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Abstract: This study investigated the components of ethical marketing such as product, price, place,
and promotion using ethical views on the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality
in B2C (business to consumer) transactions. It examined whether the quality and consumer-perceived
product quality of a consumer-brand relationship affects corporate brand loyalty. Data from a panel
of 1,200 consumers who had multiple experiences with a company’s products and brands were used
to test the hypotheses, which were verified using structural equation modeling. The results support
the proposed research model with statistical significance. A corporate marketing mix strategy with
respect to ethical issues was crucial to generate a consumer-brand relationship and perceived product
quality, which were influenced by corporate brand loyalty. However, the outcomes associated with
each area of ethical marketing practice—through the relationship between the mediating variables and
the dependent variable—vary with the business type and other characteristics. Without considering
this aspect, it is difficult to generalize the current results. Thus, further analyses are required in
future studies. However, this study identifies influential factors for building a relationship that
involves ethical marketing practice, relationship quality, and brand loyalty in B2C transactions.
Finally, this study suggests implications for companies regarding which aspects of (un)ethical
marketing practices should be reinforced to achieve corporate brand loyalty. This study confirmed
the significant correlation between the marketing mix strategy from ethical issues, which form the
basis of transactions and relationship quality.
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1. Introduction

Corporate marketing programs primarily focus on attaining consumer loyalty. Such loyalty is
often reflected through favorable attitudes toward the company in the consumer-brand relationship
and in product evaluations. The main purpose is to enhance competitive advantages in the marketplace.
In today’s rapidly changing marketing environment, building strong relationships and brand loyalty
with the consumer is becoming increasingly important for companies. Some studies have argued
that corporations should deliver their brand message and sell their products to consumers while
considering social and environmental issues. Strategies that focus on shared issues increase consumers’
interest in purchasing products or services from such companies [1].

Maintaining a relationship with the consumer and building brand loyalty are major challenges in
the current marketing environment [2]. Today’s highly competitive marketplace makes these challenges
even more daunting. For instance, modern society demands companies to behave responsibly and
ethically toward their stakeholders [3,4].
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Research on ethical marketing strategies, which are formulated to gain competitive advantage, has
been conducted for almost all business areas [5,6]. Ethical marketing practices by a company affect the
daily routine of consumer consumption activity [7]. All ethical marketing practices by a company are
closely related to purchasing products or services, regardless of whether the company is aware of the
strengths and weaknesses of the consumer purchasing power [8]. Corporate managers and marketers
have realized the importance of ethical practice in the advancement of business sustainability [7,9,10],
promotion of ethical management [6], and general marketing issues (e.g., product safety, pricing, and
advertising) [11]. An ethical, or unethical, corporation’s business conduct is inherently likened to its
overall reputation and evaluation; it also emphasizes the corporation’s essential factors to remain
competitive in the marketplace [7,9,10,12].

Despite the apparent importance of ethical marketing practice with respect to relationship building,
product evaluation, and strong brand loyalty, only a few studies have examined the marketing mix
strategy—such as, product, price, place, and promotion—from an ethical issues standpoint as having
a critical influence on consumer attitude formation (e.g., product evaluation and brand loyalty).
That is, how the “marketing mix strategy from ethical issues” functions reflects the consumer product
evaluation, brand perception, and brand loyalty.

The hypothesis, or scope, of this article is to examine the components of the marketing mix from
an ethical perspective and their effect on the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product
quality in B2C transactions. We also examine whether the consumer-brand relationship quality and
consumer-perceived product quality affect corporate brand loyalty. The theoretical and practical
implications of the findings and the study’s limitations and directions for future research are discussed
toward the end of the paper.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1. Ethics and Ethical Marketing

In the literature, the term “ethics” refers to a set of moral norms, principles or values, and the
nature and grounds of morality that guide people’s behavior such as moral judgments, standards,
and rules of conduct [13,14]. The terms “unethical” or “ethical” describe an individual’s subjective
moral judgment of right/wrong or good/bad. By nature, moral sentiments can be either neutral
or negatively/positively valanced [7]. Shea argued that “ethics is a discipline that deals with what
true and false is [15]. Ethics in marketing transpires from marketing executives’ relationships with
organizational members, consumers, rivals, and the sides and include public opinion in the exchange
process” [16]. On the other hand, business ethics is a vital topic for scholars and practitioners [17,18].
Corporate ethics requires setting and maintaining minimum standards of responsibility and behavior
that companies should follow or a system of accountability for a company’s implementation of its
ethical role [19].

Considering previous business ethics research, a plethora of research has focused on the relationship
between ethical management and ethical activities. Ethics is also closely related to social responsibility
because social responsibility relating to ethics includes social relationships within society, in which
enterprises work [20–23]. Consumers in current society continue to demand more high-quality
products, and they display a preference for brands that are socially reputable even at higher prices
when evaluating similar products [24]. Ethical marketing practices provide managers and marketers
with a guideline concerning what they should do when they face an ethical problem [25]. Gaski defined
“ethical marketing as a code of morals and conduct used in marketing practices” [26]. Some scholars define it as
“the systematic study of how moral standards are applied to marketing decisions” [27]. Marketing continuously
involves ethical and moral activities [11,28]. Ethical marketing practices include product-related ethics,
price-related ethics, place-related ethics, and promotion-related ethics.

Product-related ethics includes product safety, product liability, and product imitation, which are
subject to legal regulations. The marketing mix strategy from ethical issues have been emphasized by
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several researchers [1,21,28–33]. Mogan argued that ethics and legal subjects are discussed more in
the new product development process to obtain a competitive advantage as well as determine how
these products damage consumers [34]. Price-related ethics includes the proportion principle and
fairness principle. Price-related ethics should be equal or proportional to benefit, which is taken by the
consumers [35,36] (p.22). The proportion principle says that price levels should be proportional to
the size or significance of the benefit gained from a product or service. Unreasonable pricing might
affect the structure of competition [37,38]. Place-related ethics arises largely in dynamic relationships
along distribution channels. Organizations, which play a dominant role in the distribution process for
products and services from producers to wholesalers to retailers and finally to consumers, occasionally
commit unethical behavior, such as abusing their power [36,39]. Promotion-related ethics issues
could be analyzed with advertising and personal selling [36]. Promotion-related ethics includes moral
problems related to advertising, sales promotion, and public relations. Such a moral problem can
involve an advertisement itself or a sponsor or agency. Salespeople can also encounter moral problems
in the process of contacting customers. Other examples include problems related to sales promotions to
consumers, brokers, and retailers, and problems that occur in relationships with media organizations
for advertising purposes [37,40,41]. For perspective from this discussion, the study should be studied
to build a theoretical model that explains the relationship between the marketing mix from ethical
issues and relationship quality and outcomes of consumer behavior.

2.2. Consumer-Brand Relationship Quality, Perceived Product Quality, and Brand Loyalty

Consumer-brand relationship quality is a comprehensive concept that reflects the intensity,
depth, continuity, and effect of the relationship between a consumer and brand. Consumer-brand
relationship quality could be identified to include brand effect [42], brand identification [43], intimate
relationships [44], brand trust [45], interdependence [43], satisfaction [46], and brand commitment [47].

Previous models of such a relationship posit a hierarchy of common components such as a cognitive,
an affective, and a conative component. These processes are involved in establishing and maintaining the
relationship between consumers and brands [48]. Key factors that affect consumer-brand relationship
quality include purchasing experience, emotional experience, act experience, cognitive beliefs, and
brand commitment [43,46,49,50]. A consumer’s unilateral affective relationship with a brand is more
like a fan’s love for a sports star or a singer than the love that occurs in a personal relationship [51].
To improve the consumer-brand relationship and reinforce a company’s moral aspect and ethical
relationships with customers, it is necessary to consider factors that are unique to consumer-brand
relationship quality. Consumer-brand relationship quality is an association that is built through a
process in which consumers and brands, as two equal parties, contribute to and interact with each
other in a marketplace [43].

2.3. Perceived Product Quality

Perceived product quality has been variously defined in academic fields. Perceived product quality
has been defined as the consumer’s judgment about a product’s overall excellence or superiority [52],
a special type of association [53], and the customer’s perception of the overall quality or superiority
of the product. Perceived quality is different from actual or objective quality, product-based quality,
and manufacturing quality [53]. A perspective from argumentation is that perceived product quality
is the consumer’s perception of the overall components of a product, such as performance, features,
reliability, conformance, dedicated design, durability, serviceability, and aesthetics.

2.4. Brand Loyalty

The terms of loyalty is applied in diverse situations; therefore, the definition of loyalty differs
depending on the situation. Recent studies of loyalty have used “a behavioral index, an attitudinal index,
or a combined index incorporating behavioral, attitudinal, and cognitive aspects according to the nature of the
research” [54–56]. From a behavioral perspective, loyalty can be determined only by purchase behavior
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with a focus on the outcome of such behavior. Brand loyalty is defined as “the likelihood of a customer
repurchasing a certain product or service or recommending it to others; it is argued that customer loyalty
results in continuous purchase behavior” [54–58]. For some scholars, brand loyalty refers to “a deeply held
dispositional commitment that induces users to resist situational influences and marketing efforts that might
have the potential to cause brand-switching behavior” [55,59]. Brand loyalty is classified as affective loyalty
and action loyalty. The best means of measuring brand loyalty is to measure affective loyalty [60–62].
Affective loyalty refers to “the consumer’s preference and affinity for a specific brand; however, the actual
purchase behavior has not yet occurred. Action loyalty is shown by the actual purchase behavior conducted by
consumers for a specific brand” [62]. Oliver emphasized that brand loyalty is considered a critical element
in maximizing and delivering long-term corporate profitability [53,60]. Brand loyalty is considered
one of the critical corporate tools to achieve survival and growth. Gaining loyal customers has become
a major marketing goal and an essential basis to develop a competitive edge [63].

3. Hypotheses and Theoretical Model

The marketing mix strategy with ethical views pertain to moral beliefs and behavior that inform
corporate activity, in which ethical consideration is applied to marketing decisions [64]. The ethical
marketing practice problems occur more frequently in gray areas (e.g., underground economy) in
which legal acts can occasionally be unethical or in which the legitimacy or ethicality of behavior is
uncertain. In such situations, the role of marketing ethics has become increasingly important. Forming
relationships between brands and consumers affects dynamic interaction between consumers and
products, creating a positive effect on the brand experience [65]. A higher level of ethical responsibility
leads to an increase in trust between the company and stakeholders [66].

Brands and consumers mutually affect each other by their interaction. The relationship between
a consumer and brand reflects the cognitive, emotional, and behavioral processes that inform a
relationship between two people [67]. Here, we find a contact point between the ethical marketing
practice and consumer-brand relationship quality because consumers evaluate a brand and build a
relationship quality through a series of processes, which include perception of and experience with a
brand and interaction with the brand. Ethical marketing practice is one of the most visible fields in a
company’s diverse activities that is observable by consumers. Additionally, ethical marketing practice
is an important factor that influences consumer perceptions and evaluation of a brand.

As noted above, in the past, moral problems in marketing have largely involved product
safety, price fixing, bribery, deceptive advertising, and anti-social or unethical information collection.
Lately, such moral problems have arisen in new aspects as companies adjust to environmental
change [7,9,10,12,68]. Ethical problems involving fairness, probity, and product, and human resource
management are affecting subjective evaluations of product quality more now than in the past.

Deceptive prices mislead the consumer from the basic feature of purchase. Setting the right price
in the marketplace is one of the best means to improve the relationship between a company and
consumer [1,31]. Truthful information about the product is needed to protect the consumer, and the
negative effect of advertisements causes consumers to reach irrational decisions [29,30,69]. Product
advertising should be easily understandable to common consumers. This point is in the code of
ethics for better business bureau organizations [37,40,41,70]. The above discussion implies that ethical
marketing practice in the firm’s marketing mix can cause consumers to make irrational decisions,
which might ultimately generate harmful consequences for the company. Assuming there is a direct
relationship between a corporation’s ethical marketing practice and its consumer-brand relationship
quality, we propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1-1 (H1-1). The product-related ethics will have a positive effect on consumer-brand
relationship quality.
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Hypothesis 1-2 (H1-2). The price-related ethics will have a positive effect on consumer-brand
relationship quality.

Hypothesis 1-3 (H1-3). The place-related ethics will have a positive effect on consumer-brand
relationship quality.

Hypothesis 1-4 (H1-4). The promotion-related ethics will have a positive effect on consumer-brand
relationship quality.

Perceived product quality must satisfy consumer needs and wants, such as product safety and
health standards [71] and the environment [72]. Within high-quality products, consumers can select a
brand that is deemed to deliver ethical values and behave responsibly [73]. Based on these studies of the
concept of product quality, we define product quality as the subjective quality that a consumer perceives
in a product. A firm that establishes a reputation for marketing its products or services in a morally
responsible manner receives respect and trust from customers, suppliers, employees, and stakeholders
because the company strikes the right balance between the rights of interested parties and its own
interests when making decisions or implementing plans [74]. Companies can achieve continuous
benefit only when their transactions are based on reciprocal relationships between the interested parties.
Assuming there is a direct relationship between a corporation’s ethical marketing practice such as
marketing mix strategy and its perceived-product quality, we propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 2-1 (H2-1). The product-related ethics will have an influence on perceived product quality.

Hypothesis 2-2 (H2-2). The price-related ethics will have an influence on perceived product quality.

Hypothesis 2-3 (H2-3). The place-related ethics will have an influence on perceived product quality.

Hypothesis 2-4 (H2-4). The promotion-related ethics will have an influence on perceived product quality.

Marketing is one of the most visible fields of a company’s diverse activities that is observable
by consumers. Therefore, the ethical propriety of a firm’s marketing practices is an important factor
that affects the perception and evaluation of a brand [67]. Blackstone argues that consumer-brand
relationship quality is a critical element in enabling consumers to trust a company and find its products
satisfactory. Consumers evaluate a brand by applying emotional and relational criteria to activities,
community, expectations, and stories when they choose a brand, and a consumer-brand relationship is
built during this process. Consumers assess the value of a brand by reference to their own experience
rather than focusing on the intrinsic attributes of a product [75].

According to Keller, “consumer-brand resonance is the final stage in the establishment of a brand
asset, a phenomenon related to the brand-consumer relationship” [76]. Moreover, “consumers engage
in brand loyalty behavior, active participation, brand immersion, and community spirit at this stage
of the branding process” [55,56,77–79]. Previous work verifies that the consumer-brand relationship
improves brand loyalty [55,56,80]. Aggarwal argues that the consumer-brand relationship necessarily
accompanies financial exchange, which differentiates it from interpersonal relationships, finding that
consumers tend to form unilateral affective relationships with a brand [51]. Establishing a strong
consumer-brand relationship is the ultimate goal of branding because a consumer-brand relationship
can also promote consumer loyalty to a brand [77,78,80].

Previous studies have found that perceived product quality has a positive effect on customer
satisfaction, commitment, and brand loyalty [81–83]. Perceived quality should lead consumers to trust
and identify with a brand. Moreover, perceived quality is closely related to customer satisfaction because
people with higher quality perceptions of a brand also exhibit higher customer satisfaction [84,85].
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Perceived quality is attributed to such a company through beliefs [86]. Pyun et al. found that people
who exhibit or report high perceived brand quality are more likely to recognize a perceived brand [87].

Perceived quality can be viewed as the difference between overall quality and undetected quality.
Furthermore, perceived quality can lead to consumer satisfaction, which is determined by perceived
performance and expectation [88]. The quality of a product includes its capability to perform to the
customers’ needs and expectations [89]. Brand loyalty is expected to result from consumers’ overall
disposition toward the brand, and brand loyalty is treated as the final outcome of a consumer’s brand
evaluation [90]. Brand loyalty is viewed in terms of behavior and attitude in the marketing literature.
For this reason, the consumer-brand relationship and product quality might be expected to play an
important, influential role and affect brand loyalty.

Hence, this study proposes the following hypothesis based on the concept that the level of the
consumer-brand relationship and product quality will have a significant effect on the formation of brand
loyalty. We assume that a company’s marketing ethics are related to the consumer-brand relationship
and that the consumer-brand relationship, in turn, affects brand loyalty. These observations lead to the
following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 3 (H3). Consumer-brand relationship quality will have a positive effect on brand loyalty.

Hypothesis 4 (H4). Perceived product quality will have a positive effect on brand loyalty.

How consumers perceive a company is becoming increasingly diversified. Some scholar mentioned
that “companies are pursuing sustainable corporate growth to improve relationships with consumers or to
maintain amicable relationships with them” [55]. As companies continue to develop ethical marketing
practices such as a marketing mix, it will be very meaningful to study consumer perceptions of the
activities, consumer-brand relationship, perceived product quality, and brand loyalty. In this study,
we chose the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality as mediating variables. We
examined the mediating effects of these two variables and assumed that a company’s ethical marketing
practice are related to the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality and that the
consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality affect brand loyalty. Based on the literature
review and previous discussion, we propose the following hypotheses:

Hypothesis 5 (H5). The ethical marketing practices (product-related ethics: H5-1; pricing-related ethics: H5-2;
place-related ethics: H5-3; and promotion-related ethics: H5-4) will affect brand loyalty through the mediating
effects of consumer-brand relationship quality.

Hypothesis 6 (H6). The ethical marketing practices (product-related ethics: H6-1; pricing-related ethics: H6-2;
place-related ethics: H6-3; and promotion-related ethics: H6-4) will affect brand loyalty through the mediating
effects of perceived product quality.

We propose the above research hypotheses to inform our investigation of the role of ethical
marketing practices on the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality in B2C
transactions. Based on the research hypotheses and theoretical considerations, we developed our
research model (see Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Suggested conceptual model.

4. Research Methodology

4.1. Questionnaire Development and Data Collection

Before distributing the survey questionnaire, we checked whether there were any conceptual
errors in the survey questions by consulting researchers and professors in business administration.
After the pretest, the questionnaire form was developed. The questionnaire used in this study and
based on the literature review are related to independent and dependent variables.

Participants (1200 consumer panel members who registered with a research company) were then
contacted by phone and were asked to participate in this study. Investigator asked participants to
visit to the online survey website. The survey method suggested by previous study was applied to
this study [55,56]. Investigator gave them $5.00 gift cards to increase the response rate. This study
conducted a survey of a panel of the company’s consumers who had knowledge of the company’s
ethical marketing issues and had experience with the company, products, and brand (e.g., Hanwha
group is a lager corporation in Korea) more than once. This survey was reasonable for participants
because this company and product are familiar to them and it was not difficult to evaluate the company,
product, and brand when they answered the questions.

The instruments consisted of two parts, with demographic questions placed at the beginning.
The second part of the survey included questions on ethical marketing practices (e.g., product-, pricing-,
place-, and promotion-related ethics), the consumer-brand relationship, and perceived product quality
and brand loyalty. Table 1 provides the demographic characteristics of the sample participants.

Table 1. Demographic profile.

Index (n = 1200) Frequency %

Gender
Male 634 53
Female 566 47

Age Category

20 to 29 years 236 20
30 to 39 years 331 28
40 to 49 years 336 28
50 years and older 297 25

Education Level
High School 260 22
College degree level 526 44
Graduate degree level 414 35

Monthly household Income

Up to $2000 417 35
$2001–$3000 332 28
$3000–$5000 198 17
More than $5000 253 21
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4.2. Instrument Construction

The operational definition of ethical marketing practices used in this study is based on the
literature on ethical marketing and business. Ethical marketing practices refer to “moral judgment and
behavior standards in marketing practice in a marketing area” [1,9,91]. We categorize the marketing mix
strategy from ethical issues as product-related, price-related, place-related, and promotion-related
ethics [1,31,33,64,69,72].

Product-related ethical issues constitute the level of product safety, quality, eco-friendliness, packaging
and branding, and warranty (e.g., Is the product safety information clearly indicated on the packaging?).

Price-related ethical issues constitute using predatory pricing strategies, illegal pricing, and
fraudulent or false pricing (e.g., Does the manufacturer refrain from using a predatory pricing
strategy of intentionally lowering prices to eradicate competitors?).

Place-related ethical issues constitute the degree of the sales policy, level of partnership, and degree
of transparent transaction (e.g., Does the manufacturer refrain from controlling transactions by abusing
its status?).

Promotion-related ethical issues constitute advertising under legal legislation and degree of
misleading or deceptive aspects (e.g., Does the manufacturer refrain from providing fraudulent,
false, and exaggerated advertisements to consumers).

The study survey is based on the above definitions, with questionnaire items drawn from extant
studies on ethical marketing practices. Twenty-eight items measure the marketing mix strategy
from ethical issue, namely, seven sub-questions for product-related ethics, seven sub-questions
for pricing-related ethics, eight sub-questions for place-related ethics, and six sub-questions for
promotion-related ethics.

The operational definition of the consumer-brand relationship quality is based on the general
definition of a brand. A brand, which is often visible as a mark of possession on a product, represents
the differentiation in value of a product relative to a competitor’s products and connects companies
to consumers. In this respect, a consumer-brand relationship quality refers to “the belief that using
a certain brand provides value and benefit” [43,46,78,88]. We revise and complement the scale for the
consumer-brand relationship used in extant studies to fit the current study and, thus, measure the
consumer-brand relationship using 15 questions (e.g., I really like to talk about the company’s brand
that I like with others).

Perceived product quality is defined as follows: “An overall product evaluation was based on
consumer perceptions of the product’s quality and of its overall excellence or superiority such as being
of high quality, being a dedicated design product, and having fine workmanship” [52,71]. For example,
“This company’s product has a dedicated design.” After recomposing the questions used in extant
studies, we measure perceived product quality using three questionnaire items [52].

Brand loyalty is defined as “consumers’ attachment to, trust in, and feeling toward a certain
brand [88] and the frequency of preference for a certain brand leading to repeated purchases” [56].
It is measured by four items after correcting and modifying the questionnaire items from extant
studies to fit the current study [56,88,90]: For example, “I am willing to repurchase this company’s
product in the near future.” Participants were asked to rate their level of agreement on the structured
questions on a five-point Likert scale that ranged from one (strongly disagree) to five (strongly agree).
All questionnaire items are measured using a five-point Likert scale (see Appendix A).

5. Data Analysis

5.1. Assessment of the Measurement Model

The statistical package SPSS 15.0 and EQS6b used to test hypothesis in this study. The study
also verified the goodness of fit and the measurement model with confirmatory factor analysis. Next,
structural equation modeling (SEM) was used to examine relationships between the constructs [92–94].
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To verify confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), this study ascertained that the model’s goodness of fit
satisfied the advised base values [92,93,95,96].

The reliability and validity of the variables were tested [96–98]. Convergent validity was
assessed using Cronbach’s alpha. Discriminant validity was assessed by comparing the correlation
of components to the average variance extracted (AVE). The Cronbach’s alpha mean for all concepts
is greater than 0.7, indicating that this study has sufficient reliability. This study’s AVE also satisfies
the standard of 0.5, indicating that the measurement indexes satisfy the requirement for convergent
validity [97].

To verify discriminant validity, the AVE of each of the two potential factors was compared with the
square of the correlation between the two potential factors, as reported in Tables 2 and 3. The extracted
AVE is between .689 and .834, and the means of the squares of the correlation coefficients are between
0.031 and 0.136. This mean that the means of the squares of the correlation coefficients is greater than
an AVE. Therefore, the seven constructs of the research theory have sufficient validity.

Table 2. Internal consistency of the constructs.

Items Cronbach’s alpha C. R. AVE

Product-related Ethics 5 0.867 0.923 0.703
Price-related Ethics 7 0.923 0.950 0.721
Place-related Ethics 6 0.954 0.958 0.732
Promotion-related Ethics 6 0.932 0.883 0.689
CBRQ 15 0.942 0.864 0.802
PPQ 3 0.893 0.869 0.834
BL 4 0.896 0.933 0.757

Note: C.R. = composite reliability; A.V.E. = average variance extracted; CBRQ: Consumer-brand relationship quality;
PPQ: Perceived product quality; and BL: Brand loyalty.

Table 3. Discriminant validity.

AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Product 0.703 * 1
Price 0.721 * 0.136 * 1
Place 0.732 * 0.091 * 0.121 * 1
Promotion 0.689 * 0.101 * 0.137 * 0.131 * 1
CBRQ 0.802 * 0.043 * 0.038 * 0.036 * 0.041 * 1
PPQ 0.834 * 0.031 * 0.032 * 0.031 * 0.042 * 0.086 * 1
BL 0.757 * 0.037 * 0.027 * 0.032 * 0.031 * 0.074 * 0.068 * 1

Note: * squared correlation coefficients, CBRQ: Consumer-brand relationship quality; PPQ: Perceived product
quality; and BL: Brand loyalty.

Although the measurement tools used in this study and based on the literature review are related
to marketing ethics [99], it is important to test them for reliability and validity. For this purpose,
a multi-method approach to confirm the reliability and validity of the constructs was applied. This
study assessed common method bias using exploratory factor analysis (EFA) with maximum likelihood
(see Table 4), referred to as common method variance. The amount of spurious covariance was
shared among variables because of the common method used in collecting data [93,95,96]. Thus, this
study checked for possible common method variance using Harman’s single-factor test [100,101] for
(in)dependent variables. According to this approach, common method variance is present if a single
factor accounts for most of the covariance in the dependent and independent variables. This study
found no dominant factor emerging from factor analysis, implying that common method variance
was not a serious problem. After collecting and cleaning the data, verification tests were conducted to
determine the measurement model’s validity. This study initially performed principal component
factor analysis with varimax rotation on the initial items, employing a factor weight of 0.50 as the
minimum cutoff value. After initial factor analysis, two items for product ethics that were cross loading
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were deleted from further analysis. Two items for place ethics that did not satisfy the criterion (0.05)
were deleted from further analysis.

Table 4. Results of the factor analysis.

Independent Variables Dependent Variables

Construct Items F.L Construct Items F.L

Product-related Ethics

Prod3 0.758

Consumer-brand Relationship
Quality

CBR1 0.731
Prod4 0.778 CBR2 0.703
Prod5 0.764 CBR3 0.726
Prod6 0.791 CBR4 0.786
Prod7 0.794 CBR5 0.816

Pricing-related Ethics

Pric1 0.793 CBR6 0.745
Pric2 0.802 CBR7 0.679
Pric3 0.812 CBR8 0.783
Pric4 0.789 CBR9 0.775
Pric5 0.762 CBR10 0.813
Pric6 0.734 CBR11 0.776
Pric7 0.690 CBR12 0.778

Place-related Ethics

Pala3 0.725 CBR13 0.748
Pala4 0.702 CBR14 0.832
Pala5 0.723 CBR15 0.884

Pala6 0.693
Perceived-Product Quality

PPQ1 0.853
Pala7 0.723 PPQ2 0.887
Pala8 0.704 PPQ3 0.856

Promotion-related Ethics

Prom1 0.791

Brand Loyalty

BL1 0.823
Prom2 0.763 BL2 0.843
Prom3 0.761 BL3 0.832
Prom4 0.773 BL4 0.853
Prom5 0.754
Prom6 0.702

Factor Eigenvalues % of Variance Factor Eigenvalues % of Variance
Factor 1 6.507 24.342 Factor 1 5.753 38.629
Factor 2 6.143 22.945 Factor 2 1.959 23.510
Factor 3 3.312 10.883 Factor 3 1.793 13.921
Factor 4 2.122 8.523

% of total variance
Extracted

66.69 % of total variance extracted 76.06

Note: F.L.: Factor loadings. Two items for product ethics that are cross-loading could be deleted from further
analysis, namely, “the company appropriately indicates the details of product safety on its product packages” and
“the company appropriately compensates for damages caused by defects in the products provided.” Two items for
place ethics that do not satisfy the criterion (0.05) could be deleted from further analysis, namely, “the company
refrains from exercising an unreasonable influence or forcing a sales policy on its distributors (wholesalers /retailers)”
and “the company refrains from selecting transaction partners based on personal connections without objective
criteria.”

The result of Bartlett’s test of sphericity was found to be significant (x2 = 41056.1 (df = 657),
p < 0.0), and the result of Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin measure of sampling adequacy was 0.823. Therefore,
the data were suitable for analysis. Exploratory factor analysis of all of our scale items revealed four
factors explaining 66.69% of the variance in this study’s constructs, with the first factor explaining
24.34% and the last factor explaining 8.52% of the total variance for independent variables. EFA of our
scale items revealed four factors explaining 76.06% of the variance in this study’s constructs, with the
first factor explaining 38.6% and the last factor explaining 13.9% of the total variance for dependent
variables. As seen in Table 4, EFA revealed seven factors with eigenvalues greater than 1.00. This
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analysis suggested that the data sample used in this study was unlikely to have been contaminated by
common method bias [99,101].

5.2. Tests of Hypotheses

SEM was used to verify the hypotheses associated with the proposed model. The goodness of fit
of the model hypotheses yielded χ2 = 1768.4(df = 657), CFI = 0.937, NFI = 0.907, NNFI = 0.935, GFI =

0.862, AGFI = 0.837, and RMSEA = 0.058; therefore, the model’s goodness of fit satisfies the criteria.
To test the causal relationships between the constructs, the hypothesized causal paths were

estimated. Ten hypotheses were supported, and one was not supported. The results are shown in
Figure 2 and Table 5. For H1-1, H1-2, H1-3, and H1-4, the results indicate that the specified areas of
ethical marketing practices are closely related to the consumer-brand relationship. The proposed path
for product-related ethics was significant and a standardized path coefficient for consumer-brand
relationship quality was γ = 0.237 (p < 0.001 for H1-1). Thus, hypothesis H1-1 was supported.
The proposed path for price-related ethics was significant and a standardized path coefficient for
consumer-brand relationship quality was γ = 0.158 (p < 0.001 for H1-2). Thus, hypothesis H1-2
was supported. The proposed path for place-related ethics was significant and a standardized
path coefficient for consumer-brand relationship quality was γ = 0.079(p < 0.05 for H1-3). Thus,
hypothesis H1-3 was supported. The proposed path for promotion-related ethics was significant and
a standardized path coefficient for consumer-brand relationship quality was γ = 0.468(p < 0.001 for
H1-4). Thus, hypothesis H1-4 was supported.

Figure 2. Results of path analysis.

Table 5. Summary of the hypothesis tests.

Hypothesis S.E Standardized Coefficients Supported

H1-1: Product -> CBRQ 0.056 0.237 ***(0.165)/z = 8.86 Yes
H1-2: Price -> CBRQ 0.075 0.158 ***(0.201)/z = 7.29 Yes
H1-3: Place -> CBRQ 0.097 0.079 **(0.069)/z = 1.998 Yes
H1-4: Promotion -> CBRQ 0.053 0.468 ***(0.358)/z = 12.97 Yes
H2-1: Product -> PPQ 0.035 0.247 ***(0.201)/z = 9.77 Yes
H2-2: Price -> PPQ 0.057 0.063(0.053)/z = 1.44 n,s No
H2-3: Palace -> PPQ 0.076 0.087 **(0.085)/z = 3.22 Yes
H2-4: Promotion -> PPQ 0.067 0.454 ***(0.391)/z = 12.88 Yes
H3: CBRQ -> BL 0.097 0.534 ***(0.486)/z = 16.37 Yes
H4: PPQ -> BL 0.076 0.436 ***(0.372)/z = 19.54 Yes

Notes: n.s. (non-significant); *** p < 0.001; ** p < −0.05; b (Unstandardized) Coefficient; CBRQ: Consumer-Brand
Relationship Quality; PPQ: Perceived-Product Quality; and BL: Brand Loyalty.

For H2-1, H2-3, and H2-4, the results indicate that three marketing mix strategies from ethical
issues are closely related to the consumer-brand relationship, whereas price-related ethics was not.
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The proposed path for product-related ethics was significant and a standardized path coefficient for
perceived product quality was γ = 0.247(p < 0.001 for H2-1). Thus, hypothesis H2-1 was supported.
The proposed path for place-related ethics was significant and a standardized path coefficient for
perceived product quality was γ = 0.087(p < 0.05 for H2-3). Thus, hypothesis H2-3 was supported. The
proposed path for promotion-related ethics was significant and a standardized path coefficient for
perceived product quality was γ= 0.454 (p < 0.001 for H2-4). Thus, hypothesis H2-4 was supported.
However, the proposed path for price-related ethics was not significant and a standardized path
coefficient for perceived product quality was γ = 0.063(z = 1.44, p > 0.05 for H2-2). Thus, hypothesis
H2-2 was not supported.

To test the mediating effects of consumer-brand relationship quality (H5) and perceived product
quality (H6), we conducted Sobel tests to determine whether the indirect effects are statistically
significant. For H5 and H6, the results indicate that three marketing mix strategies from ethical issues
affected brand loyalty through the mediating effects of perceived product quality.

Using the version of the Sobel test, we checked the significance of the indirect influence that
explanatory variables have on the dependent variable through the mediating variables. A mediating
effect is statistically significant when the z-value is greater than 1.96 or less than −1.96. The results of
the Sobel test are presented in Table 6. For H5, all ethical marketing practices—product-related ethics (z
= 5.409, p < 0.001), pricing-related ethics (z = 3.835, p < 0.001), place-related ethics (z = 1.997, p < 0.05),
and promotion-related ethics (z = 8.438, p < 0.001)—affected brand loyalty through the mediating
effects of consumer-brand relationship quality. For H6, all ethical marketing practices—product-related
ethics (z = 6.011, p < 0.001), pricing-related ethics (z = 1.778, p = 0.075), place-related ethics (z = 2.429,
p < 0.001), and promotion-related ethics (z = 8.594, p < 0.001)—affected brand loyalty through the
mediating effects of perceived product quality. Thus, hypotheses H5 and H6 were supported.

Table 6. Sobel tests for the mediating effects of consumer-brand relationship quality (CBR) and
perceived product quality (PPQ).

Path B Path B Path B z

CBR

Product->CBRQ 0.237
Product->BL 0.247

CBRQ->BL 0.534

5.409 ***
Price->CBRQ 0.158 3.835 ***

Place->CBRQ 0.079
Price->BL 0.012

1.997 **
Promotion->CBRQ 0.468 8.438 ***

PPQ

Product->PPQ 0.247
Place->BL 0.016

PPQ->BL 0.436

6.011 ***
Price->PPQ 0.063 1.778(0.075) *

Place->PPQ 0.087
Promotion->BL 0.348

2.429 ***
Promotion->PPQ 0.454 8.594 ***

*p < 0.08 (marginally significant); ** p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001; CBRQ: Consumer-brand relationship quality; PPQ:
Perceived product quality; and BL: Brand loyalty.

5.3. Additional Analysis of the Moderating Effect of Brand Loyalty

The suggested conceptual model was estimated separately for each of the two groups (e.g.,
high and low loyalty with brand). The values of selected fit indexes for multi-sample analysis of
the path model with equality-constrained direct effects are reported in Table 7, which shows the
standardized solutions [93,95,97]. The tests show that interaction between product-related ethics,
pricing-related ethics, place-related ethics, promotion-related ethics, and consumer-brand relationship
quality (∆χ2 = 0.387, p = 0.865 for product, ∆χ2 = 12.27, p < 0.05 for price, ∆χ2 = 15.15, p < 0.05 for
place, and ∆χ2 = 21.28, p < 0.05 for promotion) and perceived product quality (∆χ2 = 0.392, p = 0.873
for product, ∆χ2 = 14.21, p < 0.05 for price, ∆χ2 = 0.675, p = 0.831 for place, and ∆χ2 = 17.07, p < 0.05
for promotion) were significant. It was hypothesized that the effects of ethical marketing practices on
the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality would be stronger in consumers with
high brand loyalty than that in those with low brand loyalty.



Sustainability 2019, 11, 6536 13 of 21

Table 7. Results of multi-group analysis.

Path
Path Coefficients

Modification Index χ2

t1 t2 Difference

Product→ CBRQ 0.144(0.095) ** 0.192(0.122) ** −0.048 ∆χ2 = 0.387, p = 0.865
Pricing→ CBRQ 0.429(0.296) ** 0.228(0.142) ** 0.201 ∆χ2 = 12.27, p < 0.05
Place→ CBRQ 0.293(0.124) ** 0.052(0.034) n.s 0.241 ∆χ2 = 15.15, p < 0.05
Promotion→ CBRQ 0.487(0.383) ** 0.165(0.118) ** 0.322 ∆χ2 = 21.28, p < 0.05
Product→ PPQ 0.125(0.086) ** 0.167(0.089) ** −0.042 ∆χ2 = 0.392, p = 0.873
Pricing→ PPQ 0.326(0.234) ** 0.099(0.053) ns 0.227 ∆χ2 = 14.21, p < 0.05
Place→ PPQ 0.077(0.051) n.s 0.025(0.013) ns 0.052 ∆χ2 = 0.675, p = 0.831
Promotion→ PPQ 0.301(0.246) ** 0.031(0.019) ns 0.270 ∆χ2 = 17.07, p < 0.05

High brand loyalty
Group

Goodness of Fit: χ2 = 3291.4, df = 555, p = 0.000, CFI = 0.938, GFI = 0.887, AGFI =
0.880, NFI = 0.881, NNFI = 0.918, SRMR = 0.087, RMSEA = 0.049

Low brand loyalty group Goodness of Fit: χ2 = 4019.9, df = 555, p = 0.000, CFI = 0.9134, GFI = 0.869, AGFI =
0.860, NFI = 0.864, NNFI = 0.897, SRMR = 0.107, RMSEA = 0.057

Note. CBRQ: Consumer-brand relationship quality; PPQ: Perceived-product quality; and t1: Sample in high brand
loyalty, t2: Sample in low brand loyalty, and a Standardized, and ** p < 0.05

6. Conclusions and Discussion

We attempted to investigate the components of marketing mix from the standpoint of ethical
views and their effect on the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality. We also
examined whether the consumer-brand relationship quality and consumer-perceived product quality
affect corporate brand loyalty.

The results indicate that except price-related ethics, the remaining three marketing mix strategies
based on ethical issues are closely related to the consumer-brand relationship. Product-related ethical
issues have a positive effect on the consumer-brand relationship quality as well as perceived product
quality. Thus, consumers are willing to purchase a product characterized by high level of product safety
and quality, well-designed packaging and brand, and eco-friendliness. During product evaluation,
consumers’ attitudes toward a company are formed in consideration of ethical issues. Product-related
ethical issues are crucial when consumers evaluate perceived product quality. The results support
the proposed research model statistically and significantly. That is, the corporate marketing mix
strategy from ethical issues had an important function in generating a consumer-brand relationship
and perceived product quality. The path outcome for product-related ethics and the consumer-brand
relationship quality accurately reflects the results found in the extant literature [102,103].

Price-related ethical issues are critical when a consumer is focused on building a strong relationship
with a corporation and its brand. This evaluation is often based on whether the company is using
predatory pricing strategy, illegal pricing, and fraudulent pricing. An unethical pricing strategy has a
negative effect on consumer attitude formation, which includes relationship building with a brand.
However, we did not find a correlation between pricing and perceived product quality. Seemingly,
consumers are fine with having different perceptions of pricing and product quality. Unethical pricing
also does not influence perceived product quality. Pricing-related ethical issues form a set of vital
factors that consumers consider when they seek to build a strong relationship with a corporation and
its brand by evaluating perceived product quality.

Moreover, place-related ethical issues have a positive effect on the consumer-brand relationship and
perceived product quality. Hence, there is a need to improve the relationship with consumers through
better place-related ethical issues. One strategy is to strengthen certain areas of ethical marketing
practices. For example, in marketing, the role of salespersons is crucial—fostering interpersonal
relationships is key. When consumers are provided with products they want, they not only prefer
ethical acts through honest distribution channels but also wish to receive products that are customized
for their own companies. These desires imply the importance of establishing a sound ethical approach
to achieving proper and customized distribution. Some factors such as the degree of sales policy, level
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of partnership, and degree of transparent transaction in place-related ethical issues also considerably
influence relationship-building with consumers and product quality evaluation.

Promotion-related ethical issues have a positive effect on the consumer-brand relationship quality
and perceived product quality, where the latter two can be reinforced directly only when a company’s
promotion-related ethics are high. To build a relationship with the consumer, the company should
hone authentic communication. When truthful and accurate information about a product, such as its
price through advertising, is communicated, the consumer is likely to exhibit high trustworthiness
in the corporation and its brand. Factors such as advertising under legal legislation and degree of
misleading or deceptive aspects are thus critical when building a strong relationship with the brand;
they also improve product quality. Our findings identify factors that should be considered when
building a relationship that involves ethical marketing practices, relationship quality, and brand
loyalty. The factors of product-, pricing-, and promotion-related ethics—areas of ethical marketing
practices—can be used to evaluate the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality.
If a company improves its relationship quality through improved product-related ethics, we expect a
corresponding effect on brand loyalty through brand and emotional relationships with consumers
than a direct effect on brand loyalty.

Management- and marketing-related ethics typically involve resolving problems that individuals
experience in social life; these problems relate to specific circumstances within corporate management.
Within the sphere of corporate ethics, ethical marketing practices involve the relationship between
moral beliefs and behavior and corporate marketing practices.

6.1. Theoretical Implications

The effects of ethical marketing practices on brand loyalty in B2C transactions and the involvement
of the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality have important implications.
Through our study, we make the following contributions to the extant literature as well as present some
practical implications. Our study is different from extant studies on the relationship between ethical
marketing practices and brand loyalty because the latter have focused primarily on B2C transactions.
Most studies on B2C transactions find that product-, pricing-, place-, and promotion-related ethics have
positive effects on brand loyalty or quality. However, it is necessary to induce brand loyalty primarily
through improving and reinforcing pricing- or place-related ethics in B2C transactions. However, our
contribution is novel because we use an improved research model to analyze the relationship between
ethical marketing practices and the consumer-brand relationship, product quality, and brand loyalty,
which is common in B2C transactions. The relationships that form between brands and consumers
affect the dynamic interactions between consumers and products, which positively affects the brand
experience. We thus assert that consumer experiences could be enriched further when the interaction
between a consumer and a product includes increased physical contact time.

6.2. Managerial Implications

This study systematically analyzes the mediating effects of the consumer-brand relationship and
perceived product quality when investigating factors that affect mutual transactional relationships in
B2C transactions. These factors affect brand loyalty significantly. We confirmed a significant correlation
between ethical marketing practices, which form the basis of transactions and relationship quality.

The findings confirmed that product ethics affect brand loyalty through the mediating effects of
the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality. That is, companies should develop
an emotional approach to reaching consumers when preparing for the upcoming fourth industrial
revolution. Companies that anticipate this new era must improve their product offerings not only
through safety improvements, better warranties, and eco-friendliness, but also by reconfiguring the
role of salespeople to ensure their success.

Pricing-related ethics should also be approached from a new perspective. When a company
provides fair prices, it earns the trust of customers and thus strengthens its relationships. Our results
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concerning the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality prove this point.
Considering the relationship between pricing-related ethics and brand loyalty, consumers of a brand
generally want to be provided with a product at more competitive prices than what the consumers of
competitors must pay. If a supplier does not provide price elasticity by using fair pricing-related ethics,
negative effects can be expected concerning brand loyalty.

No direct effect of pricing-related ethics on brand loyalty was observed, implying that brand
loyalty cannot be expected unless pricing-related ethics are reinforced. Moreover, a significantly
meaningful relationship between pricing-related ethics and the consumer-brand relationship was
observed. In other words, improving pricing-related ethics also improves the consumer-brand
relationship quality. However, we found no significant correlation between pricing-related ethics
and perceived product quality, implying that reinforcing pricing-related ethics will have very little
influence on the perceived product quality.

We also confirmed that a company’s place-related ethics influence brand loyalty through
the mediators of the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality. However, we
found no significant causal relationship between place-related ethics and quality, implying that
the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality in a company deteriorate when
place-related ethics are strengthened. Like pricing-related ethics, place-related ethics were also found
to affect brand loyalty directly. That is, the level of brand loyalty increases when the company’s
place-related ethics are high. Place-related ethics were found to have a significant relationship with
both the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality. A company’s place-related ethics
are (in)directly influenced by building brand loyalty through the consumer-brand relationship and
perceived product quality. Consumers tend to consider issues such as place-related ethics (e.g., ethical
acts through honest distribution channels and customized distribution) when they are evaluating
a corporate brand. This finding implies that reinforcing place-related ethics can improve both the
consumer-brand relationship and product quality

Promotion-related ethics were found to have a direct influence on brand loyalty. Consumers tend
to have positive brand loyalty when promotion-related ethics are strong. Improved promotion-related
ethics were found to improve both the consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality.
Promotion-related ethics also affect brand loyalty through the mediating effects of the consumer-brand
relationship and perceived product quality. The common belief that B2C transactions have distinct
characteristics was verified in this study. We confirmed that ethical marketing practices (product-,
pricing-, place-, and promotion-related ethics) affect brand loyalty through the mediators of the
consumer-brand relationship and perceived product quality.

Promotion-related ethics play the most important role in forming strong relationships with
consumers in terms of both the consumer-brand relationship and product quality. Questions designed
to measure promotion-related ethics are related to trust, such as the company providing false and
exaggerated advertisements or false information, trying to facilitate transactions through bribes, and
applying oppressive sales pressure. In other words, a relationship with the company can be reinforced
in B2C transactions when the company that provides the product is an honest firm that does not abuse
its market power. The key takeaway here is that companies can survive in the face of fierce competition
only when they establish an ethical culture that prioritizes fair and trust-based transactions aimed at
strengthening relationships with companies.

The importance of B2C branding is increasing due to intense competition and the need for
differentiation. In light of this, how a buyer perceives a supplier not only affects the supplier’s
corporate image, but also determines the quality of the transactional relationship. Moreover, several
factors of ethical marketing practices were found to have a significant effect on the evaluation and
maintenance of mutual relationships. This study’s results also provide important implications for
suppliers’ marketing strategy (e.g., marketing mix strategies). We shed light on how buyers form
positive perceptions and images through B2C transactions to create long-term benefits for companies in
a corporate environment in which competition is increasingly intense and standardization of technology
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is difficult to achieve. The findings provide valuable implications to support an effective marketing
strategy and ethical marketing practices.

6.3. Limitations and Suggestion for Future Study

Despite its theoretical and practical significance, this study has several limitations. First, the
distinct characteristics of B2C transactions were not considered when analyzing the path from marketing
ethics to brand loyalty. Additionally, we did not take into account the fact that the outcomes associated
with each area of marketing ethics—through the relationship between the mediating variables and
dependent variables—vary with business type and other characteristics. Consequently, it is difficult to
generalize the results of this study. Future studies should conduct more specific analyses.

Future research should consider the following aspects as well: Ethical marketing practices
pertain to both individual factors—such as nations/governments, culture, religion, gender,
education, employment, and individuality—and circumstantial factors—such as reference groups,
compensation-and-reward systems, codes of conduct, types of moral conflicts, organizational influence,
and industrial and corporate competitiveness [64]. Compared with other corporate functions,
marketing is more visible to the public because marketing forms direct connections between corporate
organizations and customers. Similarly, the probability of a moral conflict in a company’s relationship
with its customers is also higher than in other corporate activities.

One of the reviewers suggested that the ethics questions seem rather challenging to rate on the
Likert scale. This issue will be assessed in a future study that controls for social desirability bias while
considering ethics, morals, and misbehaviors. An additional limitation is the difficulty of providing
sufficient theoretical grounds for the proposed hypotheses, because few studies have examined the
relationship between ethical marketing practices and brand and product quality. This limitation made
it difficult to measure the consumer-brand relationships and perceived quality of products such as raw
materials. Studies on ethical aspects of marketing mix should be conducted in different context or
areas. Furthermore, the measurement tools used in this work should be verified in future studies.
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Appendix A

Table A1. Statistics of the Construct Items.

Construct Survey Measures

Product-related Ethics [1,31,33,64,69,72].

The details of product safety are appropriately indicated on product packages.
This manufacturer appropriately compensates for damages caused by defective
products provided.
This manufacturer refrains from imitating inventions or trademarks of other
companies without permission.
This manufacturer refrains from producing or selling products that cause
environmental pollution.
This manufacturer refrains from intentionally shortening the shelf life of products.
This manufacturer refrains from producing or selling untested products that lead
to social hazards.
This manufacturer offers free exchange, repair, compensation, or refund when
defects are found in products.
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Table A1. Cont.

Construct Survey Measures

Price-related Ethics [1,31,33,64,69,72].

This manufacturer refrains from using a predatory pricing strategy of
intentionally lowering prices to eliminate competition.
This manufacturer refrains from engaging in price collusion with competitors.
This manufacturer refrains from attracting customers using low prices and sells
products at high prices.
This manufacturer refrains from differentiating the prices of products of equal
quality.
This manufacturer refrains from increasing prices by engaging in price collusion
with middle merchants (wholesalers/retailers).
This manufacturer refrains from offering drastic price discounts after falsely
pricing products excessively highly.
This manufacturer provides the factors of price increases to consumers and
refrains from increasing prices at its sole discretion.

Place-related Ethics [1,31,33,64,69,72].

This manufacturer refrains from exercising unreasonable influence or forcing
sales policy on distributors (wholesalers/retailers).
This manufacturer refrains from selecting transaction partners based on personal
connections without objective criteria.
This manufacturer refrains from unjustly interfering in the activities of
competitors to increase sales.
This manufacturer refrains from falsely advertising low-quality products as
popular products.
This manufacturer refrains from forcing partners to purchase massive quantities
of products.
This manufacturer refrains from controlling transactions by abusing its status.
This manufacturer refrains from engaging in discriminatory transaction practices
by abusing its market dominance.
This manufacturer refrains from falsely informing consumers about the
explanation, indication, expression, and direction of products.

Promotion-related Ethics [1,31,33,64,69,72].

This manufacturer refrains from providing fraudulent and exaggerated
advertisements.
This manufacturer refrains from advertising its products as having higher quality
and lower price than its competitors’ products without providing objective proof.
This manufacturer ensures that its salespersons do not accept gifts or bribes from
customers.
This manufacturer refrains from engaging in coercive sales activities using sales
and gift promotions.
This manufacturer keeps all its promises made to the company.
This manufacturer refrains from providing subjective opinions, bluffing, or
making vague statements not based on facts to the company.

Consumer-Brand Relationship Quality
[43,46,78,89]

I really like to talk about the company’s brand I like with others
I intend to do more business with the company’s brand
I think that this company will deal with the feedback from customers.
I know the differences among product attributes (such as function, appearance,
capability) between this brand and other brands.
Communication with this brand’s customers makes me feel intimate.
I would like to help this brand’s clients rather than other brands’ clients.
I would like to recommend this company’s brand to my friends.
The image of this brand is appropriate.
If this brand is out of stock, I will go to another store to look for it instead of
buying other brands.
I think highly of the prospect of this company’s brand.
I will not regret choosing this company’s brand.
Among this company’s products, no other brands can replace this brand in my
heart.
The image of this brand fits my current lifestyle.
If I buy a produce form this company again, I would like to buy this brand again.
I can recognize this brand only through its logo or advertising.

Perceived Product Quality [52,67].
Brand Loyalty

This company’s product has high quality.
This company’s product has a dedicated design.
This company’s product has fine workmanship.
I think this company’s product is trustworthy.
I am willing to repurchase this company’s product in the near future.
I will likely recommend this company’s product to others.
This company’s product is valuable to me.
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