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ABSTRACT

This research examines how the country of origin (national vs. foreign) affects the relation between corporate social responsibility (CSR)
and consumers' willingness to pay and purchase intention. In the study, we adopted a first-price sealed bid auction approach, using money
in a “real-world” setting. The results showed that CSR/corporate social irresponsibility (CSIR) affects consumer behavior and, particularly,
consumers' willingness to pay and purchase intention. The study supports both the moderation hypothesis of country of origin in the rela-
tionship between CSR/CSIR and willingness to pay and between CSR/CSIR and purchase intention. In the globalization context, these re-
sults have important implications for brands' communication and marketing strategy and can stimulate important insights in organizations.
Future research directions and limitations are also discussed. Copyright © 2016 John Wiley & Sons, Ltd.

key words Corporate social irresponsibility; Corporate social responsibility; Country of origin; Purchase intents; Willingness to pay

INTRODUCTION

Contemporary international directives concerning decisional
processes have led organizations to consider social and envi-
ronmental aspects as they do economic issues impacting their
decision-making processes (Dahlsrud, 2006; Schuitema and
De Groot, 2015). Therefore, understanding how organiza-
tions distinguish themselves regarding these aspects in the
current competitive economic conjecture is fundamental.
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) can be considered a
competitive advantage (Peloza and Shang, 2011) that is rap-
idly growing interest among contemporary organizations
(Aguinis and Glavas, 2012) because it captures the most
important organizational concerns and their relations with
and in society (Carroll, 1999). For example, a study
conducted in 2004 found that during the buying decision
process, 46 per cent of European consumers considered the
company's CSR very important (Mori, 2004).

Research has aimed to identify a possible relationship be-
tween CSR and consumer behavior. However, the CSR liter-
ature remains fragmented (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012)
regarding how CSR varies across brands and countries and
how it may affect consumers' willingness to pay, as well as
their purchase intention (Vitell, 2003; Schuitema and De
Groot, 2015). In order to respond to these needs, the present
investigation aimed to understand how the impact of CSR
and corporate social irresponsibility (CSIR) on consumer be-
havior differs according to the brand's country of origin
(COO; national vs. foreign). Specifically, we proposed to
study the effect of perceived practices of CSR/CSIR on a na-
tional brand (Jubileu—Portuguese) and on a foreign brand

(Cadbury—England) and understand the relationship be-
tween these constructs, purchase intentions, and willingness
to pay. Furthermore, and as suggested in the literature (e.g.,
Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004), this research focused on ana-
lyzing whether the COO moderates the relationship between
CSIR/CSR and how consumers react to the brands' CSR ma-
nipulations, considering the outcomes of purchase intentions
and the amount they are willing to pay.

Social responsibility has been the subject of many studies.
Nonetheless, little research has approached the theme from
an individual consumer's perspective where the COO appears
as a moderator variable affecting the relationship between
CSR/CSIR and consumer behavior (Aguinis and Glavas,
2012). Moreover, the effect of the COO on pricing decision
remains unexplained (Koschate-Fischer et al., 2012). Hence,
these issues are the focus of this study. By studying the effect
of the COO on the relationship between CSR/CSIR and con-
sumer behavior, we believed that we could innovatively con-
tribute to a better understanding of these phenomena.
Moreover, the present research has overcome measurement
issues that have been pointed out in the literature regarding
clients' willingness to pay by presenting a study with real
brands, real money in a “real world” setting. It has also
responded to a methodological concern from previous re-
search where there was a difference between what consumers
said they were going to pay and what they actually paid in
real money (Carrington et al., 2010). Furthermore, the major-
ity of the literature on CSR has had an Anglo-American fo-
cus on sampling choices (Gerde and Wokutch, 1998).
Hence, attending to different cultures is important in order
to fully understand the construct.

CORPORATE SOCIAL RESPONSIBILITY

Corporate social responsibility has been defined as the way
organizations relate to all of their stakeholders, including
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clients, shareholders, proprietors, investors, collaborators,
and communities (Khoury et al., 1999). As conceptualized
by Khoury et al. (1999), social responsibility involves an
investment in community awareness, in better relations with
collaborators, in employment creation and maintenance, in
the environment, in administration issues, and financial
performance, thus targeting organizations' sustainability.

Attending to the large number of distinct definitions of
CSR that can be found in the literature, this research assumes
the European Commission's definition proposed in 2011. The
European Commission has defined CSR as “companies
taking responsibility for their impact on society” (European
Commission, 2011, p. 6). This definition includes important
aspects, such as sustainable business strategies with socially
responsible practices, the development of owners and share-
holders' concept of return on investment by creating value for
other stakeholders, the recognition of human rights, and
considerations about ethics, society (Carroll, 1991, 1999),
the environment, and consumers (Carroll, 1999). According
to this definition, CSR respects corporations' actions towards
society and the environment beyond legal obligations,
assuming the five dimensions referred by Dahlsrud (2006):
(i) environmental dimension; (ii) social dimension; (iii)
economic dimension; (iv) stakeholders' dimension; and (v)
dimension of voluntarism. The environmental dimension is
related to the environmental preservation and the impact of
the business' operations. The social dimension involves the
relation between business and society, integrating social
and business operations. The third dimension (economic)
includes the contribution of economic development and the
preservation of profitability. The stakeholders' dimension
describes how organizations interact with their stakeholders
based on ethical values. Lastly, the voluntarism' dimension
describes voluntary practices, referring to actions that are
not prescribed by law.

Dahlsrud's (2006) CSR taxonomy has not been consen-
sual among the literature. For example, Turker (2009) clas-
sified CSR according to four different categories,
considering CSR towards (i) social and non-social stake-
holders; (ii) customers; (iii) government; and (iv)
employees. The first category states that the firm is respon-
sible for fulfilling its obligations with the environment and
society. When considering CSR towards costumers, the em-
phasis is on developing responsibility in the relationship
with costumers, product quality, costumer service, product
safety and support, and follow-up of customer complaints.
CSR towards governments means that the company follows
government rules and pays taxes. Lastly, CSR towards em-
ployees is the category that we have adopted in the current
study. The category involves the ways companies provide
employee well-being, transparent R&S processes, career op-
portunities, and equity for all employees, job security, pro-
motes communication with employees, and introduces
organizational justice and fairness (Farooq et al., 2014).
We opted for the variable CSR towards employees because
the literature has mentioned that CSR towards the transpar-
ency of human resources practices and labor conditions in-
creases consumers' intentions to purchase (Kang and
Hustvedt, 2014).

Corporate social (ir)responsibility impact on consumer
behavior
Several empirical studies have suggested a possible relation
between social responsibility, corporative ethics, and support
for social causes with better financial performance (Pava and
Krause, 1996). This relationship is explained by a higher or-
ganizational identification between employees/customers
and the company (Vitell, 2003; Roeck and Delobbe, 2012).
Simon (1995) affirmed that consumers expected ethical and
socially responsible behavior from companies they purchase
products from. As referred by Carrigan and Attalla (2001),
consumers tended to be more discriminative in their behavior
with more information about the socially responsible activi-
ties. Moreover, people tended to identify themselves with
brands that had a prestigious image, because it enhanced
their self-esteem and the need to belong to the group (Tajfel
and Turner, 1985). Some evidence has also suggested a
relation between social responsibility and positive consumer
feedback at an affective, cognitive, and behavioral level
(Brown and Dacin, 1997; Creyer and Ross, 1997; Murray
and Vogel, 1997; Folkes and Kamins, 1999; Sen and
Bhattacharya, 2001). On the other hand, CSR practices tend
to affect individuals' brand trustworthiness, which in turn,
affect purchase intentions (Dauw et al., 2011).

In sum, these positive effects of CSR can be particularly
observed in perceived quality (Folkes and Kamins, 1999),
willingness to pay (Creyer and Ross, 1997), and also on
purchase intentions (Murray and Vogel, 1997; Kang and
Hustvedt, 2014; Schuitema and De Groot, 2015). However,
most of these studies were conducted with correlational
approaches. To overcome this limitation, we conducted a
study to test how COO moderates the relationship between
CSR and customer decision.

The role of country of origin
Country of origin has been one of the most researched inter-
national aspects of consumer behavior (Xu et al., 2013); the
most widely studied phenomenon in international business,
marketing, and consumer behavior literature (Peterson and
Jolibert, 1995); and one of the most significant phenomena
impacting the evaluations of foreign products (Kumara and
Canhua, 2010). The first reference to this concept dates back
to 1962, when Dichter (1962) affirmed that the COO could
strongly influence the acceptance and success of the product.
Thus, the COO effect of product or brand has been known to
affect the perception of consumers as well as their behavior
(Melnyk et al., 2012).

This study addresses the role of the social identity theory
(Tajfel and Turner, 1979; Tajfel, 1982) from the perspective
of the COO, namely, to explain the moderating role of the
COO in the relationship between CSR and purchase inten-
tion. What is more, the current study sheds light on findings
from previous research, which have shown that the COO af-
fects consumer purchase intentions (Koschate-Fischer et al.,
2012; Xu et al., 2013). Most studies have emphasized the
countries' image effect on product price (Koschate-Fischer
et al., 2012) or the relationship between COO context and
consumers' price tolerance (Drozdenko and Jensen, 2009).
As mentioned by Baker and Ballington (2002), evidence
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has pointed towards the tendency for consumers to attribute a
favorable evaluation to domestic products and national
brands (Nenycz-Thiel and Romaniuk, 2014), even though
these can be more expensive (Han and Terpstra, 1988).
Moreover, a recent study that reinforced these findings also
showed that consumers with cultural appropriation towards
a specific country, company, or product were more influ-
enced in their purchase intentions (Suh et al., in press). Indi-
viduals have stereotypes about the COO and other countries
with a tendency to favor their in-group (against an out-
group), which promotes their identification, self-concept,
and self-esteem (Tajfel and Turner, 1985). Accordingly, in-
group identity or favoritism may be accompanied by rejec-
tion of other groups (Verkuyten and Yildiz, 2007).

The literature has shown that the COO may be a cogni-
tive, affective, or normative mechanism that affects attitudes
and behavior (Verlegh and Steenkamp, 1999). In other
words, the COO promotes ethnic identity with important
cognitive symbolic and emotional meaning to consumers
(Cher-Min et al., 2014). At the cognitive level, most studies
have focused on the cognitive mechanisms behind the way
information is used by consumers regarding a product in or-
der to infer beliefs about the product's attributes, such as its
quality (Schuitema and De Groot, 2015). According to Lotz
and Hu (2001), consumers hold stereotyped images about
countries, and these images are used by consumers as judg-
ing lanes to evaluate the product, and thus function as
“clues” for the quality of the product and other attributes
such as price and brand reputation (Steenkamp, 1990).

The impact of the COO at the effective level may be asso-
ciated with aspects such as status, authenticity, and exoticism
(Verlegh and Steenkamp, 1999), as well as to sensory stimuli
and connotations related to the country in question
(Askegaard and Ger, 1998). As for the normative effect,
Verlegh and Steenkamp (1999) reported that since the pur-
chase of a domestic product is considered a way to support
its economy, the moral duty to buy domestic products arises,
especially when buying products from foreign countries is
considered a questionable practice. As noted by Shimp and
Sharma (1987), many consumers feel that it is morally cor-
rect to buy products that are manufactured or produced in
their own country, making ethnocentrism an important factor
in consumer purchase. According to Han and Terpstra
(1988), ethnocentrism on consumption affects the evaluation
of products and can increase purchase intentions, as con-
sumers perceive the purchase of domestic products as a con-
tribution to the increase of employment in their country and
to the national economy.

Hypotheses development
Evidence (Baker and Ballington, 2002) has shown that the
COO and its image only influence purchase intention if both
the domestic and foreign products are identical in price and
quality. Therefore, to gain a competitive advantage, a domes-
tic brand should offer more (Baker and Ballington, 2002) so-
cially responsible practices within its producing company.
However, the COO appears in most studies as an independent
variable and not as a moderating variable that affects the di-
rection and/or strength of the relation between the perception

of CSR and consumer behavior (Koschate-Fischer et al.,
2012). Assuming the relation between the COO and CSR,
and the assumption that consumers are interested in ethical
and socially responsible behavior with direct effects on their
own group (Russell and Russell, 2010), we propose that there
is a moderating effect of the COO on the relationship between
CSR/CSIR and consumers' response. This idea can be sup-
ported by the social identity theory. As suggested by Tajfel
and Turner (1979) and Tajfel (1982), people tend to insert
and identify themselves with a group (in-group), leading them
to favor the in-group (“we, the Portuguese”) over the general
group. Grau and Folse (2007) suggested that the geographic
target of a CSR activity partially influences consumers' atti-
tudes toward these activities. As referred by Russell and Rus-
sell (2010), in line with the egocentrism literature, customers
tend to value the within-group brand (national brand), as a
way of valuing their within group status (Collins, 1996).
Within CSIR practices, there is a tendency to punish the value
of the brand within the group. Thus, customers tend to look
downward on social comparison, by creating distancing strat-
egies (e.g., decreasing purchase intent and offering a lower
value for the product) to protect their self-esteem and self-
identity (Wills, 1981). Accordingly, the variable COO ap-
pears as a moderator in the relationship between CSR/CSIR
and the outcomes of willingness to pay and purchase inten-
tion. It is important to refer that as far as we know, no earlier
studies have established this moderation relation. Thus, we
hypothesize the following:

Hypothesis 1: The COO moderates the relationship be-
tweenCSR/CSIR and thewillingness to pay.When compa-
nies are socially responsible, consumers will be willing to
pay more money for the products of the national brand,
whereas when companies are socially irresponsible, con-
sumerswill punish the national brand by paying lessmoney
for its products and more for products from foreign brands.

Hypothesis 2: The COO moderates the relationship be-
tween CSR/CSIR and purchase intention. When compa-
nies are socially responsible, consumers will show more
purchase intention for the national brand, whereas when
companies are socially irresponsible, consumers will pun-
ish the national brand by showing less purchase intention
towards it and more towards foreign brands.

Stimuli selection
In this section, we present the statistical procedures that en-
abled the selection of the brands/stimuli for the two studies
presented in this research. We aimed to (i) know the percep-
tion of university students regarding Portuguese brands of
chocolate's; (ii) select the brands/stimuli to be used in studies
1 and 2; and (iii) establish a baseline to understand how much
consumers are willing to pay for a 50-g bar of chocolate.

Methodology
Participants
Our sample size consisted of 182 university students aged
between 17 and 45 years (M=22.15; SD=3.95), 113 of
which were males.

The CSR and COO effects on consumer behavior
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Procedures and measures
The survey was distributed online through Facebook—using
the Qualtrics platform. Participants were invited to share
their perception and opinion regarding both foreign
(Cadbury, Milka, Nestlé, and Toblerone) and national
(Jubileu, Regina, and Pantagruel) chocolate brands in this
survey. Brands were selected based on a research made on
three retail websites of companies with a higher volume of
sales in Portugal.

Regarding the chocolate brands, participants were asked
to identify (i) the brand familiarity (between 1—not familiar
and 5—very familiar); (ii) the probability of acquiring a bar
of chocolate (between 1—not probable and 5—very proba-
ble); and (iii) how socially irresponsible or responsible they
consider the brand to be (between 1—very socially irrespon-
sible and 5—very socially responsible).

Participants were also asked to mention how much they
would be willing to pay for a 50-g bar of chocolate of each
of those brands (willingness to pay), using an open-ended
question format. We used this hypothetical measure of the
value that consumers are willing to pay, with no purchasing
obligations (Voelckner, 2006), also known as open-ended
contingent valuation (Wertenbroch and Skiera, 2002).

RESULTS

A descriptive analysis and a comparison between brands
were made in order to understand university students' percep-
tions about their familiarity with chocolate brands. A re-
peated measures ANOVA with a Greenhouse–Geisser
correction determined that mean familiarity differed statisti-
cally significantly between chocolate brands (F(1, 170)
= 7.329, p<0.01). Post hoc tests using the Bonferroni cor-
rection revealed that there were no significant differences be-
tween Cadbury and Jubileu (p=0.16), nor between Milka
and Nestlé (p=1.00).

Regarding the probability of acquiring a bar of chocolate
from the referred brand, the results revealed statistically sig-
nificant differences, according to the repeated measure
ANOVA with a Greenhouse–Geisser correction (F(1,166)
= 8.734, p<0.01). Post hoc tests using the Bonferroni cor-
rection showed that, assuming p<0.05, there were no signif-
icant differences between the brands: Cadbury and Jubileu
(p=0.08), Cadbury and Pantagruel (p=0.84), and Milka
and Nestlé (p=1.00), nor between Pantagruel and Regina
(p=1.00). Dunn's multiple comparison test showed that there
were no significant differences in the preference between
Jubileu and Cadbury, Jubileu and Pantagruel, Pantagruel
and Regina, Toblerone and Nestlé, nor between the brands
Milka and Nestlé (p=1.00).

The perceived social responsibility did not differ signifi-
cantly between the various brands according to the repeated
measure ANOVA with a Greenhouse–Geisser correction (F
(1, 145) = 3.571, p=0.06). Post tests using the Bonferroni
correction revealed no significant differences between the
following chocolate brands: Cadbury and Jubileu (p=1.00),
Cadbury and Pantagruel (p=1.00), and Milka and Nestlé
(p=1.00).

Consumers claimed to be willing to pay on average €1.15
for a bar of chocolate (SD=0.72). The amount participants
werewilling to pay for that particular brand also yielded signif-
icant results according to the repeatedmeasureANOVAwith a
Greenhouse–Geisser correction (F(1, 131) = 4.933, p<0.05).
Post hoc tests using the Bonferroni correction assuming
p< 0.05 showed that there were no significant differences be-
tween the brands Cadbury and Jubileu (p=0.59), Cadbury and
Pantagruel (p=1.00), Cadbury and Regina (p=0.43), Jubileu
and Pantagruel (p=1.00), Milka and Toblerone (p=1.00),
andNestlé andToblerone (p=0.27) and between the chocolate
brands Pantagruel and Regina (p=0.15). According to our
analysis, we found that Cadbury and Jubileu were the brands
(national and foreign) with no significant differences in terms
of brand familiarity, probability of acquiring a bar of choco-
late, social responsibility, and willingness to pay. We opted
for the cited brands considering this evidence.

Experimental study
This study was conducted to understand the effect of
CSR/CSIR on consumers' behavior when considering a na-
tional brand or a foreign brand. Research aimed to experi-
mentally test the effect of the brand of the COO (Portugal
—Jubileu or England—Cadbury) on the relation between
the CSR/CSIR scenarios, by measuring consumers' purchase
intention and willingness to pay (open-ended contingent
valuation).

Methodology
Participants
For the current study, 144 university students (103 female)
aged between 18 and 31 years (M=21.52; SD=2.36) were
randomly assigned by the four experimental situations.

Procedures
First, participants were approached by the experimenter who
asked them, on a scale of 1 to 10, how much they were inter-
ested in acquiring a bar of chocolate if they had the money.
In order to control the motivation to buy a chocolate bar,
all participants who answered a number under 5 were ex-
cluded from the study. Then, we paired participants and gave
them a news article about CSR or CSIR practices regarding a
national/Portuguese brand (Jubileu) or the foreign brand
(Cadbury)—2×2 experimental manipulation. Besides the
news article, we gave participants an envelope with €2 in 8
coins (a €1 coin, a €0.50 coin, a €0.20 coin, two €0.10 coins,
a €0.05 coin, a €0.02 coin, and a €0.01 coin) and a pen.

We attributed a number to each of the experimental condi-
tions—CSR of a national/Portuguese brand (1), CSIR of a
national/Portuguese brand (2), CSR of a foreign brand (3),
and CSIR of a foreign brand (4).

Each pair of participants was instructed to read the given
news article, leave the envelope with the amount of money
they were willing to pay for a 50-g bar of chocolate of the
brand mentioned in the news article, and write the value on
the outside of the envelope (without letting their partner
see). The participant offering the highest bid for the choco-
late would keep it, and every participant would keep the re-
maining money. After participants finished the task, the
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experimenter gave them a questionnaire, left and returned af-
ter 15minutes to collect it, and announce the winner of the
chocolate, as well as inform them about the nature of the
study in detail, by clarifying the study's purpose (debriefing).

Measures
Purchase intention. The purchase intentions of the referred
chocolate brands were measured by using a 5-point Liker-
type scale (1—completely disagree to 5—completely agree)
(Putrevu and Lord, 1994). Items such as “The next time,
when i need to take out insurance, I will do it with (brand)”
and “I will definitely take out insurance with (brand)” were
adapted to the context of chocolate brands. The scale used
in this study was translated following the back translation
procedure (Brislin, 1986).

Willingness to pay. To measure willingness to pay, we used
an auction mechanism. The auction mechanism used to elicit
willingness to pay bids was the first-price sealed bid auction
(McFadden, 2003), with participants submitting sealed bids
for the product (1 unit), and the highest bidder winning the
auction and paying the highest bid amount. The participant
offering the highest bid for the chocolate would keep it and
every participant would keep the remaining money.

Auctions can be very useful to gain knowledge about con-
sumers' evaluations of a product, and for these reasons, in
laboratory settings, auctions have been intensively employed
for willingness to pay elicitation (McFadden, 2003). As men-
tioned by Lusk et al. (2001), this auction mechanism may
provide a good approximation for true maximum willingness
to pay values because inexperienced participants may better
understand the experimental procedure. Another advantage
of this auction mechanism (Lusk et al., 2001) is its simplic-
ity, which is particularly important when experiments occur
in natural environments.

Sample characterization measures. To characterize the sam-
ple, an item was added to the questionnaire to let participants
say whether they had recently bought a chocolate from
Jubileu, Cadbury, or any other brand.

Manipulation check, perceived CSR. Following the proce-
dures suggested by Cozby (2009), we used an item on the
survey to control the effectiveness of experimental manipula-
tion and evaluate how socially responsible or irresponsible
the participants consider the described practices.

Previously, in order to verify the effectiveness of the ex-
perimental manipulation, we included the question “how so-
cially responsible are the practices of (brand)?” in the survey
on a scale of 1 (completely socially irresponsible) to 5
(completely socially responsible). To test the effectiveness
of the experimental manipulation, we included an indepen-
dent sample consisting of 401 university students from a
public university in Portugal (315 women). Ages ranged be-
tween 18 and 57 years (M=21.80; SD=5.09).

The results suggested the effectiveness of the experimental
manipulation (F(2, 351) =124.1, p< 0.01), as statistically rel-
evant differences were registered. Post hoc analysis also con-
firmed that the manipulation was successful (all, p< 0.05).

RESULTS

Regarding the variable willingness to pay the price for the
product, we obtained the mean score of €1.13 (SD=0.42).
A 2 (CSR, CSIR) × 2 (national, foreign) ANOVA design
with willingness to pay as the dependent variable was
conducted to test the interaction effect of social
responsibility ×COO. These results support the moderation
effect of social responsibility ×COO (F(1, 140) = 7.78,
p< .01, ηp2 = 0.05) on willingness to pay, supporting H1
(COO moderates the relationship between CSR/CSIR and
the willingness to pay). As we can see in Figure 1, while in
CSR conditions, participants tended to be willing to pay
more for the national bar of chocolate (MJubileu=1.35 vs.
MCadbury=1.28) and in the CSIR condition, their willingness
to pay was lower than for a foreign brand (MJubileu=0.80 vs.
MCadbury=1.07).

In line with hypothesis 2, we tried to understand the rela-
tionship between the COO and corporate social practices
with customers' purchase intention. Accordingly, a 2 (CSR,
CSIR) ×2 (national, foreign) ANOVA with purchase inten-
tion as the dependent variable was conducted. Our findings
showed evidence of the interaction effect of social
responsibility ×COO (F(1, 140) = 5.10, p<0.05, ηp2 = 0.04)
on purchase intention. This result supports hypothesis 2 that
the COO moderates the relationship between CSR/CSIR and
purchase intention. As in Figure 2, when consumers are
confronted with CSR information about a brand from a
national company, they intend to purchase it more than a
foreign brand (MJubileu=3.33 vs. MCadbury=3.27). However,
in CSIR conditions, consumers revealed a tendency to show
lower purchase intention for the national brand than for the
foreign brand (MJubileu=1.92 vs. MCadbury=2.57).

Figure 1. Interaction effect of the country of origin on the relation
between social (ir)responsibility and willingness to pay.
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DISCUSSION

The current research was designed to answer the question:
Does the impact of CSR/CSIR on consumers differ according
to the brand's COO (national vs. foreign)? Results accepted
both H1 (the COO moderates the relationship between
CSR/CSIR and the willingness to pay) and H2 (the COO
moderates the relationship between CSR/CSIR and purchase
intention). Thus, participants tended to have higher purchase
intention and were willing to pay more for a bar of chocolate
produced by a national brand with CSR practices (compared
with a foreign brand with CSR practices). On the other hand,
participants showed less purchase intention and were willing
to pay less for a bar of chocolate from a national brand with
CSIR practices (compared with a foreign brand with the same
CSIR practices). The interaction effect with purchase inten-
tion as a dependent variable being lower than willingness to
pay is due to purchase intention being considered a “softer”
variable than price (Koschate-Fischer et al., 2012). This ends
up conditioning the interaction effect as it is not a direct mea-
sure that implies money and has a subjective character.

These results are congruent with the social identity theory
(Tajfel and Turner, 1979), revealing the in-group favoritism.
In fact, brand avoidance related with CSIR is explained by
the construction of self-identity within socio-cultural con-
texts through a social comparison (Charmley et al., 2013).
For within-group CSIR (national brand), customers tend to
protect themselves, distancing themselves from the national
brand and maintaining their self-esteem (Wills, 1981; Tajfel
and Turner, 1985) with punishment measures (e.g., less pur-
chase intention and to be willing to pay less).

Theoretical and practical contributions
This study contributes to the consumer behavior and CSR lit-
erature in several ways. First, we draw on the social identity

theory, which suggests that individuals' self-concept is influ-
enced by perceived membership in a relevant social group
(Tajfel and Turner, 1979). We then built and empirically
tested a conceptual model that integrated CSR/CSRI scenar-
ios, COO, and willingness to pay/purchase dependent vari-
ables. Our study extends the social identity theory (Tajfel
and Turner, 1979) as a theoretical framework, as it includes
the COO as a moderating variable in the relationship be-
tween CSR/CSIR and willingness to pay/purchase intention.
To our knowledge, this study is the first to have analyzed
how different CSR/CSIR scenarios affect willingness to
pay and purchase intention regarding brands associated with
different countries. Our findings enrich the social identity
theory literature by indicating that consumers punish the na-
tional brands more (in comparison with the foreign brands)
in scenarios of CSIR and favor the in-group (national brands)
in scenarios of CSR.

Second, from a methodological perspective, we employed
a more objective methodology where participants were obli-
gated to buy a product instead of simply mentioning a virtual
value. As mentioned earlier, researchers found differences
between auction mechanisms used to elicit willingness to
pay bids (with real money) and mere perceptions of willing-
ness to pay (Carrington et al., 2010).

Our study has also provided important managerial consid-
erations for marketing managers. Specifically, we presented a
comprehensive scenario about how consumers react to
CSR/CSIR news in products from different countries. Thus,
our findings provide managerial support for decisors regard-
ing media campaign to change potential stereotypes about
the cognitions, affects, and norms related to situations of
CSR/CSIR and countries' stereotypes. In line with the cos-
tumers' perceptions of CSR/CSIR, our study also provides
guidance to managers in defining and anticipating scenarios
of price differentiation and market segmentation for national
and international brands (Koschate-Fischer et al., 2012).

Another important finding in this research was related to
the impact of CSIR. Particularly, in terms of domestic
brands, consumers tended to be more sensitive to CSIR.
The tendency to punish domestic brands with CSIR practices
more severely can have a tremendous impact on organiza-
tions (e.g. lower willingness to pay, word-of-mouth report,
and boycotts to the brands). This is particularly important, at-
tending to consumers' increased access to information re-
garding CSR and CSIR practices (e.g. via blogs, media, or
social networks) (Groza et al., 2011). These findings are also
especially important considering the attention CSR has re-
ceived from costumers as a response to organizational human
resource requirements (Aguinis and Glavas, 2012).

Limitations and future studies
This study is not without limitations. A first limitation relates
to the sample size. A larger sample would provide more con-
clusive determination. In future studies, it would be useful to
replicate this research with a more representative sample, as
well as with other types of populations, in order to increase
the external validity of the study. Although the homogeneity
of the sample improves internal validity, the Portuguese cul-
tural, socioeconomic, and legal context can influence the

Figure 2. Interaction effect of country of origin in the relation be-
tween social (ir)responsibility and purchase intention.
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perception of CSR and, therefore, the consumer's response
(Kim and Choi, 2013). Thus, it would be important to repli-
cate this study in other cultural contexts and with brands
from other countries (Ho et al., 2012).

Also, the fact that we used two real brands that are avail-
able in the market, and that it was not possible for us to track
the history of the participants' exposure to and relationship
with the brands, could constitute a limitation in this study.
However, this has a weak relevance, as the surveys included
a section related to brand familiarity for the participants, as
well as an item that requested participants to indicate whether
they had acquired any of those chocolate brands recently.
Thus, it would be relevant to replicate this study by using a
fictitious brand stimuli (Nelson et al., 2006), to maximize
the internal validity. Future research could also include new
variables such as the credibility of the message, in-group fa-
voritism, and global citizenship. In the present study, we
used the treatment of employees as the CSR/CSIR manipula-
tion. Future research could also consider different types of
CSR activities, such as environmental CSR/CSIR activities.
In order to increase the studies' internal validity, converging
measures of willingness to pay and purchase intention could
also be pertinent to measure these constructs.

CONCLUSION

Although further studies are needed, Russell and Russell
(2010) have suggested, our findings propose that consumers
will be more sensitive to CSR or CSIR practices with a direct
effect on their own country. Simultaneously, the moderation
effect of the COO on the relation between CSR/CSIR and
consumers' response (willingness to pay and purchase inten-
tion) can be a great opportunity for national brands to pro-
mote themselves, by showing consumers how they act in a
socially responsible way. The context-specific nature of
CSR/CSIR is a big challenge for national and international
brands; thus, managers should rethink how they communi-
cate CSR/CSIR practices. In sum, attending to the impact
of CSR/CSIR on consumer behavior, the prominence of this
theme for organizations is evident, and thus, it is important to
think about this construct in a holistic way, contemplating the
contextual aspects, such as the COO.
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Appendix A

Experimental condition 1: CSR–national brand1,2

Jubileu1 is a traditional Portuguese brand of chocolate2.
Jubileu1 is known for the elevated quality of its products
and for the richness of its ingredients and recipes. This is a
brand that is recognized by chocolate lovers and has regis-
tered remarkable growth in recent years. The social vision
of Jubileu's1 brand creators led them to be pioneers in provid-
ing decent working conditions for their employees at a time
that workers' rights were hardly respected by factories. Now-
adays, the company ensures the quality of life of its em-
ployees and remains a key concern of the Portuguesa
brand2 Jubileu1. For example, it is noted that Jubileu1 ob-
tained the certificate of Social Responsibility SA 8000 in
2004, which was issued by the certification body BVQI. This
is an international standard endorsement of the rights of
workers, which focuses on the social responsibility of
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companies in order to improve overall working conditions of
all members of the company.

Experimental condition 2: CSIR–national brand1,2

Jubileu1 is a traditional Portuguese brand of chocolate2.
Jubileu1 is known for the elevated quality of its products
and for the richness of its ingredients and recipes. This is a
brand that is recognized by chocolate lovers and has regis-
tered remarkable growth in recent years. However, the social
vision of Jubileu's1 brand creators, focused on productivity
and profit, has from early on translated into harmful offenses
to the rights of workers.

Today, the Portuguese brand2 Jubileu1 remains accused
by the public opinion for not respecting its workers, using
cheap labor and offering very precarious life and working
conditions. Jubileu1 employees are often forced to work
hours that extend for more than 12 hours. For example,
Jubileu1 has already been subject to disciplinary action by
the International Labour Organisation in 2004 by the poor
working conditions they expose their employees to.

Experimental condition 3: not mentioned–national brand1,2

Jubileu1 is a traditional Portuguese2 brand of chocolates.
Jubileu1 is known for the high quality of its products and
the richness of their recipes and ingredients. This is a brand

recognized by chocolate lovers and has registered remarkable
growth in recent years.

Jubileu bar (national brand) presented after the text (as a
picture) in study 1 and provided to participants in study 2
in the first-price sealed bid auction approach.

Cadbury bar (foreign brand) presented after the text (as a
picture) in study 1 and provided to participants in study 2 in
the first-price sealed bid auction approach.

1,2We presented the same text for the foreign brand, re-
placing Jubileu1 with Cadbury and the corresponding na-
tionality—from Portuguese brand2 to English brand.
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