference for domestic products across product categories which are considered being of 

great importance for the success and overall well-being of, e.g. the German economy (i.e. cars, TV sets, 

electronics). On the other hand, when purchasing foreign-made products is perceived as causing losses 

of jobs in the home economy the same effect could be shown (i.e. fashion wear, toys). All in all, product-

country configurations that are regarded as a potential threat to the domestic economy will be more 

likely affected by CE (ibid.).  

 

P4:  Product-country configurations that are regarded as a potential threat to the domestic 

economy moderate the negative effect a moral brand scandal has on the respective brand’s 

instrumental legitimacy for consumers showing ethnocentric tendencies. 
 

With Papadopoulos et al.’s (1990) understanding of product integrity closely resembling the 

instrumental dimension of legitimacy, the probability of a spillover effect is considered low. As the 

authors showed that German consumers perceive domestic products particularly positive regarding their 

integrity, it is expected that a moral scandal will not have any effect on German consumers’ evaluation 

regarding the brand fulfilling their self-calculated interests. Based on Evanschitzky et al.’s (2008) 

findings, this paper, moreover, understands CE as a means to shield the domestic economy from any 

threat causing damage such as loss of jobs. In order to do so, German consumers are expected to stand 

by their domestic brands despite any potential misbehavior and let this not have any impact on the 

brand’s instrumental legitimacy.  

 

P5: Product-country configurations considered a potential threat to the German economy 

moderate the negative effect a moral brand scandal has on the respective brand’s instrumental 

legitimacy for German consumers. 

 

As the quoted papers and their findings might be prone to a potential outdatedness, e.g. only respondents 

from former West Germany, further research is heavily required. On the one hand, it is, therefore, 
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necessary to investigate whether ethnocentric tendencies still prevail among German consumers. On 

the other hand, different product-country configurations need to be tested as suggested by Evanschitzky 

et al. (2008). This paper’s authors, therefore, see the need to as well as a potential of looking into cultural 

differences and testing different scenarios regarding brands’ COOs and respondents’ nationalities.  

6.5.2. THE MODERATING EFFECT OF CONSUMERS’ PERCEIVED RELEVANCE  

Whether and to what degree consumers perceive the described brand misconduct as relevant to them 

personally is, furthermore, proposed as a potential moderator on a prevailing spillover effect between 

brand legitimacy dimensions. Celsi and Olson (1988) introduced the notion of perceived personal 

relevance which is “an individual’s belief that a certain object or behaviour is associated with his/ her 

personal lifestyle, value and self-image” (Kang, Liu, & Kim, 2013, p. 444). The concept emphasizes 

that certain objects, ideas or activities are consciously recognized as important and relevant to 

individuals and their self-interests (Celsi, Chow, Olson, & Walker, 1992).  

 

Moreover, how consumers perceive the level of information relevance has been proven to affect their 

behaviors. Consumers are more inclined to take part in certain activities that they perceive to be more 

relevant to themselves (Zaichkowsky, 1985; McQuarrie & Munson, 1992). Research done by Dean, 

Lampila, Shepherd, Arvola, Saba, Vassallo, Claupein, Winkelmann and Lähteenmäki (2011) showed 

that relevance strongly influences people’s perception of personal benefits and their willingness in 

purchasing food products with health claims. If negative information, e.g. health risks, are considered 

being of higher relevance to oneself than to those close to oneself (e.g. colleagues, neighbors), a greater 

impact on consumer behavior was noticed. The authors pointed out that “perceived relevance is one of 

the key motivating factors influencing the acceptability of functional foods [Verbeke, 2005] and specific 

product application [Urala, Arvola, & Lähteenmäki, 2003]” (Dean et al., 2011, p. 129). 

 

Based on prior research, it is suggested that perceived relevance is another potential moderating factor 

influencing consumers’ brand legitimacy judgment. It is assumed that consumers experiencing a moral 

scandal being of high relevance to them personally, will be more concerned about the scandal affecting 

also their self-calculated interests. Thus, the probability of the negative evaluation regarding the moral 

illegitimacy spilling over to the brand’s instrumental legitimacy dimension is considered high. On the 

contrary, a low perceived relevance results in the scandal only being evaluated on the moral legitimacy 

dimension thereby mitigating any potential spillover.  

 

P6: The level of perceived relevance positively influences the negative effect a moral brand 

scandal has on the respective brand’s instrumental legitimacy. 
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6.5.3. THE MODERATING EFFECT OF CONSUMERS’ CONSTRUAL LEVEL  

In their efforts to investigate under which conditions unethical brand perceptions spill over to 

competitors, Trump and Newman (2017) could show that the consumers’ construal level as a moderator 

influences the chances of a spillover effect occurring. Construal level theorists, such as Trope and 

Liberman (2003, 2010), pointed out that the way people process and evaluate information varies based 

on different dimensions of distance, consequently also affecting consumers’ response to marketplace 

information (e.g., Nenkov, 2012; Septianto & Pratiwi, 2016; Wright, Manolis, Brown, Guo, Dinsmore, 

Chiu, & Kardes, 2012). 

 

The authors thereby understood temporal as well as psychological distance having a great impact on 

the individual’s construal level. On the one hand, [t]he greater the temporal distance [i.e. events 

happening in the distant rather the near future], the more likely are events to be represented in terms of 

a few abstract features that convey the perceived essence of the events (high-level construals) rather 

than in terms of more concrete and incidental details of the events (low-level construals)” (Trope & 

Liberman, 2003, p. 403). Psychological distance, on the other hand, understands the self in the here and 

now as the reference point. The further an object is removed from direct experience “in time, in space, 

in social distance, and in hypotheticality”, “the higher (more abstract) [is] the level of construal of that 

object” (Trope & Liberman, 2010, p. 440). Summing up, a high construal level results in people 

concentrating on the big picture, while a low construal level is characterized by an individual focussing 

on details (Trump & Newman, 2017).  

 

Even though prior research proposed an impact of the construal level on individuals’ evaluation of 

morality, contradicting results are prevailing. Whereas some studies noticed high construal level 

causing more moral outrage (e.g. Agerström & Björklund, 2009; Eyal, Liberman & Trope 2008), other 

studies observed the opposite effect (e.g. Gong & Medin, 2012, Lammers 2012). Contradicting Trump 

and Newman (2017), who found unethical perceptions of brands more likely to spill over to competitors, 

when consumers are construing on a low construal level, this paper provides a different suggestion for 

future research. A spillover effect between the moral legitimacy dimension and the instrumental 

legitimacy dimension might more likely occur when consumers “focus on the bigger picture of the 

transgression (i.e. high construal level)” (ibid. p. 219). Solely considering the finer details of the brand 

misconduct, i.e. the unethical behavior regarding a brand’s consumers and employees as well as the 

environment, individuals focus on the brand’s moral legitimacy dimension. They, thereby, do not see 

this in relation, let alone affecting, their perception of instrumental legitimacy.  

 

P7: Consumers’ construal level positively influences the negative effect a moral brand scandal 

has on the respective brand’s instrumental legitimacy.  
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As has been highlighted in this chapter, investigating spillover effects between different dimensions of 

the brand legitimacy framework thereby taking various potential moderators or mediators into account 

provides great potential for numerous exciting discoveries. This study, therefore, wants to be 

understood as a starting point and draw attention to the concept of brand legitimacy warranting further 

theoretical and managerial attention.   
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7. CONCLUSION  
The investigated moral brand scandal, even though fictitious, can be seen in line with the numerous 

incidents of organizations and brands misbehaving, deceiving as well as disappointing their consumers 

on almost an everyday basis. Utilizing the newly developed brand legitimacy framework to understand 

consumers’ evaluations of the respective brand, in this case, H&M, this paper provided a new 

perspective on the construct of consumer-brand relationships. More precisely, the paper aimed at 

examining under which conditions a moral brand scandal also results in consumers reassessing the 

respective brand’s instrumental legitimacy, thus showing a spillover effect between two conceptually 

distinct legitimacy dimensions.  

 

After the authors reviewed the literature regarding consumer-brand relationships as well as legitimacy, 

it was decided to focus on instrumental and moral legitimacy with its antecedent relational legitimacy, 

i.e. employee legitimacy, consumer legitimacy and environmental legitimacy, thus discarding the 

remaining dimensions of the brand legitimacy framework. The authors developed a model and utilized 

an experimental design to subsequently test the proposed hypotheses. Incorporating a fictitious scandal, 

involving H&M, as a jolt, the authors thereby took inspiration from reported misbehavior in the garment 

industry as to create a realistic scenario. To not only find out whether but also under which conditions 

such a spillover effect might occur, four constructs, well-investigated in prior research were suggested 

as moderators, namely egalitarianism, brand trust, brand commitment and prior brand attitude. Based 

on the reviewed literature concerning corporate crises and brand misconduct, it was, moreover, deemed 

important to incorporate the nature of the scandal, i.e. how serious the respondents perceive the 

presented scandal, in the analysis. The authors, therefore, developed a construct, called seriousness of 

the scandal, and tested its moderating role on consumers’ legitimacy evaluations.  

 

Investigating legitimacy on an individual-level rather than collective-level, the authors successfully 

merged organizational theory with aspects of contemporary marketing. The study could thereby show, 

that a moral brand scandal not only affects consumers’ evaluations of the respective brand’s moral 

legitimacy but that it also indirectly affects its instrumental legitimacy thus demonstrating an occurring 

spillover effect between two, conceptually distinct dimension. Conducting a cross-cultural study with 

two different datasets, it was, furthermore, possible to draw some comparisons between German and 

Chinese respondents. Germans, on the one hand, seem to take a moral scandal stronger into account 

when judging the respective brand’s moral legitimacy, however, no significant effect could be observed 

regarding the evaluation of the instrumental legitimacy. Chinese respondents, on the other hand, were 

to a lesser degree affected by the moral scandal concerning their judgments of the respective brand’s 

moral legitimacy, while taking it into consideration for their evaluations of the instrumental legitimacy. 
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The study could, however, not answer the question under what conditions such a spillover effect occurs 

as the proposed hypotheses reported nonsignificant relationships.  

 

Investigating for the first time a potential spillover effect between two dimensions of brand legitimacy, 

this study can be understood as a starting point warranting further research. The authors thereby 

particularly draw attention to the need as well as potential of testing, on the one hand, other constructs 

as moderators and, on the other hand, the consequences of different evaluations concerning a brand’s 

legitimacy with regard to consumer behavior. Even though the findings’ generalizability for other 

brands, products or industries is yet to be proven, it has, nevertheless, been demonstrated that moral 

misbehavior also potentially affects consumers’ perceptions of a brand’s functionality, an important 

and interesting insight for theorists as well as managers. Brand managers, be it of sustainable, eco-

friendly brands or of the major players in the market, are therefore well-advised to utilize the brand 

legitimacy framework as a strategic tool to manage their consumer-brand relationships and evaluate 

their behavior as well as the resulting consequences along the different dimensions.  
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9. APPENDICES 

APPENDIX A (1). QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH VERSION) 

 
Dear respondent, 

 

Thank you in advance for taking the time to participate in this survey.  

 

This questionnaire is part of our Master thesis at Copenhagen Business School and will approximately 

take 5-7 minutes to complete. We ensure you that all responses will be anonymized, all data collected 

will be kept confidential and only serves the purpose of our research.  

 

We would ask you to read the statements carefully and answer them truthfully.  

Please answer the questions intuitively, there is no right or wrong answer.  

 

Best regards,  

Julia Kick and Pui Kei Chan  

 
(DQ_1) Q1. What is your nationality?  

• Chinese  

• German 

• Others/ Prefer not to answer  

 

As this paper investigates consumer behaviour among Chinese and Germans, other nationalities 

unfortunately cannot participate in this survey.  

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements:  

 

As a guiding principle in MY life, this value is very important in my life.  

(EGA_ 1) Q2. Social justice 

(EGA_ 2) Q3. Loyal 

(EGA_ 3) Q4. Honest 

(EGA_ 4) Q5. Responsible  

(EGA_ 5) Q6. Protecting the environment 
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Q7. Do you know the brand H&M?   

• Yes  

• No (questionnaire stops for those respondents) 

Q8. Do you own products purchased by yourself or someone else at H&M (shops/online)?  

• Yes 

• No 

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.  

(PBA_1) Q9. I like the brand H&M. 

(PBA_2) Q10. I admire the brand H&M. 

(PBA_3) Q11. The brand fits in my life.  

(PBA_4) Q12. H&M is a good brand.  

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.  

(BT_1) Q13. I trust H&M.  

(BT_2) Q14. H&M can be counted on to do its job. 

(BT_3) Q15. I can rely on H&M. 

(BT_4) Q16. I feel secure when I buy H&M because I know that it will never let me down.  

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.  

(BC_1) Q17. If I could not purchase products by H&M, it would make a big difference to me if I had 

to choose another clothing brand. 

(BC_2) Q18. I can see myself as being loyal to H&M.  

(BC_3) Q19. I will less likely purchase a brand that is on sale than H&M. 

 
You will be provided with a short report about H&M on the next page. Please read the text 

carefully and answer the following questions truthfully.  

 
“Investigating working conditions in a H&M garment factory in Bangladesh, social activists reported 

the usage of hazardous chemicals in the dyeing process of clothes. While the chemical has been banned 

in the EU since 2005, traces of it had been found in seafood fished from a river in which the factory 

pours its wastewaters. As the chemical, moreover, breaks down during its use and releases hazardous 

substances in the respiratory air, facial rashes among the sewers have been noticed as a result of the 

chemicals usage during the dyeing process. Being confronted with the reported misconduct, H&M 

denied the presented results and rejected the activists’ accusation of H&M misleading its customers 
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about the production process of its clothes. The dyed clothes reportedly never contained hazardous 

substances.”  

 

For Control Group:  

“H&M was founded in Västerås, Sweden, in 1947. The brand is part of the H&M group, which also 

owns brands such as COS and & Other Stories. H&M currently operates 4,293 stores in 69 countries 

all around the world. Moreover, customers can purchase clothes online in 45 countries. The brand 

offers clothes for women, men, teenagers and children. In 2017 H&M had an average of 123,178 

employees worldwide.” 

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.  

(SS_1) Q20. The incident presented was a one-time event.  

(SS_2) Q21. H&M cannot be held responsible for the incident.  

(SS_3) Q22. It is credible that H&M denies any responsibility for the incident. 

(SS_4) Q23. The incident presented is of very serious nature.  

(SS_5) Q24. The incident presented affects the lives of employees and/or consumer and/or the 

environment to a great degree.  

 
Please indicate the extent to which you agree with the following statements.  

(CL_1) Q25. H&M puts the interest of consumers first. 

(CL_2) Q26. H&M cares about consumers. 

(CL_3) Q27. H&M treats consumers in a fair manner. 

(CL_4) Q28. H&M respects consumers 

 
(ENVL_1) Q29. H&M is aware of environmental issues. 

(ENVL_2) Q30. H&M is concerned about protecting natural environment. 

(ENVL_3) Q31. H&M cares about the environment. 

(Marker_1) Q32. I prefer sweet food rather than savoury dishes.  

(ENVL_4) Q33. H&M is environmentally friendly. 

 
(EMPL_1) Q34. H&M cares about its employees. 

(EMPL_2) Q35. H&M is a good employer. 

(EMPL_3) Q36. H&M treats employees in a fair manner. 

(EMPL_4) Q37. H&M is environmentally friendly. 
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(ML_1) Q38. H&M adheres to accepted values. 

(ML_2) Q39. H&M is moral. 

(ML_3) Q40. H&M is ethical. 

(ML_4) Q41. H&M’s behaviour complies with moral standards. 

 
(IL_1) Q42. H&M’s products are useful to me. 

(IL_2) Q43. H&M’s products provide me with benefits I don’t want to miss. 

(IL_3) Q44. H&M’s products have advantages that are important for me.  

(IL_4) Q45. H&M’s products are helpful. 

(IL_5) Q46. H&M’s products satisfy my needs. 

 
Demographic Questions  

(all personal information is kept confidential and only serves research purpose) 

 

(DQ_2) Q47. What is your gender?  

• Male 

• Female 

• Others/ Prefer not to disclose 

   

(DQ_3) Q48. What is your age?  

• Under 18 

• 18-24 years old 

• 25-34 years old 

• 35-44 years old 

• 45-54 years old 

• 55-64 years old 

• 65-74 years old  

• Above 75 

 
 

(DQ_4) Q49. Please indicate your highest level completed education (If you’re currently enrolled in 

school, please indicate the highest degree you have received): 

• I have no formal education. 

• Primary Education 

• Secondary Education 1: Junior High School vs. Hauptschul-/ Realschulabschluss 

• Secondary education 2: Senior High School vs. (Fach-)Abitur 
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• Bachelor degree 

• Master degree 

• Doctoral degree 

• professional/ vocational training: Diploma vs. Abgeschlossene Ausbildung 

• Others: ___________ 

• Prefer not to disclose  

 
This is the end of the questionnaire. We highly appreciate your time.  

Thank You.  

 

The presented scandal is only of fictitious nature.  
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APPENDIX A (2). QUESTIONNAIRE (GERMAN VERSION) 

Lieber Teilnehmer,  

 

Wir möchten uns im Voraus dafür bedanken, dass Sie sich die Zeit nehmen und an dieser Umfrage 

teilnehmen.  

 

Dieser Fragebogen ist Teil unserer Masterarbeit an der Copenhagen Business School und es wird 

circa 5-7 Minuten dauern diesen auszufüllen. Wir versichern Ihnen, dass alle Antworten anonymisiert 

werden, die gesammelten Daten vertraulich behandelt werden und nur für unsere Forschungszwecke 

dienen.  

 

Wir würden Sie bitten, die Aussagen gewissenhaft zu lesen und auf diese ehrlich zu antworten.  

 

Mit freundlichen Grüßen 

Julia Kick und Kacey Chan 

 

 
(DQ_1) Q1.  Welche Staatsangehörigkeit besitzen Sie?  

• Chinesisch 

• Deutsch 

• Sonstige/ Möchte darauf nicht antworten 

Da das Verhalten von chinesischen und deutschen Verbrauchern untersucht wird, können andere 

Nationalitäten leider nicht an dieser Umfrage teilnehmen.  

 
 

Bitte geben Sie an, in welchem Ausmaß Sie den folgenden Aussagen zustimmen:  

 

Dieser Wert dient mir als Richtlinie in meinem Leben und ist daher sehr wichtig für mich. 

stimme ich überhaupt nicht zu  

stimme ich nicht zu  

stimme ich teilweise nicht zu 

stimmer ich weder zu noch stimme ich nicht zu 

stimme ich teilweise zu  

stimme ich zu  

stimme ich uneingeschränkt zu  
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(Ega_ 1) Q2. Soziale Gerechtigkeit (Ungerechtigkeiten korrigieren, Fürsorge für schlechter Gestellte)  

(Ega_ 2) Q3. Loyalität (loyal meinen Freunden/ einer Gruppe gegenüber) 

(Ega_ 3) Q4. Ehrlichkeit (aufrichtig, ehrlich) 

(Ega_ 4) Q5. Verantwortungsbewusstsein (zuverlässig, verlässlich) 

(Ega_ 5) Q6. Umweltschutz (Vermeidung von Umweltverschmutzung, Respekt für den Planet Erde) 

 

Q7.  Kennen Sie die Marke H&M?   

• Ja 

• Nein  

Q8. Besitzen Sie Produkte, die Sie selbst oder andere bei H&M gekauft haben (im Geschäft/ 

Online)?  

• Ja  

• Nein 

 
Bitte geben Sie an, in welchem Ausmaß Sie den folgenden Aussagen zustimmen: 

 

(PBA_1) Q9. Ich mag die Marke H&M. 

(PBA_2) Q10. Ich bewundere die Marke H&M. 

(PBA_3) Q11. Die Marke passt in mein Leben.  

(PBA_4) Q12. H&M ist eine gute Marke.  

 

 
Bitte geben Sie an, in welchem Ausmaß Sie den folgenden Aussagen zustimmen: 

(BT_1) Q13. Ich vertraue H&M. 

(BT_2) Q14. Man kann sich darauf verlassen, dass H&M seinen Job erledigt.  

(BT_3) Q15. Ich kann mich auf H&M verlassen.  

(BT_4) Q16. Ich fühle mich sicher, wenn ich etwas bei H&M kaufe, weil ich weiß, dass die Marke 

mich niemals enttäuscht.  

 
Bitte geben Sie an, in welchem Ausmaß Sie den folgenden Aussagen zustimmen: 

(BC_2) Q17. Ich verstehe mich selbst als loyal gegenüber H&M.  

(BC_3) Q18. Ich kaufe mit höherer Wahrscheinlichkeit H&M als eine Marke, die im Ausverkauf ist. 

(BC_1) Q19.  Es würde für mich einen großen Unterschied machen, wenn ich keine H&M Produkte 

kaufen könnte und stattdessen eine andere Kleidungsmarke wählen müsste.  
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Auf der folgenden Seite wird Ihnen ein kurzer Bericht über H&M zur Verfügung gestellt. Bitte lesen 

Sie den Text gewissenhaft und beantworten Sie die folgenden Fragen ehrlich.  

 
“Während der Untersuchung von Arbeitsbedingungen in einer H&M Fabrik in Bangladesch, 

berichteten Aktivisten über die Verwendung von gefährlichen Chemikalien beim Färben der Kleidung. 

Während die Chemikalie bereits seit 2005 in der EU verboten ist, wurden Spuren davon in 

Meeresfrüchten gefunden, welche aus einem Fluss gefischt wurden, dem die Fabrik ihre Abflüsse 

zuführt. Da sich die Chemikalie darüber hinaus während der Verwendung in ihre Einzelteile zerlegt 

und gefährliche Stoffe in die Atemluft abgibt, wurden bei den Nähern Gesichtsausschläge bemerkt. Dies 

resultiert aus der Verwendung der Chemikalie während des Färbeprozesses. Als H&M mit den 

aufgezeigten Missständen konfrontiert wurde, streitete es die präsentierte Ergebnisse ab und wies die 

Beschuldigung der Aktivisten zurück, seine Kunde hinsichtlich des Herstellungsprozesses der Kleidung 

in die Irre zu führen. Die gefärbte Kleidung enthielt erwiesenermaßen zufolge niemals gefährliche 

Substanzen”. 

 

Control Group: 

“H&M wurde in Västerås, Schweden, in 1947 gegründet. Die Marke ist Teil der H&M Gruppe, welche 

auch Marken wie COS und & Other Stories besitzt. H&M betreibt aktuell 4293 Geschäfte in 69 Länder 

auf der ganzen Welt. Darüber hinaus können Kunden auch  in 45 Ländern Kleidung online kaufen. Die 

Marke bietet Kleidung für Frauen, Männer, Teenager und Kinder an. In 2017 beschäftigte H&M 

durchnittlich 123 178 Mitarbeiter weltweit”.  

 

 
Bitte geben Sie an, in welchem Ausmaß Sie den folgenden Aussagen zustimmen: 

(SS_1) Q20. Der dargestellte Vorfall war kein Einzelfall.  

(SS_2) Q21. H&M kann für diesen Vorfall verantwortlich gemacht werden.  

(SS_3) Q22. Es ist nicht glaubwürdig, dass H&M für diesen Vorfall jegliche Verantwortung zurück 

weist.  

(SS_4) Q23. Der dargestellte Vorfall ist von sehr schwerwiegender Art.  

(SS_5) Q24. Der dargestellte Vorfall beeinträchtigt das Leben der Angestellten und/ oder Kunden und/ 

oder die Umwelt in einem beträchtlichen Ausmaß.  

 
Bitte geben Sie an, in welchem Ausmaß Sie den folgenden Aussagen zustimmen: 

(CL_1) Q25. H&M setzt die Interessen der Kunden an erster Stelle.  

(CL_2) Q26. H&M kümmert sich um seine Kunden.  

(CL_3) Q27. H&M behandelt seine Kunden auf eine faire Art und Weise.   

(CL_4) Q28. H&M respektiert seine Kunden.  



 133 

 

(ENVL_1) Q29. H&M ist sich Umweltproblemen bewusst.  

(ENVL_2) Q30. H&M ist darauf bedacht, den natürlichen Lebensraum zu schützen.  

(ENVL_3) Q31. H&M kümmert sich um die Umwelt.  

(Marker_1) Q32. Ich bevorzuge süße anstelle von deftigen Speisen.  

(ENVL_4) Q33. H&M ist umweltfreundlich.  

 

(EMPL_1) Q34. H&M kümmert sich um seine Mitarbeiter.  

(EMPL_2) Q35. H&M ist ein guter Arbeitgeber.  

(EMPL_3) Q36. H&M behandelt seine Kunden auf eine faire Art und Weise.  

(EMPL_4) Q37. Die Arbeitsbedingungen bei H&M sind gut.  

 

(ML_1) Q38. H&M hält an anerkannten Werten fest.  

(ML_2) Q39. H&M verhält sich moralisch korrekt.  

(ML_3) Q40. H&M verhält sich ethisch korrekt.  

(ML_4) Q41. Das Verhalten von H&M entspricht moralischen Standards.  

 

(IL_1) Q42. Produkte von H&M erfüllen ihren Nutzen für mich.  

(IL_2) Q43. Produkte von H&M bieten mir Vorteile, die ich nicht missen möchte.  

(IL_3) Q44. Produkte von H&M haben Vorteile, die für mich wichtig sind.  

(IL_4) Q45. Produkte von H&M sind nützlich.  

(IL_5) Q46. Produkte von H&M erfüllen meine Bedürfnisse.  

 
Demographische Fragen 

Alle persönlichen Informationen werden vertraulich behandelt und dienen nur dem vorliegenden 

Forschungszweck.  

 

(DQ_2) Q47. Welches Geschlecht haben Sie? 

• Männlich 

• Weiblich 

• Sonstiges/ Möchte darauf nicht antworten 

 

(DQ_3) Q48. Was ist Ihr Alter? 

• unter 18 

• 18-24 Jahre alt 

• 25-34 Jahre alt 

• 35-44 Jahre alt 
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• 45-54 Jahre alt  

• 55-64 Jahre alt 

• 65-74 Jahre alt  

• über 75  

 

(DQ_4) Q49. Bitte geben Sie Ihren höchsten (abgeschlossenen) Bildungsabschluss an: 

• Ich habe keinen Schulabschluss.  

• Hauptschulabschluss 

• Realschulabschluss (Mittlere Reife) 

• (Fach-) Abitur 

• Bachelorabschluss 

• Masterabschluss 

• Diplom-/ Magisterabschluss 

• Promotion 

• abgeschlossene Ausbildung 

• Sonstiges:  

• Möchte darauf nicht antworten 

 

 
Dies ist das Ende des Fragebogen. Wir danken Ihnen für Ihre Zeit.  

Herzlichen Dank. 

 

Der dargestellte Vorfall ist von rein fiktiver Natur. 
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APPENDIX A (3). QUESTIONNAIRE (CHINESE VERSION) 

 
Ĝ�éKğċŰ/�ÖéKĬċŰ 
 
�ħ�ĐµőGĎÉĤÀ�/�ĳ�Đ³ŕF�ÉĲÀ� 
 
º[DĤÀ´YºWÁZqŗòfĦ¯é�ņ4ŰiĀŠĚ 5-74ōs�� 
/ºŔDĲÀ´YºWÁZpŗðfī¯é�ņ4ŰiĄŠĚ 5-74Ŏs�� 
 
�&ó$�¸\ěŇ´?PéŰªş9é®©~ė$y�(ã±�&éïøãł� 
/ ��ñ$�¸\gŇ´?PéŰªş9é£}ė$y��ã���éïøãł� 
 
ĥ��ĂŒĩ��é¯nŰ�kz\ý� 
/İ��ĆŖı��é¯nŰ�ku\ý� 
 
[ŧÏ¸Èó�ŌģéýÂŰĥļśíĝ\ý� 
/ ŔŨÐ¸Èñ�ŐįéýÂŰİļŚíĞ\ý� 
 
õr�/õr� 
ř!ÞŰ¼đm·c+ ŮJulia Kicků 
/ř!ÞŰ¼đl·c+ ŮJulia Kicků 
 
 
(DQ_1) Q1. /  

• /  
• /  
• / / /  

 
 
P1�+�,��4"AC*�/P1�+�,��4"AC*� 
(1= , 2= , 3= , 4= , 5= , 6= , 7= ) 
�Õ�áÒéÔ:ŰŃ%)'a�éáÒ
ţ�ŊĚ� 
/ ���áÒéÔ6ŰĿ	�'{�ţ�ŊĚ� 

(EGA_ 1) Q2. ô·.Ċ/ô�.� 
(EGA_ 2) Q3. �Ģ/�ĭ 
(EGA_ 3) Q4. Ģz/ĭu 
(EGA_ 4) Q5. Ĵĵ�/ĸĹ� 
(EGA_ 5) Q6. $Ĩàe/$�Úe 
 

 
 
Q7. H M / H MZ	�>�� 

•  
•  

 
 
Q8. H M @  / / H M �

U�   
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•  
•  

 
 
P1�+�,��4"AC*�  
(1= , 2= , 3= , 4= , 5= , 6= , 7= ) 
 
(PBA_1) H M /  : H MZ	�> 
(PBA_2) H M / W H M  
(PBA_3) H M / H M  
(PBA_4) H M 	 / H M 	  

 
 
P1�+�,��4"AC*� 
(1= , 2= , 3= , 4= , 5= , 6= , 7= ) 
 
(BT_1) H M
(BT_2) H M
(BT_3) H M / X H M  
(BT_4) H M 
  
/ H M 
 [ M  

 
 
P1�+�,��4"AC*� 
(1= , 2= , 3= , 4= , 5= , 6= , 7= ) 
 
(BC_1) H M
(BC_2) H M  
/ %< H M � U�  
(BC_3) H M @ 	 J  
/ U� H M � \0 	 % O �  

 
 
 
Ń´œ± HŭMéÿîdS�ĥ�ĂŒĩ¯º�kz\ý¸œé[ŧ� “¸ô·�fdSaĤÀ H
ŭM�±o<�é¹ę��é��Ã�µŰèÜ��a¿ď¹ęéń÷
"ãCŜ=qV�Ġ=
qVČ 2005��aÆëėöÇ"ãŰ�a��¤ÎéÑ
¡§9éÓâèÜĠ=qVéçĽ�É
hŰĠ=qVa"ãń÷
·aùÍ
ŉ«¸wØĶŰ��č"ã=qV¿ďé����Ťņê

æ�Ť� ĵ�åĔÕédSŰ HŭMQġ�¸ ¥Ű�Iũ¸œô·�f� HŭMģ�v�œ
±¹ęáâń÷é ¥�d�� 3¿ďéĖ¹�R¸wØĶ�" 
 
/Ŀ´0� HŭMéþî�SŰİ�ĆŖı¯º�ku\ý¸0ŔŨ�“¸ô��f�SaĲÀ Hŭ
M�±o<�é¹Ę�Eé��½�µŰèÜ�Ea¿ď¹Ęéľ÷
"ãCŘ=pV�Į=p
VČ 2005��aÅëėöÇ"ãŰ�a�E¤ÎéÑ
¡¢9éÓ�JÛĮ=pVéçŀ�É
hŰĮ=pVa"ãľ÷
·aùÌ
ň«¸wØĺŰ�|č"ã=pV¿ďé����Ťņê

æ�Ť{ ĵ��Ĕ�é�SŰHŭMQĪ�¸ ¥Ű�IŪ¸0ô��f{ HŭMį|v�0
�¹Ęá�ľ÷é ¥��Ņ� 3¿ďéĖ¹�R¸w" 
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“HŭM± 1947�aß2ť°Ùĉ°�ú�ĠV×Ş�± HŭMş`ŰĠş`²�¨¸ COSU
OTHER STORIESüV×� HŭMì;a-Ý 69%_x�b@¨¸ 4,293x�ŋ�ÉhŰv�
N�a 45%_xétă�ķØ�ĠV×ÕjfŰäfŰŢ��U,û¦#¹ę� 2017�ŰH
ŭMa-Ý¨¸ 123,178PX��“ 
 
/Ŀ´0� HŭMéþî�SŰİ�ĆŖı¯º�ku\ý¸0ŔŨ�“HŭM� 1947�aß2
Ŧ°ÙĈ°�ú�ĮV×ŝ�� HŭMş]ŰĮş]²��¸ COSU OTHER STORIESüV
×� HŭMì;a-Ý 69	^x�b>¨¸ 4,293x�ŏ�ÉhŰv�N�a 45	^xét
ć�ĻØ�ĮV×�jfŰäfŰŢ��U*û¦#¹Ę�  2017 �ŰHŭM a-Ý�¸

123,178PT��“ 
 
P1�+�,��4"AC*� 
(1= , 2= , 3= , 4= , 5= , 6= , 7= ) 
 
(SS_1) 	

(SS_2) H M / H M)%��ST� 
(SS_3) H M  
/%5�L��R��H M  
(SS_4) / L
 �  

(SS_5)  /   /    
/ %�  /  V  /  ?   

 
 
P1�+�,��4"AC*� 
(1= , 2= , 3= , 4= , 5= , 6= , 7= ) 
 
(CL_1) H M  
/ H M V  
(CL_2) H M / H M V  
(CL_3) H M / H M % V  
(CL_4) H M / H M V  

 
 
P1�+�,��4"AC*� 
(1= , 2= , 3= , 4= , 5= , 6= , 7= ) 
 
(ENVL_1) H M / H M N ? ]^� 
(ENVL_2) H M / H M ? .  
(ENVL_3) H M / H M ?  
(Marker_1)  
/ :  
(ENVL_4) H M / H M ?  

 
 
P1�+�,��4"AC*� 
(1= , 2= , 3= , 4= , 5= , 6= , 7= ) 
 
(EMPL_1) H M / H M �  
(EMPL_2) H M 	 / H M 	  
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(EMPL_3) H M / H M % �  
(EMPL_4) H M / H M  

 
 
P1�+�,��4"AC*� 
(1= , 2= , 3= , 4= , 5= , 6= , 7= ) 
 
(ML_1) H M � / H M L �H

(ML_2) H M / H M
(ML_3) H M / H M

(ML_4) H M / H M 
 8  
 
 
P1�+�,��4"AC*� 
(1= , 2= , 3= , 4= , 5= , 6= , 7= ) 
 
(IL_1) H M @ / H M � %   
(IL_2) H M @ / H M � �

(IL_3) H M @ / H M � %  
(IL_4) H M @ / H M � %  
(IL_5) H M @ / H M � =  

 
 

 
/ FK]^ �  
DQ_2 � / �  

•  
•  
• /  

 
 
DQ_3  

• 18;��/ 18'�� 
• 18-24;/ 18-24' 
• 25-34; / 25-34' 
• 35-44; / 35-44' 
• 45-54; / 45-54' 
• 55-64; / 55-64' 
• 65-74; / 65-74' 
• 75 / Y 75 

 
 
DQ_4  
/P\�+$-A6_DE3G�!7+B�&Q#9�P\0+(2�A6_#��� 
 

•  / Y I  
•  /  
• /7
 
• /ū
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• /pfp� 
• /ðfp� 
• /Bfp�  
• /1� 
• /���Łš 

 
 
Ń´[Dé¶��[D
é��ā�ēÄŰMÕqĕ�ãł� 
/Ń´ŔDé¶��ŔD
é��ą�Ē¾ŰM�p»�ãł� 
 
�&ţ��ħ éGĎHµő�ħħŬ 
/��ţ��ĳ éF�H³ŕ�ĳĳŬ 
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APPENDIX B (1). SKEWNESS AND KURTOSIS 

 
 Excess 

Kurtosis Skewness 

 Excess 

Kurtosis Skewness 

 Excess 

Kurtosis Skewness 

ega_1 0.896 -0.838 bc_3 -0.819 0.603 empl_2 -0.378 -0.178 

ega_2 2.748 -1.407 ss_1 0.031 -0.567 empl_3 -0.196 -0.206 

ega_3 3.834 -1.691 ss_2 0.941 -0.943 ml_1 -0.253 -0.004 

ega_4 5.431 -1.868 ss_3 -0.133 -0.588 ml_2 -0.048 0.309 

ega_5 0.357 -0.683 ss_4 2.064 -1.146 ml_3 -0.369 0.183 

pba_1 -0.178 -0.286 ss_5 1.560 -1.094 ml_4 -0.247 0.231 

pba_2 -0.78 0.059 cl_1 -0.556 -0.001 il_1 -0.666 -0.376 

pba_3 -0.517 -0.024 cl_2 -0.339 -0.001 il_2 -0.692 0.25 

pba_4 -0.204 -0.316 cl_3 -0.077 0.03 il_3 -0.755 0.297 

bt_1 -0.517 -0.12 cl_4 0.036 -0.106 il_4 -0.761 -0.074 

bt_2 -0.069 -0.151 envl_1 -0.444 0.506 il_5 -0.685 -0.236 

bt_3 -0.06 -0.267 envl_2 -0.025 0.598 dq_2 -1.253 -0.427 

bt_4 -0.427 0.142 envl_3 -0.209 0.518 dq_3 1.122 1.125 

bc_1 -0.801 0.309 envl_4 0.17 0.555 dq_4 1.282 1.252 

bc_2 -0.674 0.56 empl_1 -0.392 -0.06    
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APPENDIX B (2). PLS CALCULATIONS- NON-CONTROL GROUP 

 
Table 1a: P-Values Table of Individual Indicators Combined Non-Control Group 
 

  Egalitarianism Scandal Seriousness Brand Trust Brand Commitment Prior Brand Attitude 

Legitimacy Dimensions Coefficient  p-value  Coefficient p-value  Coefficient p-value  Coefficient p-value  Coefficient p-value  
CL   -0.215 0.001**       
ENVL   -0.523 0.000***       
EMPL   -0.440 0.000***       

ML -0.059 0.091 -0.191 0.001**       

IL   -0.119 0.067 -0.243 0.002** 0.090 0.180 0.580 0.000*** 

Moderating effect on the following 
relationships           

SSàML -0.036 0.454         

SSà IL     0.033 0.758 0.031 0.680 -0.135 0.141 

CLàML 0.021 0.713         

ENVLàML -0.127 0.103         

EMPLàML 0.128 0.150         

MLàIL   0.078 0.201 0.071 0.447 0.124 0.147 -0.032 0.731 
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Table 1b: P-Values Table Among Legitimacy Dimensions Combined Non-Control Group 
 

 
 
 
 

  Consumer Legitimacy  Environmental Legitimacy Employee Legitimacy  Moral Legitimacy  
 Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value Coefficient p-value 

Moral Legitimacy 0.070 0.112 0.434 0.000*** 0.317 0.000***   

Instrumental Legitimacy        0.172 0.013 
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Table 2: Comparison of Path Relationships Between all Contracts  
 

  Combined German Chinese 

  Coefficient 
P-

Values Coefficient 
P-

Values Coefficient 
P-

Values 
BC à IL 0.090 0.18 0.183 0.02 0.185 0.03 
BC on ML and IL  0.1214 0.16 -0.074 0.43 -0.024 0.84 
BC on SS and IL   0.031 0.67 0.027 0.74 -0.113 0.36 
BT à  IL -0.243 0.00 0.018 0.84 -0.108 0.42 
BT on ML and IL  0.071 0.47 -0.015 0.89 0.173 0.33 
BT on SS and IL   0.033 0.74 -0.024 0.83 -0.037 0.85 
CL à  ML 0.070 0.12 0.157 0.02 0.029 0.60 
EGA à  ML -0.059 0.09 -0.075 0.18 -0.027 0.61 
EGA on CL and ML  0.021 0.72 0.070 0.54 -0.022 0.70 
EGA on EMPL and ML  0.128 0.13 0.205 0.11 0.027 0.75 
EGA on ENVL and ML  -0.127 0.10 -0.169 0.14 -0.089 0.39 
EGA on SS and ML  -0.036 0.42 0.002 0.97 -0.076 0.35 
EMPL à  ML 0.317 0.00 0.288 0.00 0.417 0.00 
ENVL à  ML 0.434 0.00 0.386 0.00 0.420 0.00 
ML à  IL 0.172 0.01 0.020 0.81 0.336 0.00 
PBA à  IL 0.580 0.00 0.583 0.00 0.444 0.00 
PBA on ML and IL  -0.032 0.73 0.033 0.76 -0.009 0.96 
PBA on SS and IL   -0.135 0.13 -0.061 0.56 0.013 0.94 
SS à  CL -0.215 0.00 -0.178 0.06 -0.265 0.01 
SS à  EMPL -0.44 0.00 -0.437 0.00 -0.557 0.00 
SS à  ENVL 0.434 0.00 0.386 0.00 -0.62 0.00 
SS à  IL -0.119 0.08 -0.048 0.55 -0.146 0.09 
SS à  ML -0.191 0.00 -0.208 0.00 -0.143 0.05 
SS on ML and IL  0.078 0.20 -0.013 0.87 0.136 0.06 
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Table 3: Comparison of Factor Loadings Between Subgroups 
 

Constructs/Items Factor Loadings 
  German Chinese Combined 
Egalitarianism     
ega_1 0.839 0.817 0.836 
ega_2 0.693 0.844 0.792 
ega_3 0.796 0.866 0.845 
ega_4 0.894 0.832 0.862 
ega_5 0.730 0.813 0.745 
Prior Brand Attitude    
pba_1 0.891 0.927 0.903 
pba_2 0.756 0.891 0.782 
pba_3 0.903 0.883 0.911 
pba_4 0.789 0.885 0.830 
Brand Trust     
bt_1 0.884 0.943 0.913 
bt_2 0.846 0.885 0.879 
bt_3 0.918 0.95 0.937 
bt_4 0.832 0.911 0.880 
Brand Commitment    
bc_1 0.801 0.91 0.862 
bc_2 0.873 0.877 0.877 
bc_3 0.834 0.937 0.892 
Scandal Seriousness     
ss_1 0.632 0.731 0.672 
ss_2 0.818 0.894 0.839 
ss_3 0.668 0.850 0.739 
ss_4 0.833 0.887 0.858 
ss_5 0.837 0.832 0.837 
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Table 3: Comparison of Factor Loadings Between Subgroups 
 
Consumer Legitimacy    
cl_1 0.777 0.819 0.794 
cl_2 0.885 0.942 0.905 
cl_3 0.922 0.927 0.924 

cl_4 0.906 0.932 0.915 
Environmental Legitimacy    
envl_1 0.453 0.926 0.585 
envl_2 0.945 0.940 0.940 
envl_3 0.935 0.925 0.932 
envl_4 0.902 0.908 0.902 
Employee Legitimacy     
empl_1 0.919 0.941 0.927 
empl_2 0.942 0.928 0.936 
empl_3 0.945 0.938 0.942 
empl_4 0.936 0.901 0.923 
Moral Legitimacy    
ml_1 0.828 0.899 0.859 
ml_2 0.954 0.956 0.956 
ml_3 0.959 0.933 0.946 
ml_4 0.913 0.944 0.931 
Instrumental Legitimacy     
il_1 0.825 0.862 0.838 
il_2 0.888 0.923 0.905 
il_3 0.882 0.902 0.896 
il_4 0.768 0.917 0.833 
il_5 0.866 0.903 0.881 
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Table 4: Comparison of Mean Values of Individual Indicators Between Subgroups 
 

  Mean   Mean 
  German Chinese Combined   German Chinese Combined 
ega_1 5.815 5.267 5.564 cl_1 3.657 3.867 3.753 
ega_2 6.045 5.587 5.835 cl_2 3.837 3.693 3.771 
ega_3 6.219 5.653 5.960 cl_3 3.657 3.773 3.710 
ega_4 6.140 5.853 6.009 cl_4 3.803 3.833 3.817 

ega_5 5.461 5.38 5.424 items 
average 3.739 3.792 3.763 

items 
average 5.936 5.548 5.758      

    envl_1 3.753 3.14 3.473 
pba_1 4.197 4.393 4.287 envl_2 2.562 3.133 2.823 
pba_2 2.601 4.147 3.308 envl_3 2.50 3.040 2.747 
pba_3 3.489 4.253 3.838 envl_4 2.618 2.927 2.759 

pba_4 3.500 4.413 3.918 items 
average 2.858 3.060 2.951 

items 
average 3.447 4.302 3.838     

    empl_1 3.146 3.347 3.238 
bt_1 2.966 4.180 3.521 empl_2 3.163 3.313 3.232 
bt_2 3.556 4.407 3.945 empl_3 3.185 3.387 3.277 
bt_3 3.478 4.147 3.784 empl_4 3.022 3.293 3.146 

bt_4 2.966 3.853 3.372 items 
average 3.129 3.335 3.223 

items 
average 3.242 4.147 3.656      

    ml_1 3.247 3.493 3.360 
bc_1 2.775 3.367 3.046 ml_2 2.663 3.273 2.942 
bc_2 2.562 3.36 2.927 ml_3 2.596 3.413 2.970 
bc_3 2.393 3.107 2.72 ml_4 2.770 3.333 3.027 
items 
average 2.577 3.278 2.898 items 

average 2.819 3.378 3.075 

         

ss_1 5.489 4.993 5.262 il_1 4.646 3.633 4.183 
ss_2 5.466 5.553 5.506 il_2 3.438 3.080 3.274 
ss_3 5.185 5.040 5.119 il_3 3.331 2.873 3.122 
ss_4 5.826 5.580 5.713 il_4 4.230 3.207 3.762 
ss_5 6.022 5.600 5.829 il_5 4.039 3.547 3.814 
items 
average 5.598 5.353 5.486 items 

average 3.937 3.268 3.631 
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Table 5: Fornell-Larcker Matrix of German Subgroup  
 

  BC BT CL EGA EMPL ENVL IL ML PBA SS 
BC 0.84          

BT 0.51 0.87         

CL 0.35 0.58 0.87        

EGA -0.14 -0.09 -0.09 0.79       

EMPL 0.31 0.48 0.51 -0.14 0.94      

ENVL 0.41 0.59 0.52 -0.16 0.59 0.93     

IL 0.53 0.53 0.46 -0.09 0.32 0.41 0.85    

ML 0.44 0.61 0.52 -0.21 0.67 0.71 0.41 0.91   

PBA 0.59 0.71 0.49 -0.03 0.41 0.50 0.71 0.50 0.84  
SS -0.32 -0.25 -0.18 0.36 -0.35 -0.44 -0.22 -0.51 -0.23 0.76 

 
 
Table 6: HTMT Ratios of German Subgroup  
 
  BC BT CL EGA EMPL ENVL IL ML PBA 
BC          

BT 0.61         

CL 0.41 0.63        

EGA 0.18 0.12 0.11       

EMPL 0.36 0.52 0.54 0.14      

ENVL 0.48 0.64 0.55 0.17 0.63     

IL 0.61 0.58 0.50 0.11 0.34 0.44    

ML 0.51 0.67 0.56 0.22 0.70 0.76 0.44   

PBA 0.71 0.82 0.56 0.1 0.46 0.58 0.78 0.57  
SS 0.39 0.30 0.20 0.42 0.39 0.50 0.25 0.58 0.29 
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Table 7: Fornell-Larcker Matrix of Chinese Subgroup  
 

  BC BT CL EGA EMPL ENVL IL ML PBA SS 
BC 0.91          

BT 0.71 0.92         

CL 0.54 0.43 0.91        

EGA -0.34 -0.24 -0.25 0.84       

EMPL 0.30 0.41 0.42 -0.33 0.93      

ENVL 0.28 0.38 0.48 -0.31 0.66 0.93     

IL 0.51 0.48 0.47 -0.34 0.56 0.59 0.90    

ML 0.24 0.37 0.44 -0.36 0.79 0.79 0.65 0.93   

PBA 0.72 0.85 0.44 -0.17 0.33 0.32 0.56 0.32 0.90  
SS -0.27 -0.23 -0.26 0.58 -0.56 -0.62 -0.51 -0.64 -0.18 0.84 

 
 
Table 8: HTMT Ratios of Chinese Subgroup 
 
  BC BT CL EGA EMPL ENVL IL ML PBA 
BC          

BT 0.78         

CL 0.60 0.45        

EGA 0.38 0.27 0.27       

EMPL 0.33 0.43 0.45 0.35      

ENVL 0.30 0.40 0.51 0.34 0.71     

IL 0.54 0.50 0.50 0.36 0.59 0.63    

ML 0.26 0.39 0.46 0.39 0.83 0.84 0.68   

PBA 0.79 0.92 0.47 0.18 0.36 0.35 0.60 0.34  
SS 0.30 0.25 0.28 0.66 0.60 0.67 0.55 0.69 0.20 
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APPENDIX C. PLS CALCULATIONS- CONTROL GROUP 

 
Figure 1: Final Measurement Model of Control Group; Authors’ Own Work, Created in 
SmartPLS 
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Table 1: Factor Loadings, Composite Reliability and AVE of Control Group 

Constructs/Items Factor Loadings Composite Reliability Average Variance Extracted 
  German Chinese Combined German Chinese Combined German Chinese Combined 

Egalitarianism      0.364 0.934 0.750 0.223 0.739 0.412 
ega_1 0.461 0.868 0.718         
ega _2 -0.412 0.877 0.213         
ega _3 0.467 0.837 0.825         
ega _4 0.628 0.912 0.815         
ega _5 0.347 0.799 0.395         
             
Prior Brand 
Attitude     0.908 0.945 0.913 0.839 0.812 0.725 
pba_1 0.866 0.908 0.847         
pba _2 0.747 0.928 0.784         
pba _3 0.889 0.903 0.901         
pba _4 0.869 0.863 0.870         
             
Brand Trust      0.934 0.937 0.945 0.782 0.788 0.811 
bt_1 0.888 0.870 0.896         
bt _2 0.920 0.883 0.910         
bt _3 0.947 0.886 0.933         
bt _4 0.772 0.911 0.861         
             
Brand 
Commitment     0.842 0.924 0.888 0.641 0.802 0.726 
bc_1 0.789 0.927 0.874         
bc _2 0.806 0.856 0.836         
bc _3 0.806 0.912 0.845         
          
Consumer 
Legitimacy     0.901 0.933 0.916 0.694 0.776 0.731 
cl_1 0.802 0.989 0.852         
cl _2 0.836 0.851 0.827         
cl _3 0.879 0.843 0.865         
cl _4 0.813 0.929 0.877         
             
Environmental 
Legitimacy     0.944 0.975 0.959 0.808 0.908 0.855 
envl_1 0.786 0.951 0.848         
envl _2 0.937 0.961 0.955         
envl _3 0.937 0.964 0.949         
envl _4 0.927 0.946 0.928         
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Table 2: Comparison of Composite Reliability and AVE of EGA Before and After Removing 
ega_2 and ega_5 
  Before Adjustment  After Adjustment  
  Composite Reliability AVE Composite Reliability AVE 
EGA 0.750 0.412 0.923 0.799 

 
Table 3: Comparison of Composite Reliability and AVE of All Contructs Before and After 
Removing ega_2 and ega_5 
  Before Adjustment  After Adjustment  
  Composite Reliability AVE Composite Reliability AVE 
BC 0.888 0.726 0.888 0.726 
BT 0.945 0.811 0.945 0.811 
CL 0.916 0.731 0.916 0.731 
EGA 0.75 0.412 0.923 0.799 
EMPL 0.966 0.877 0.966 0.877 
ENVL 0.959 0.855 0.959 0.855 
IL 0.941 0.761 0.941 0.761 
ML 0.965 0.875 0.965 0.875 
PBA 0.913 0.725 0.913 0.725 

Table 1 continued: Factor Loadings, Composite Reliability and AVE of Control Group 
 
Employee 
Legitimacy      0.964 0.963 0.966 0.87 0.867 0.977 
empl_1 0.911 0.939 0.928         
empl _2 0.937 0.925 0.938         
empl _3 0.954 0.940 0.951         
empl _4 0.928 0.920 0.930         
             
Moral 
Legitimacy     0.954 0.965 0.965 0.839 0.974 0.875 
ml_1 0.872 0.906 0.896         
ml _2 0.946 0.958 0.959         
ml _3 0.950 0.914 0.945         
ml _4 0.893 0.960 0.939         
          
Instrumental 
Legitimacy      0.928 0.971 0.941 0.722 0.970 0.761 
il_1 0.833 0.908 0.833         
il _2 0.796 0.948 0.847         
il _3 0.843 0.910 0.870         

Il_4 0.894 0.946 0.905         
Il_ 5 0.879 0.950 0.905             
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Table 4a. P-Values for Path Relationships 
 

        Combined German Chinese 

Hypotheses 
Independent 

Variable Moderator 
Dependent 
Variable Coefficient 

p-
value Result Coefficient 

p-
value Coefficient 

p-
value 

H1: The respective brand’s moral 
legitimacy positively affects the 
respective brand’s instrumental 
legitimacy. 

Moral 
Legitimacy  Instrumental 

Legitimacy  -0.102 0.430 REJECTED -0.108 0.526 0.060 0.657 

H2: Prior brand attitude 
positively affects the brand’s 
moral legitimacy positive effect 
on the respective brand’s 
instrumental legitimacy. 

Moral 
Legitimacy 

Prior Brand 
Attitude 

Instrumental 
Legitimacy  0.068 0.524 REJECTED 0.039 0.813 0.027 0.885 

H3: Brand commitment 
positively affects the brand’s 
moral legitimacy positive effect 
on the respective brand’s 
instrumental legitimacy. 

Moral 
Legitimacy 

Brand 
Commitmen
t 

Instrumental 
Legitimacy  -0.139 0.125 REJECTED -0.006 0.967 -0.371 0.046

* 

H4: Brand trust positively affects 
the brand’s moral legitimacy 
positive effect on the respective 
brand’s instrumental legitimacy. 

Moral 
Legitimacy Brand Trust Instrumental 

Legitimacy  0.097 0.400 REJECTED -0.008 0.957 0.211 0.333 
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Table 4b: P-Values of Indicators with Direct Relationships  
 

p-values (Direct Effect) 

 ML IL 

BC  0.021** 

BT  0.528 

PBA  0.000*** 

CL 0.375  

EMPL 0.000***  

ENVL 0.001***  

EGA 0.756  
 
 
Table 4c: P-Values of Indicators with Moderating Relationships  
 

p-values (Moderating effect) 

 EGA BC BT PBA 

EMPLà ML 0.234    

ENVLàML 0.144    

CLàML 0.853    

ML à IL  0.117 0.494 0.528 
 
 
 
Table 4d: P-Values of Indicators among Legitimacy Dimensions  
 

  p-value (Among legit. dimensions) 

  CL ENVL EMPL ML 

ML 0.375 0.001** 0.000***  

IL    0.427 
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Table 5: Fornell-Larcker Matrix of Combined Control Groups 
 

  BC BT CL EGA EMPL ENVL IL ML PBA 
BC 0.852         

BT 0.543 0.900        

CL 0.428 0.620 0.855       

EGA -0.128 -0.143 0.145 0.894      

EMPL 0.482 0.738 0.601 -0.227 0.937     

ENVL 0.487 0.687 0.592 -0.212 0.737 0.925    

IL 0.514 0.541 0.588 0.055 0.507 0.418 0.872   

ML 0.495 0.816 0.585 -0.287 0.814 0.788 0.407 0.935  
PBA 0.564 0.760 0.560 -0.124 0.559 0.534 0.688 0.609 0.852 

 
 
Table 6: HTMT Ratios of Combined Control Groups   
 

 BC BT CL EGA EMPL ENVL IL ML 
BC         
BT 0.625        
CL 0.506 0.688       
EGA 0.145 0.162 0.18      
EMPL 0.543 0.786 0.656 0.144     
ENVL 0.556 0.739 0.654 0.130 0.775    
IL 0.574 0.575 0.648 0.138 0.531 0.437   
ML 0.561 0.871 0.635 0.160 0.851 0.831 0.419  
PBA 0.691 0.878 0.639 0.173 0.635 0.624 0.732 0.706 
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Table 7: Fornell-Larcker Matrix of German Control Group 
 
 BC BT CL EGA EMPL ENVL IL ML PBA 
BC 0.800         
BT 0.337 0.884        
CL 0.190 0.586 0.833       
EGA 0.108 -0.097 0.148 0.842      
EMPL 0.171 0.625 0.509 -0.339 0.933     

ENVL 0.201 0.537 0.495 -0.111 0.576 0.899    
IL 0.448 0.459 0.433 -0.001 0.370 0.217 0.850   
ML 0.258 0.733 0.500 -0.463 0.737 0.738 0.276 0.916  
PBA 0.501 0.661 0.451 -0.178 0.386 0.385 0.676 0.458 0.845 

 
 
 
 
Table 8: HTMT Ratios of German Control Group 
 

 BC BT CL EGA EMPL ENVL IL ML 
BC         

BT 0.489        

CL 0.308 0.638       

EGA 0.157 0.132 0.236      

EMPL 0.207 0.670 0.564 0.178     

ENVL 0.274 0.601 0.550 0.235 0.611    

IL 0.531 0.500 0.486 0.301 0.402 0.237   

ML 0.349 0.800 0.528 0.227 0.771 0.792 0.295  
PBA 0.671 0.783 0.513 0.208 0.438 0.472 0.733 0.543 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 156 

 
 
Table 9: Fornell-Larcker Matrix of Chinese Control Group 
 
 BC BT CL EGA EMPL ENVL IL ML PBA 
BC 0.896         
BT 0.680 0.888        
CL 0.660 0.790 0.881       
EGA -0.164 0.081 0.18 0.913      
EMPL 0.743 0.822 0.761 0.006 0.931     
ENVL 0.675 0.762 0.769 -0.127 0.865 0.953    
IL 0.661 0.879 0.772 -0.067 0.801 0.784 0.933   
ML 0.637 0.842 0.823 0.154 0.871 0.765 0.790 0.935  
PBA 0.608 0.907 0.768 0.194 0.749 0.663 0.837 0.778 0.901 

 
 
 
Table 10: HTMT Ratio of Chinese Control Group  
 

 BC BT CL EGA EMPL ENVL IL ML 
BC         

BT 0.751        

CL 0.739 0.872       

EGA 0.193 0.144 0.197      

EMPL 0.812 0.883 0.824 0.115     

ENVL 0.735 0.810 0.825 0.112 0.903    

IL 0.713 0.938 0.828 0.114 0.838 0.813   

ML 0.693 0.905 0.885 0.196 0.916 0.798 0.825  
PBA 0.664 0.991 0.842 0.269 0.799 0.701 0.888 0.830 

 
 
 
 
 Table 11: R square values of Control Groups  
 

 
R Square R Square 

Adjusted 

 

IL 0.479 0.398 Moderate 

ML 0.744 0.704 Substantial 
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Table 12: Correlation of Marker Question and Respective Individual Indicators for Control 
Groups 
 
  marker_1   marker_1   marker_1 
ega_1 -0.361 bc_1 0.071 empl_3 0.024 
ega_2 -0.286 bc_2 0.116 empl_4 0.088 
ega_3 -0.187 bc_3 0.015 ml_1 0.086 
ega_4 -0.189 cl_1 -0.057 ml_2 0.071 
ega_5 -0.194 cl_2 -0.045 ml_3 0.096 
pba_1 0.112 cl_3 -0.148 ml_4 0.111 
pba_2 0.130 cl_4 -0.070 il_1 -0.002 
pba_3 0.077 envl_1 0.075 il_2 0.038 
pba_4 0.108 envl_2 0.107 il_3 0.053 
bt_1 0.104 envl_3 0.152 il_4 -0.033 
bt_2 0.053 envl_4 0.063 il_5 -0.029 
bt_3 0.068 empl_1 0.068    
bt_4 0.037 empl_2 0.016     

 
 
 
Table 13: Variance Indictors Factors of Control Groups 
 
  VIF   VIF   VIF 
CL * EGA 1 cl_3 2.713 il_1 3.823 
EMPL * EGA 1 cl_4 3.070 il_2 3.217 
ENVL * EGA 1 ega_1 2.230 il_3 3.431 
ML * BC 1 ega_2 1.701 il_4 5.178 
ML * BT 1 ega_3 2.935 il_5 4.776 
ML * PBA 1 ega_4 3.632 ml_1 2.941 
bc_1 1.832 ega_5 1.765 ml_2 9.145 
bc_2 1.806 empl_1 4.545 ml_3 7.192 
bc_3 1.713 empl_2 4.940 ml_4 5.210 
bt_1 3.177 empl_3 5.919 pba_1 2.018 
bt_2 3.652 empl_4 4.547 pba_2 2.160 
bt_3 4.650 envl_1 2.329 pba_3 2.723 
bt_4 2.333 envl_2 6.626 pba_4 2.828 
cl_1 2.507 envl_3 6.542   

cl_2 2.066 envl_4 5.855     
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APPENDIX D. COMPARSION OF CONTROL AND NON-

CONTROL GROUP 

Table 1: Comparison of Mean Vales of Indicators Between Control and Non-Control-Groups 
 

  Mean 

 German Chinese Combined 

  Non-control Control Non-Control Control Non-control Control 

ega_1 5.815 5.642 5.267 4.898 5.564 5.284 
ega_2 6.045 5.792 5.587 5.245 5.835 5.529 
ega_3 6.219 6.208 5.653 5.347 5.96 5.794 
ega_4 6.14 6.113 5.853 5.531 6.009 5.833 

ega_5 5.461 5.302 5.38 5.367 5.424 5.333 

items average 5.936 5.811 5.548 5.278 5.758 5.555 

pba_1 4.197 4.264 4.393 4.184 4.287 4.225 
pba_2 2.601 2.491 4.147 4.265 3.308 3.343 

pba_3 3.489 3.528 4.253 4.020 3.838 3.765 

pba_4 3.500 3.453 4.413 4.306 3.918 3.863 

items average 3.447 3.434 4.302 4.194 3.838 3.799 

bt_1 2.966 3.000 4.180 4.041 3.521 3.500 
bt_2 3.556 3.415 4.407 4.143 3.945 3.765 
bt_3 3.478 3.038 4.147 4.020 3.784 3.510 
bt_4 2.966 2.849 3.853 3.918 3.372 3.363 

items average 3.242 3.076 4.147 4.031 3.656 3.535 

bt_1 2.775 2.679 3.367 3.184 3.046 2.922 
bc_2 2.562 2.642 3.36 3.408 2.927 3.010 
bc_3 2.393 2.434 3.107 3.204 2.720 2.804 

items average 2.577 2.585 3.278 3.265 2.898 2.912 

ss_1 5.489  4.993  5.262  
ss_2 5.466  5.553  5.506  
ss_3 5.185  5.040  5.119  
ss_4 5.826  5.580  5.713  
ss_5 6.022  5.600  5.829  
items average 5.598   5.353   5.486   
cl_1 3.657 3.811 3.867 3.939 3.753 3.873 
cl_2 3.837 4.151 3.693 4.143 3.771 4.147 

cl_3 3.657 4.075 3.773 4.184 3.710 4.127 

cl_4 3.803 4.208 3.833 4.265 3.817 4.235 

items average 3.739 4.061 3.792 4.133 3.763 4.096 
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Table 1 continued: Comparison of Mean Vales of Indicators Between Control and Non-Control-
Groups 

  
  

envl_1 3.753 3.245 3.14 3.837 3.473 3.529 

envl_2 2.562 2.755 3.133 3.837 2.823 3.275 

envl_3 2.500 2.698 3.040 3.918 2.747 3.284 

envl_4 2.618 2.717 2.927 3.694 2.759 3.186 

items average 2.858 2.854 3.060 3.820 2.951 3.319 

empl_1 3.146 3.283 3.347 3.959 3.238 3.608 

empl_2 3.163 3.358 3.313 4.020 3.232 3.676 

empl_3 3.185 3.189 3.387 3.918 3.277 3.539 

empl_4 3.022 3.151 3.293 4.000 3.146 3.559 

items average 3.129 3.245 3.335 3.974 3.223 3.596 

ml_1 3.247 3.358 3.493 4.102 3.36 3.716 

ml_2 2.663 2.887 3.273 4.184 2.942 3.510 

ml_3 2.596 2.811 3.413 4.286 2.970 3.520 

ml_4 2.77 3.057 3.333 4.245 3.027 3.627 

items average 2.819 3.028 3.378 4.204 3.075 3.593 

il_1 4.646 5.019 3.633 4.102 4.183 4.578 

il_2 3.438 3.358 3.080 3.796 3.274 3.569 

il_3 3.331 3.642 2.873 3.796 3.122 3.716 

il_4 4.230 4.642 3.207 4.020 3.762 4.343 

il_5 4.039 4.566 3.547 4.102 3.814 4.343 

items average 3.937 4.245 3.268 3.963 3.631 4.110 
 

 

 


