
Faculty of Computing, Blekinge Institute of Technology, 371 79 Karlskrona, Sweden 

Master of Science in Industrial Management and Engineering  
May 2018 
 

CSR as a customer loyalty driver 
Within the energy industry 

Emelie Hagelborg 



 

  ii 

This thesis is submitted to the Faculty of Industrial Engineering at Blekinge Institute of Technology in 
partial fulfilment of the requirements for the degree of Master of Science in Industrial Engineering and 
Management. The thesis is equivalent to 20 weeks of full time studies. 
 
The authors declare that they are the sole authors of this thesis and that they have not used any sources 
other than those listed in the bibliography and identified as references. They further declare that they 
have not submitted this thesis at any other institution to obtain a degree. 

Contact Information: 
Author(s): 
Emelie Hagelborg 
E-mail: emhb13@student.bth.se 
 
 

University advisor: 
Martin Svensson 
Department of Industrial Economics 

Faculty of Industrial Economics 
Blekinge Institute of Technology 
SE-371 79 Karlskrona, Sweden 

Internet : www.bth.se 
Phone : +46 455 38 50 00 
Fax : +46 455 38 50 57 



 

iii 

ABSTRACT 
The need for adaption within the business world is critical to keep up with the rapidly changing pace 
due to the internet (Pires, et al., 2006). The internet, among other things, provides customers with the 
advantage of transparency. It is constantly becoming easier for customers to gather information about 
companies and their products and services and compare this in the comfort of their own home. One tool 
they can use are comparison sites such as prisjakt.nu. These sites are also available to compare energy 
providers and it is free of charge. Customers can both compare and change energy providers without 
any cost. Furthermore, energy is a homogeneous product (Jann, et al., 2015) which mean that, until the 
energy bill arrives, the customer cannot tell where the energy comes from. Therefore, to make sure that 
customers will not change energy providers as soon as there is a change in price, something more has to 
be offered to make them loyal. Loyalty is one of the most significant contemporary strategies to ensure 
long-term customers (Sancharan, 2011). 
 
To identify customer needs before the customer even realizes it themselves, companies has to be 
proactive. They have to actively research upcoming trends and find out if these apply to their customers 
before their competitors does. Several trends appear every day, however, one of them which has been 
slowly growing during the twenty-first century is social sustainability (Boström, 2017). Consumers are 
becoming more informed and engaged in what products and services they buy and what social footprint 
it leaves. Therefore, this thesis will study corporate social sustainability (CSR) as a possible moderating 
factor to customer loyalty within the energy industry. Furthermore, willingness to pay (WTP) for CSR 
related activities will also be researched as a moderating factor to customer loyalty. This is of interest 
for the energy providers since customers can feel that CSR related activities are important at the same 
time as they do not wish to pay for it. WTP also contributes to a more realistic result since people have 
a tendency to answer highly on importance of sustainability questions since it is the ”right thing to do” 
(Williams, 2011). 
 
The method chosen to gather data for this study, besides doing a literature review, was to send out an 
electronic questionnaire to several energy providers customers. The survey included demographic 
questions as well as several questions on how highly customers value CSR, WTP for CSR and customer 
loyalty which were then analyzed in SPSS. The responses were both analyzed separately for each energy 
provider and as a full sample. 
 
Answering the research questions and hypotheses, the result provided four main points. First, it showed 
that men above 64 years old with an income of 10-15.000 SEK/month had a higher WTP for CSR related 
activities which did not add up with the theory (Yuen, et al., 2016). It was also the opposite to the 
customer groups who had the highest mean score for CSR value. Second, WTP for CSR related activities 
and value for CSR related activities did not rate the same activity as the highest one. There was, however, 
overall a positive, medium or high correlation between value and WTP for the different CSR activities. 
Third, there was a predicting relationship between value for CSR and customer loyalty as well as 
between WTP for CSR and customer loyalty. However, when meerging there toghether to one 
moderator, there was a weak and negative affect on customer loyalty. Finally, when conducting a status 
analysis it is clear that there are customer needs within CSR that most energy providers do not fulfill.  
 
Keywords: CSR, customer loyalty, WTP 
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SAMMANFATTNING 
Det har alltid varit viktigt för företag att hålla sig uppdaterade och anpassa sig till förändring, dessa 
förändringar sker dock allt snabbare. En anledning till denna hastighetsökning är givetvis internet (Pires, 
et al., 2006). Internet bidrar, inte minst, till en hög transparens gällande tillgång till information om 
företag och deras produkter eller tjänster. Denna transparens är en stor fördel för kunder då de snabbare 
och enklare kan samla information som de bygger sina beslut på gällande val av företag. Dessa val kan, 
kostnadsfritt, baseras på information insamlat från olika jämförelsesidor så som prisjakt.nu men även 
elskling.se. Energi är dessutom en homogen vara (Jann, et al., 2015) vilket innebär att kunde kan inte 
utgöra vart energin kommer firån förrän räkningen anländer som avslöjar både energibolag och pris. 
Detta gör att pris blir en viktig faktor för energibolag gällande konkurrans av kunder. Det är dock en 
kortsiktig lösning och för att behålla kunder krävs något mer, något som skapar kundlojalitet. 
Kundlojalitet är en nutida, signifikant strategi för att skapa och behålla kunder på lång sikt (Sancharan, 
2011). 
 
För att identifiera vilka kundbehov som behövs uppfyllas för att skapa kundlojalitet måste energibolagen 
arbeta proaktivt och kolla på trender innan deras konkurrenter gör det. Flertalet trender dyker upp och 
försvinner dagligen men en av dem som växt stadigt i popularitet under 2000-talet är social hållbarhet 
(Boström, 2017). Kunder blir allt mer medvetna och engagerade gällande vart produkter kommer ifrån 
och vad för socialt avtryck de lämnar efter sig. Därav kommer detta arbete undersöka corporate social 
sustainability (CSR) som en möjlig bidragande faktor till att skapa kundlojalitet inom energibolag. Även 
betalningsvilja, dvs. willingness to pay (WTP), för CSR kommer undersökas som en bidragande faktor 
till kundlojalitet. WTP är en intressant faktor då det inte är tillräckligt för ett energibolag att välja 
investering utefter kundvärde utan behöver även veta om de är villiga att betala för det. Det bidrar även 
till ett mer realistiskt svar eftersom att människor har en benägenhet att svara högt på frågor kring 
betydelse av hållbarhet då det är ”rätt” enligt normen (Williams, 2011).  
 
Metoden som valts för att samla in data till denna studie, bortsett från litteraturinsamling, var en 
elektronisk kundenkät som skickades ut till flera energibolags kunder. Enkäten inkluderade 
demografiska frågor i kombination med frågor gällande CSR värde, vilja att betala för CSR samt 
kundlojalitet. Efter att ha samlat in data från enkäten utfördes flera analyser i SPSS för att besvara 
frågeställningar och hypoteser. Svaren analyserades både för hela urvalet samt separat för varje 
energibolag.  
 
Svaren på frågeställningar och hypoteser resulterade i fyra huvuddelar. Först, det visade sig att män i 
åldern 64 eller äldre, med en inkomst på 10-15.000 kr/månaden hade en högre betalningsvilja för CSR 
relaterade aktiviteter. Denna kundgrupp stämde dock inte överens med insamlad teori (Yuen, et al., 
2016). Den kundgrupp som värderade CSR högt var dessutom raka motsatsen till de som hade högst 
vilja att betala. För det andra så rankades inte samma CSR aktivitet högst för vilja att betala som för 
värde för CSR. Det fanns dock en positiv mellan eller hög korrelation mellan samtliga CSR aktiviteter 
och deras betalningsvilja. Vidare kunde det bekräftas att det fanns ett predicerande förhållande mellan 
värde för CSR och kundlojalitet precis som mellan vilja att betala för CSR och kundlojalitet. Dock, när 
vilja och betala samt värde för CSR slogs ihop till en gemensam moderator till kundlojalitet visade sig 
denna vara både svag och negativ. Slutligen, efter att ha gjort en nulägesanalys stod det klart att där 
finns flera kundbehov inom CSR som de flesta energobolagen inte uppfyller i dagsläget.  
 
Nyckelord: CSR, kundlojalitet, WTP 
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1 INTRODUCTION 
 

1.1 Background 
With the rapidly changing pace of business due to the internet, the need to constantly adapt and innovate 
becomes a necessity (Pires, et al., 2006). The transparency that the internet provides is a clear advantage 
for customers. An example of this advantage are comparison sites where customers can get a clear 
overview on which company offers the best price on the same or similar products and services. For 
example, on prisjakt.nu1 products such as clothes, games, toys etc. can be compared, and at trivago.se2  
different prices for the same hotel are displayed depending on which travel agency you book with. The 
possibility to make these comparisons has also become possible within the energy industry.  Elskling.se3  
is a website that offer customers, free of charge, the service of comparing prices between different 
energy providers and also assistance if they wish to switch from one energy provider to another. At the 
same time as these sites become more and more common, the barriers on information access about 
companies decreases. This mean more power to the customer as they can easily find out which energy 
provider offers the lowest price and then make the switch. 
 
Furthermore, energy is a homogeneous product (Jann, et al., 2015) which mean that from a customer’s 
perspective, it has almost identical features, benefits and quality. The customer cannot identify any 
difference between different types of energy as long as the lights work. This view forces the energy 
providers to compete with price and availability. Also, there are no monetary switching costs (Chen, 
2018) for the customer to change energy provider. This mean that the customer can change energy 
provider as often as it pleases them without costing them anything. At the same time, it is ten times more 
expensive for companies to attract new customers than to maintain existing ones (Sancharan, 2011).  
 
This mean that energy providers have to adapt to this reality and meet other customer needs. Price is 
something that can change both fast and often, new energy providers can appear at any time and the 
market could change. Therefore, energy providers, much like any other company need to offer 
something more to make customers stay, to make them loyal. With high levels of both competition and 
transparency, customer loyalty is one of the most significant contemporary strategies to ensure long-
term customers (Sancharan, 2011). 
 
Since energy is a homogeneous product and price does not provide any loyal customers, energy 
providers have to identify other customer needs to make them stay. To identify customer needs before 
the customer even realizes it themselves, companies has to be proactive. They have to actively research 
upcoming trends and find out if these apply to their customers before their competitors does. Several 
trends appear every day, however, one of them which has been constantly growing during the twenty-
first century is social sustainability (Boström, 2017). Social sustainability is becoming an increasingly 
essential element of company strategies, given the recognized need to ensure the long-term success in 
the future (Hay, et al., 2005). Companies are starting to pursue social priorities that extend far beyond 
prior concerns for reputation. It is, however, a slow process and companies worldwide are struggling to 
include social sustainability into their strategies (Porter, et al., 2006).  Nevertheless, the struggle is worth 
it since social sustainability priorities is an opportunity and a source to create competitive advantage 
(McWilliams, et al., 2010). Also, consumers are becoming more informed and engaged in what products 
and services they buy. They care about the social footprint of these goods and therefore, it is highly 
relevant to create an understanding of what, more precisely, the customers want. Therefore, this research 
will study if corporate social responsibility (CSR) is a driver for customer loyalty for current customers 
within the energy industry.  
 

                                                      
 
1 www.prisjakt.nu 
2 www.trivago.se 
3 www.elskling.se 
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Corporations hold great power and possibilities to compensate for the damage they cause, and even to 
help society prosper. CSR has become increasingly popular as a response to changing business practices, 
corporate cultures and value chains. The “business case for CSR” as termed by Kotler and Lee (2005) 
emphasizes this new role, suggesting that by engaging in CSR activities, businesses can create a 
profitable situation enhancing societal environment and business interests. However, whether the 
customers agree with this or not is the perspective for this study (Okpara, et al., 2013).  
 
Besides studying whether customers value CSR, willingness to pay (WTP) for CSR will also be added 
as a moderating factor to customer loyalty. This is of interest for the energy providers since customers 
can feel that CSR related activities are important at the same time as they do not wish to pay for it. 
Furthermore, WTP also contributes to a more realistic result since people have a tendency to answer 
highly on importance of sustainability questions since it is the” right thing to do” (Williams, 2011). By 
adding WTP into the equation, it is more likely to get realistic answers demanding something more from 
the customer (Williams, 2011).  
 
1.2 Objective and research questions 
The study is aimed towards energy providers, and the main purpose is to create an understanding about 
what their customers opinion is on CSR related activities, if they value it and if there is a connection to 
customer loyalty. To create this understanding, different customer groups and WTP for CSR will be 
used to study correlation and prediction which is stated in the research questions:  
 
RQ1: To what degree does WTP for CSR activities correlate with value for CSR activities? 
 
RQ2: Which of the following factors; value for CSR, WTP for CSR, gender, age and income predict 
customer loyalty the most? 

1.3 Ethical considerations  
Data will be gathered through an electronic questionnaire sent out to the energy providers customers. 
The author of this study, however, will have no access to the customers email addresses following the 
regulations of GDPR (IT Governance Privacy Team, 2016). The survey will be sent out by the energy 
providers themselves and then the data will be gathered by the author. The data will be presented 
anonymized in this study both for the respondents and the energy providers. 

1.4 Delimitations 
There are several different drivers to create or increase customer loyalty. However, this study will be 
limited to CSR related activities within the energy industry. The relationship between CSR, customer 
loyalty and WTP can also be research from several other angles not included in this study. The study 
will be made from the viewpoint of private customers (C2B) and their preferences and not from the 
energy providers themselves or their company customers (B2B). It will also be limited to the viewpoint 
of current customers, i.e. not to generate new ones. Furthermore, the research will be geographically 
limited to a few energy providers within Sweden.  
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2 RELATED WORK 
 

2.1 Customer loyalty 
In a world were competitors are only one click away and access to information becomes easier and 
easier, customer loyalty can be seen as the new marketing. With high levels of both competition and 
transparency, companies aim to attract loyal customers to ensure business success. Customer loyalty is 
one of the most significant contemporary strategies to ensure long-term customers since it is ten times 
cheaper to maintain existing customers than to attract new ones (Sancharan, 2011). Loyal customers are 
also less sensitive to price and tend to forward information and positive recommendations by “word-of-
mouth” which does not cost the company anything. Furthermore, having enough loyal customers means 
a financially stable company that receives higher profits, growing sales and is superior to the competition 
(Isoraité, 2016).  
 
It is clear that customer loyalty is becoming more important as switching, i.e. customer switching to the 
competitor, becomes easier with websites like Elskling.se. However, what is not as obvious, is how to 
define customer loyalty and what dimensions are included (Basu & Dick, 1994; Gundlach, et al., 1995; 
Oliver, 1999). Nevertheless, what seems to be an overall understanding is that loyalty is a commitment 
and that the definition depends on the situation. Commitment is defined as the desire to continue a 
relationship, along with the willingness to work towards that continuance and the expectation that the 
relationship will continue (Wilson, 1995; Andersson, et al., 1989). Instead of defining customer loyalty 
as one concept it can be divided into different approaches. These approaches can in turn be identified 
on different levels with more or less details. The approaches presented in this chapter are more general 
and after studying existing literature it is clear that these are the most used and accepted ones.  
 

2.1.1 Customer loyalty as an approach  
The first approach is to divide customer loyalty into: behavioral, attitudinal and multidimensional. 
Behavioral loyalty was the original definition when starting to explain customer loyalty (Jacoby, et al., 
1979). It is defined as consistent, repetitious purchase behavior which indicates loyalty. One problem 
with the behavioral approach is that repeated purchases are not always the result of a psychological 
commitment (Tepeci, 1999). Then, the attitudinal approach was added which use data to reflect the 
emotional and psychological attachment. It is focused mainly on brand recommendations (Chadha, et 
al., 2009), resistance to superior products (Worthington, et al., 2010), willingness to pay the price 
premium and repurchase intention. However, this is an unidimensional way of measuring loyalty which 
mean that a customer could hold a product or service in high regard, recommend it to others, but feel 
that it is too expensive for him/her to use on a regular basis (Bowen, et al., 2001). Attitudinal loyalty 
can in turn be divided into both active and passive loyalty (Ganesh, et al., 2000). The active aspect 
includes word-of-mouth and intention of use while the passive aspect include the customer not switching 
even when the company does not deliver what is expected (Ball, et al., 2004). 
 
As stated above , there are limitations with both behavioral and attitudinal loyalty and that has led to a 
third approach, multidimensional loyalty, which was formatted by Dick and Basu (1994) and combines 
the two definitions. It measures loyalty by customers' product preferences, tendency of brand-switching, 
frequency of purchase, recency of purchase and total amount of purchase (Howard, et al., 1997; Wong, 
et al., 1999). Dick and Basu (1994) supposed that the attitude has to be treated as a cause of repeated 
purchases. The use of both attitude and behavior in a loyalty definition increases the predictive power 
of loyalty (Howard, et al., 1997).  
 

2.1.2 Customer loyalty as a process  
Other authors and researchers defines customer loyalty as a process rather than an outcome. Oliver 
(1997) for example, has distinguished: cognitive, affective, conative, and action loyalty as different 
phases. He argues that customers become loyal in different senses, in different stages.  
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Initially, the customer become loyal in a cognitive sense. This mean that the information provided to the 
customer about the company brand makes the customer think that it would be a preferable choice 
compared to other alternatives. Cognitive loyalty can be translated into brand belief which is based on 
prior, second-hand knowledge or on experience-based information. This first stage of loyalty is shallow 
which mean that the competitor is not far behind (Oliver, 1999).  
 
Second, consistent cognitive loyalty can develop into affective loyalty where a link between customer 
and brand begin to form. This growing relationship and change in attitude toward the company is usually 
based on satisfying experiences for the customer. The customer is beginning to feel a commitment to 
the company and affection to the brand, i.e. the relationship moves toward becoming more emotional 
than rational. The level of loyalty, however, is still quite shallow and the risk of switching as a reaction 
to dissatisfaction and trial of substitutes is still high (Oliver, 1999).  
 
Then there is conative loyalty which takes place after repeated situations of satisfying experiences for 
the customer. These experiences further strengthen the positive affect between the customer and the 
brand. Furthermore, the commitment to continue as a customer grows. However, in this stage, even 
though the relationship has grown stronger it usually takes more motivation for the customer to go from 
intention to behavior (Oliver, 1999). There is for example still a risk that the intention of continuing on 
as a customer will not become a real behavior. Dick and Basu view conative antecedents to three factors; 
switching costs, sunk costs and expectations (1994). These factors can influence the customer to go from 
intention to behavior or not and thereby test the level of customer loyalty.  
 
Finally, there is the action phase where the focus is on readiness to act and also a desire to overcome 
obstacles that might prevent the act. In this context, readiness is defined as deeply held commitment to 
rebuy a preferred product/service consistently in the future. In turn, overcoming “obstacles" is analogous 
to rebuying despite situational influences and marketing efforts having the potential to cause switching 
behavior (Oliver, 1999). In other words, in this phase, the customer’s satisfaction with a product or 
service is at a level where his or her information-seeking relating to substitutes has diminished. Sunk 
costs, however, remain important at this phase as well as persuasion and trial. These factors could still 
challenge the customer’s loyalty, its existing and future development (McMullan, et al., 2003). 
 
To summarize: cognitive loyalty focuses on the brand's performance aspects, affective loyalty is directed 
toward the brand's likeableness. conative loyalty is experienced when the consumer focuses on wanting 
to rebuy the brand, and action loyalty is commitment to the action of rebuying (Oliver, 1999). Only 
already existing customers will take part in this study and therefore the first phase is not relevant.   
 

2.2 Customer loyalty drivers 
First of all, customer loyalty goes hand in hand with several other factors such as satisfaction. Customer 
satisfaction includes to which degree services and products satisfy customer preferences (Kotler, et al., 
2000), trust in that a company acts favorably, ethically, legally, and responsibly (Park, et al., 2017), and 
that CSR related work is performed (Stanisavljević, 2017) just to mention a few. Factors related to 
customer loyalty, also known as drivers, has been studied to find out if they have any effect on customer 
loyalty. These drivers have various effect on customer loyalty depending on industry and several other 
aspects. Therefore, the important drivers have to be identified and separated from the others to improve 
loyalty (Ryan, et al., 1999). Furthermore, when identifying these drivers, companies must have in mind 
that what they feel are the most important drivers might not correlate with their customers.  
 
Different results have been presented depending on what industry has been studied, formulation of the 
hypotheses and what drivers has been included. However, what the results have in common is that 
different drivers have various effect on customer loyalty, but there is no linear relationship. Furthermore, 
e.g. customer satisfaction is not something that lasts since the rest of the world continuously changes. 
Satisfaction only lasts until a better deal comes along since it does not indicate any emotional contact or 
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commitment to the company (Ilieska, 2016). Therefore, without the loyalty, the company might lose 
customers. However, even though satisfaction isn’t equal to loyalty, its measurement is helpful in 
detecting dissatisfaction. It will also, along with other drivers, be helpful in building a greater 
understanding of their customers (Ilieska, 2016).  
 
The point of using drivers is to get more specific measurements. General measurements won’t give the 
company much to go on, e.g. asking the customer “Are you loyal to your current energy provider?” will 
not be helpful in further analysis (Ilieska, 2016). Segmentation is key for effective operational use of 
results in loyalty studies to know how much and where improvements are needed. In this case the 
segmentation chosen is to look specifically at CSR related activities to study at what level it correlates 
with customer loyalty. The segmentation will clarify if the area in question is of importance to the 
customer and which key aspects within this segment that create satisfaction (Ilieska, 2016).  
 

2.3 Social sustainability and CSR 
To understand CSR, one must first define social sustainability because CSR is related to social 
sustainability work from a business perspective (Hutchins; Sutherland, 2008). Social sustainability is 
one of three dimensions in sustainability, the other two are environmental and economic. It is also the 
most overlooked dimension in comparison. Social sustainability is defined as something that occurs 
when “formal and informal processes; systems; structures; and relationships actively support the 
capacity of current and future generations to create healthy and livable communities” (Anon., 2018). 
Furthermore, a socially sustainable community provide equity, diversity, social cohesion, democracy 
and governance and a good quality of life for both current and future generations (Anon., 2018).  
 
However, when looking at social sustainability from a business perspective, the definition looks a little 
different. Companies has to understand the impacts that their business has on society (Hutchins; 
Sutherland, 2008). Socially responsible behavior means caring about the interests of a large number of 
stakeholders and society in general (Maden, et al., 2012). Furthermore, CSR is not a concept with one 
specific definition, it can be defined in different ways. Kotler and Lee (2005) defined CSR as “a 
commitment to improve community well-being through discretionary business practices and 
contributions of corporate resources” where discretionary practices are defined as activities not 
mandated by law. Furthermore, another definition of CSR was presented by the European Commission 
(European Commission, 2011-14); “CSR is a concept by which the company integrates the care for 
society and environment in its business activities and interaction with its stakeholders on a voluntary 
basis”. CSR involves a wide spectrum of company activities with focus on all stakeholders such as 
investors, humanitarian organizations, employees, suppliers, customers, and future generations 
(Sprinkle, et al., 2010). 
 
Social sustainability within business lead us to CSR. In the 1970s and 1980s, due to the higher intensity 
of globalization, IT development, higher level of people’s education, strengthening of associations for 
the protection of human rights, associations for environment protection etc. pressures increased for 
companies to start doing business while considering the well-being of the society and environment. The 
concept of CSR started to develop and became another tool to increase profit maximization. If the 
products and services are in accordance with social responsibility norms, then the conditions for long-
term relationships with customers are created, which will result in increased profits (Stanisavljević, 
2017).  
 

2.3.1 The Pyramid of CSR 
Carroll (1979; Carroll, 1991) gave a specific definition of CSR that consisted of four dimensions for 
companies to be good corporate citizens: economic, legal, ethical, and philanthropic responsibilities. 
This kind of CSR definition is known as the pyramid of CSR, and it is accepted among researchers in 
this field (Salmones, et al., 2005; Lee, et al., 2012; Park, et al., 2014). 
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Companies are, before everything, the basic economic units in society; as such, they have a responsibility 
to produce the goods and services that society desires (Carroll, 1979; Carroll, 1991). Satisfying 
customers’ needs must be fulfilled in order to create profits. Profits are necessary both to reward 
stakeholders such as investors and to ensure business growth (Carroll, 2016). Economic responsibility 
refers to the obligations of a company to make its business productive and profitable while maintaining 
wealth (Salmones, et al., 2005).  
 
The next level in the pyramid is the legal responsibility, economic and legal responsibility are 
accomplished at the same time. Companies are expected to follow the laws and regulations to be able to 
operate (Carroll, 2016). Disrespect of the law and regulations has a negative influence on customers’ 
attitudes toward the company and the company’s reputation, and the company’s sales could be 
significantly reduced (Park, et al., 2014).  
 
Ethical responsibility is, in turn, incorporated in the previous two dimensions. It refers to standards, 
norms, and expectations that employees, customers, shareholders, and society consider fair (Carroll, 
1991). Society expects companies to go above the legal requirements. Therefore, ethical responsibility 
could mean to adopt new norms and values that society expects other than those required by law (Carroll, 
1991).  
 
Lastly, philanthropic responsibility refers to the company’s commitment to voluntarily help threatened 
social groups and to participate in social and ecological problem solving in society. Philanthropy refers 
to society’s expectation that a company should do business as a “good corporate citizen” (Carroll, 1991). 
It includes activities that contribute and help the arts, culture, medicine, science, education, and 
community improvement (Seifert, et al., 2004). Most often it includes donations for various purposes 
and activities that are voluntary and non-binding (Carroll, 1979).  
 
These four groups of responsibilities have always, more or less, existed within companies. The economic 
and legal responsibilities have, however, have historically been prioritized. The reason behind this 
prioritization is that, above anything, companies are economic units in society and has a responsibility 
to produce products and services to satisfy customer needs which result in profit (Carroll, 1979). 
Furthermore, society expects companies to earn these profits while following laws and regulations 
required (Park, et al., 2014). Meanwhile, as mentioned, ethical and philanthropic responsibilities are not 
required by any law or for the company survival other than customer expectations. Socially responsible 
business results in positive public opinion which differentiates the company in the general market. In 
turn, this attracts customers and other investors because caring about the community is a growing 
criterion (Stanisavljević, 2017). 
 
Growing market competition means companies must search for new ways to differentiate products and 
services in order to keep customers. Therefore, basing a business strategy on the CSR concept has 
become a good strategy for companies to make a difference and stand out. Further research should be 
directed to the identification of which specific activities that customers consider to be the most valuable 
(Stanisavljević, 2017).  
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Figure 1. The pyramid of corporate social responsibility (Carroll, 2016) 

 

2.4 CSR and WTP as customer loyalty drivers  
Several direct and indirect drivers to customer loyalty has been identified within different industries. 
For examples, the relationship between customer satisfaction and customer loyalty has been studied 
within the hotel market (Bowen, et al., 2001) and the relationship between communication and trust 
toward customer loyalty has been studied within the banking sector (Ball, et al., 2004). These drivers, 
as well as customer loyalty itself, are broad. To narrow it down CSR related activities will be studied as 
a driver to customer loyalty from a customer perspective since customers’ perceptions about companies’ 
socially responsible behavior influence their relationship with the company and its products 
(Stanisavljević, 2017). Furthermore, the industry chosen for this study is the energy sector. More 
specifically, the ethical and philanthropic responsibilities within CSR will be central. Also, mentioned 
in other studies and articles is that other factors could have a moderating (Holmbeck, 1997) effect on 
the relationship between CSR related activities and customer loyalty. Company reputation (Maden, et 
al., 2012), customer satisfaction and trust (Park, et al., 2017), and WTP (Yuen, et al., 2016) has all been 
studied as possible moderators in different industries and combinations. However, before studying the 
moderating relationship, WTP will separately examined as a predictor to customer loyalty and then WTP 
for CSR related activities in combination with value for CSR related activities (see Figure 2) will be 
tested as a moderator (H1).  
 

2.4.1 Demographic factors 
When gathering this kind of information from customers it is interesting to understand which customer 
groups, have which preferences and values to improve marketing aim. Therefore, demographic factors 
as well as other general factors are of interest (Yuen, et al., 2016). The general factors will not be 
presented further in this study but will be of interest for the energy providers in further analysis. The 
demographic factors however, will be part of the second research question as well as the second 
hypothesis. Demographic factors are characteristics that define a particular group within a population 
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which can be expressed statistically (Global, 2018). The data can be used to understand and better 
determine how to target these customer groups. The demographic factors used in this questionnaire are 
age, gender and income since these has been shown to have a moderating effect on consumers’ WTP 
for CSR (Annunziata, et al., 2014). The result found that older women with a higher income have a 
positive predicting effect on consumers’ WTP for CSR. This study was however made for sustainable-
labeled chocolate and the oldest respondent was 35 years old. For this study the industry is completely 
different and there will likely be several respondents of a higher age included which might influence the 
result. Thereof, hypothesis 2 (H2) was formed. 
 

2.4.2 Hypotheses  
 

H1: WTP for CSR related activities and value-ranking of CSR related activities moderates customer 
loyalty within the energy sector 

H2: There is a higher WTP for CSR related activities for females of a higher age and income within the 
energy sector  
 

  

 
Figure 2. Moderating relationship 
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3 METHOD 

3.1 Data gathering 
The problem at hand is current and new which in turn mean that there are limited studies made within 
the area. However, the general data about customer loyalty, CSR and WTP are not new when studied 
separately. It is when combining the factors and especially when specifying it to energy providers that 
the literature become limited. Therefore, the foundation of this study is built on secondary data from 
literature meanwhile primary data (Ghauri & Grønhaug, 2010) is obtained with the purpose and 
perspective of this particular study to answer the research questions and hypotheses.  

When gathering primary data there is a choice of using quantitative or qualitative methods. Since the 
problem at hand is new, the decision to make a quantitative study was made. A quantitative study focuses 
on gathering data from a larger sample size. Also, it is used to generate numeric data and data that can 
be used as statistics. It is used to quantify attitudes and opinions, for example, and then generalize results 
(DeFranzo, 2011). These requirements led to the choice of an electronical questionnaire that could be 
sent out by email. The questionnaire used for this study was made on a website called questionpro.com4 
and the choice of questions was mostly selected from the existing literature and then modified to fit the 
context of this study.  

When designing a questionnaire, there are several aspects to consider. A question can be asked in several 
different ways and a few considerations include; double-barreled questions, not taking anything for 
granted, the language, order of the questions and if open or closed questions should be used (Saris, et 
al., 2013). 

Double-barreled questions mean that there are two questions in one. The risk of that design is that the 
respondent does not feel equally to the questions and therefore the answer won’t be credible. Therefore, 
it is better to limit the questions and keep them simple. This involves the language as well; a simple 
language and short questions are preferred to not confuse or tier the respondent. A clear and carefully 
chosen language can also limit the risk of interpretation and misunderstandings. Furthermore, there is 
the structure, i.e. in what order the questions are asked. In this study, there are three main areas and 
several questions for every area. The order of the questions, however, is not divided into these areas. 
The questions about customer loyalty, CSR and WTP are mixed. The reason for this is to not make it 
too obvious for the respondent what they “should” answer and also divert from the eventual agenda 
mentioned before. Finally, open or closed questions can be used both separately or in combination. An 
open question, were the respondent manually writes their answer, will be more precise but also more 
difficult to understand and analyze. A closed question on the other hand, where the respondent fills out 
a predetermined answer, is easier to analyze in the end since it is already coded. However, since the 
respondent can’t manually fill out their own answer, it is important to provide a suitable amount of 
answers (see Appendix A and B for the questionnaire in English and Swedish).  

3.1.1 Sampling 
The data was gathered from private customers of different energy providers. To get the questionnaire 
out to the customers, 22 energy providers were contacted and introduced to the problem of this survey. 
Out of these random contacted energy providers, 7 agreed to send out the survey to their customers. It 
was up to every energy provider to decide how they preferred to send out the questionnaire and to how 
many customers. The most common choice has been to send it out by email or to add it to their 
newsletter. There was only one exception, energy provider 7 (EB7, see table 1) published the link to the 
survey on their Facebook page.  
 
The number of send outs and responses is presented in table 1. ‘Response rate 1’ was calculated from 
the number of send-outs and responses while ‘Response rate 2’ was calculated from the number of 
completed surveys that had been opened. The second response rate was calculated by questionpro.com. 

                                                      
 
4 www.questionpro.com 
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Energy provider 3 and 7 was removed from the survey because of few answers and did not take part in 
any of the analyses.  
 
Table 1. Sampling 

 Send-outs Responses Response rate 1 Started Completed Response rate 2 
EP1 13053  640 4,9 % 1282 640 49,9 % 
EP2 2784 150 5,4 % 408 150 36,7 % 
EP3 300  21 7 % 42 21 50 % 
EP4 3009 90 3 % 146 90 61,6 % 
EP5 15500  768 5 % 1427 768 53,8 % 
EP6 7000  33 0,5 % 86 33 38,4 % 
EP7 Facebook 5 X 25 5 20 % 
TOT 41646 1707 4 % 3416 1707 50 % 

 
 

3.1.2 Operationalization of variables 
As was stated earlier, the specific problem for this study is new. Therefore, a literature study was made 
to gather general information on how to measure value of CSR, WTP for CSR and customer loyalty. 
Then the questions for the survey were designed to identify the relationship between these factors, they 
were also adjusted for the energy industry. All questions are therefore based on already published 
research and  

In the beginning of the literature study, focus was mainly on customer loyalty, CSR activities and the 
relationship between the two. The literature, however, led to an understanding that there might be a 
connection to WTP and that socio-demographic factors such as gender, age and income could play an 
active role. Therefore, these factors were included in the beginning of the questionnaire as well. All 
questions in the survey were mandatory except for income since this could be considered as a delicate 
subject.  

3.1.2.1 Customer loyalty  
As stated in the theory chapter, customer loyalty can be divided into attitudinal and behavioral. 
Attitudinal loyalty refers to the psychological attachment towards the provider and include aspects such 
as word-of-mouth recommendations and considering the energy provider to be their first choice (Ilieska, 
2016; Poolthong, et al., 2011). Thereof, the following questions were chosen: 

1. I always say positive things about my energy provider to others (Poolthong, et al., 2011; Yuen, 
et al., 2016)  

2. I would recommend my energy provider to friends and family (Ilieska, 2016; Yuen, et al., 2016; 
Bobalca, et al., 2012) 

3. I consider this energy provider to be the best choice for me (Ilieska, 2016; Poolthong, et al., 
2011; Bobalca, et al., 2012; Yuen, et al., 2016) 

Behavioral loyalty refers to customer intention to further patronize of the energy provider, and the 
intention to increase both scale and scope of the relationship. Furthermore, a committed customer is 
prepared to pay a higher price (Ilieska, 2016). These aspects can be measured with the questions below 
(Poolthong, et al., 2011): 

4. I would be open to buy other products as well from my current energy provider (Poolthong, et 
al., 2011; Bobalca, et al., 2012) 

5. I intend to continue to stay on as a customer under these conditions (Poolthong, et al., 2011; 
Bobalca, et al., 2012)  

6. I would stay on as a customer at my current energy provider even if it meant for a higher monthly 
cost if it were because an increased commitment to CSR (Ilieska, 2016) 
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There are four different levels of loyalty: Cognitive, affective, conative and action (Bobalca, et al., 
2012). These can be identified with the different questions. However, the accuracy is difficult to judge 
since the design of the questions are similar. The questions used for this survey specify on conative and 
action loyalty since the respondent is already a customer and has some kind of relationship with the 
energy provider. Question 4 and 5 refer to a conative loyalty scale while question 1, 2 and 3 refer to an 
action loyalty scale.  

Lastly, question 6 measures both customer loyalty, since a loyal customer are less price sensitive, but 
also willingness to pay for CSR activities.  

3.1.2.2 CSR 
The questions chosen for this part of the survey was not only determined by already published articles 
but also influenced by energy providers. Information on which CSR activities being performed today 
was gathered from energy providers websites. The purpose of this was to construct as relevant questions 
as possible. Furthermore, when gathering this information, it became clear that several energy providers 
publishes corporate sustainability reports. The reports include mostly environmental aspects, but a few 
social sustainability activities were commonly mentioned. One activity that came up repeatedly both in 
the sustainability reports and in the articles was donating money to different charities (Poolthong, et al., 
2011; Yuen, et al., 2016; Mohr, et al., 2001; Lindgreen, et al., 2009; Mishra, et al., 2010). Other than 
that, the activities differentiated, and a few examples were providing or contributing to education 
(Poolthong, et al., 2011), donating products to people in need (Mohr, et al., 2001) and supporting 
physical activities such as sports (Lindgreen, et al., 2009). There are no references to the sustainability 
rapports in this study to make sure the energy providers stay anonymous.  
 
There were 8 questions for CSR, one asking how important CSR is to the respondent and seven to find 
out which activity is of higher customer value. All of the questions were asked on a 5-point likert scale 
(Williams, 2011). In the literature, the description of CSR activities was often described in a general 
way. For example, “help improve quality of life” (Lindgreen, et al., 2009), “create a better life for future 
generations” (Turker, 2009) and “support third party social and sustainable development related 
initiatives” (Mishra, et al., 2010).  
 
From the information presented above, the following questions were chosen; 
 

7. How important is it for you that your energy provider works with CSR related activities? (Mohr, 
et al., 2001; Turker, 2009) 

8. I value if my energy provider contributes to integration of foreigners into the business world 
through internship for example (Lindgreen, et al., 2009; Turker, 2009)  

9. I value if my energy provider contributes to integration of students into the business world 
through master thesis opportunities and summer jobs for example (Poolthong, et al., 2011; Shin, 
et al., 2015; Lindgreen, et al., 2009; Turker, 2009; Mishra, et al., 2010)  

10. I value if my energy provider donates money to charities such as “Läkare utan gränser” or 
“Rädda barnen” (Poolthong, et al., 2011; Yuen, et al., 2016; Lindgreen, et al., 2009; Turker, 
2009; Mishra, et al., 2010) 

11. I value if my energy provider carries out projects in developing countries such as donating solar 
cells to schools (Shin, et al., 2015; Turker, 2009; Mishra, et al., 2010)  

12. I value if my energy provider contributes to educating and increasing knowledge about 
sustainability (Shin, et al., 2015; Lindgreen, et al., 2009; Turker, 2009; Mishra, et al., 2010)  

13. I value if my energy provider contributes to making sure everyone having an active spare time 
(Shin, et al., 2015; Lindgreen, et al., 2009; Turker, 2009; Mishra, et al., 2010) 

14. I value if my energy provider invests in the society and with energy contributes to a pleasant 
and safe environment with venues and lighting (Shin, et al., 2015; Lindgreen, et al., 2009; 
Turker, 2009; Mishra, et al., 2010)  



 

16 

3.1.2.3 WTP  
WTP for CSR is the other part of the moderator being studied, in combination with value for CSR, to 
see if it has a predicting relationship toward customer loyalty. Therefore, the following questions were 
designed: 
 

15. I am pleased with my current price (Ilieska, 2016; Yuen, et al., 2016) 
16. I would consider myself to be a price-conscious customer (Ilieska, 2016; Yuen, et al., 2016) 
17. I would stay on as a customer at my current energy provider even if it meant for a higher monthly 

cost if it were because an increased commitment to CSR (Ilieska, 2016; Yuen, et al., 2016) 

One straight forward way to measure WTP through a questionnaire is to ask the respondent to fill out 
maximum and minimum price they would be willing to pay for a product or service (Briedert, et al., 
2006). This measurement was, however, difficult to use in this survey since it is an additional cost for 
the customer without actually getting a service or product. This resulted in a similar question below 
instead. The question was asked after question 8-14 to get an overview of which CSR activity the 
customer values the most.  
 

18. How much would you be willing to pay more a month for your energy provider to follow through 
with the mentioned CSR activity above? (Yuen, et al., 2016; Mohr, et al., 2001) 

3.1.3 Organization of data  
The answers for gender and which products the customer currently buys from their energy provider were 
designed to be nominal (DeYoreo, et al., 2016). Furthermore, the answers for age and income had open 
answers for the respondent to fill out manually. The reason behind this decision was that groups or 
intervals could be formed after collecting the data for a better analysis. However, independent of the 
respondent manually typing their age or choosing a box, the measurement of scale is interval. 
 
Most of the answers in this survey were ordinal on a likert scale of 1-5 either: strongly disagree/strongly 
agree or not at all important/very important scales. The decision of choosing an uneven scale was to not 
force the respondent to lean either way but to be able to fill out that he/she didn’t have an opinion on 
the matter.  
 
Finally, the questions on how much the respondent would be willing to pay for the various CSR 
activities, the answers were filled out manually. The reason was to get more accurate answers and not 
to have too many options for the respondent to choose from.   
 

3.1.4 Reliability and validity  
When making any kind of survey it is most important is that the questions chosen provide both reliability 
and validity. The reliability is a measurement on random error. One way to ensure this is by asking 
several questions about the same topic to the respondent. Then when gathering the data measurement 
on the correlation can be made. Validity, on the other hand, refers to if the question measures what it is 
supposed to measure. The answer to this lies in the empirical evidence behind it, i.e. has the researcher 
done his/her homework on adequacy, criterion and construct (Pallant, 2007).  
 

3.1.4.1 Advantages and disadvantages  
There are both advantages and disadvantages sending out questionnaires for the respondent to answer 
anonymously over email. The advantages are that the respondent can answer the questions in their own 
time and of course anonymously. Furthermore, an electronic questionnaire is cost efficient, has a 
generous reach, gather data efficiently and allows for the researcher to reach a large sample size. The 
respondent can also answer the questionnaire without any pressure or stress that could appear during an 
interview for example (Debois, 2016). However, there are also a few downsides using an online 
questionnaire to have in mind. First, there is the problem with dishonesty which is difficult to prevent. 
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The hope is that answering anonymously will make the respondent feel that he/she can answer truthfully. 
Of course, this will not matter if the respondent has an agenda of their own. Maybe the respondent 
wishes to steer the survey in a direction for their own advantage. Then there is the risk of unconscientious 
responses where the respondent answers the questions before thinking it through or even reading the 
question. This can partly be identified when analyzing the answers, looking for contradictions. However, 
to make sure that the questions are answered at all, the collector can mark the question as “required” 
(Debois, 2016). 
 

3.1.4.2 Pretest  
Before sending the questionnaire out to the respondents a pretest was made. The test was sent out to 
fellow students, a teacher in Swedish since the survey was sent out in Swedish, the university advisor 
of this study and a few other people outside of the study to give feedback. The university advisor and 
the fellow students gave feedback on the structure on the questions since they also had some experience. 
The Swedish teacher gave some advice on the structure of the questions to make sure that the risk of 
interpretation was minimized. Generally, feedback on what was good and what could be clarified was 
provided the broad test-group generated useable questions and feedback which was used to further edit 
the questionnaire. 

3.1.4.3 Questions on the same topic 
As mentioned, to increase the reliability of the answers within each area, several questions can be asked. 
In the case of this survey, the areas are customer loyalty, CSR and WTP. If, for example, the respondent 
answers the questionnaire without reading the questions the answers could reveal this. Also, to further 
increase the possibility to discover such responses, the questions within the same area are not asked 
directly after one another. Of course, there are still no guarantees that the answers are valid. The only 
other tool that can be used is that as many answers as possible are gathered to identify a pattern. 
Therefore, several energy providers take part in this survey to gather as much data as possible within a 
wide range.  
 

3.1.4.4 Scale of answers  
The majority of the questions had likert scales for the respondents to fill out the most suitable answer. 
Most of the scales was from ‘Strongly agree’ to ‘Strongly disagree’ with a total of five options to choose 
from. When deciding between an odd or even numbered likert scale there are advantages and 
disadvantages with both. Using an odd numbered scale makes sure that the respondent do not feel forced 
to choose a side were they might not have an opinion. However, it also gives the respondent “an out”, 
i.e. an easy choice for not having to put any real thought behind it. On the contrary, with an even 
numbered scale, the respondent is forced to choose a side and more thought might be out behind the 
choice. Nevertheless, this choice could also be inaccurate of the respondent really do not have an opinion 
on the matter. Therefore, an even numbered scale could also make the respondent frustrated (Wetmore, 
2012). The choice of an odd numbered scale was made and to ensure that the answers had been made 
with thought, correlation between questions and areas were used.  

3.1.4.5 Number of answers 
When using a survey, both the number of collected answers and the number of sent out questionnaires 
is relevant. Part of the analysis will be to look at if the number of responses is enough to create a valid 
result, but also to calculate the percentage of collected responses. Another aspect that will be taken into 
the analysis is that some of the energy providers decided to give their customers a chance to win prices 
if they answered the survey. This could affect the number of answers and possible also the quality. The 
risk of using prices is that the respondents answer without thought just to have a chance of winning.  
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3.2 Data analysis 
 

The tool used for analyzing this survey was IBM SPSS Statistics. The first thing to do before analyzing 
the data is to create a ‘codebook’ to define each of the questions as a variable. Then, before beginning 
the actual analysis, reliability and normality was measured. Finally, the tests chosen to answer the 
research questions and hypotheses were made.  

3.2.1 Reliability 
Before beginning to analyze the data gathered for the separated energy providers, reliability of scale was 
measured. As was mentioned earlier, the questionnaire contained several questions within the same area, 
i.e. value for CSR, CL and WTP for CSR. To be able to group these variables together, the degree of 
whether these variables measure the same thing must be tested. The measurement chosen to confirm 
this, in SPSS, is Cronbach Alpha (Pallant, 2007). This coefficient should be above .7 and the inter-item 
correlation matrix must show positive numbers to make sure that the variables measure the same 
underlying characteristic (Pallant, 2007). 
 
The groups measuring customer loyalty (CL) and CSR all reached above .7 on the scale for all energy 
providers. WTP on the other hand showed mixed results. The result can be affected by the number of 
variables, fewer variables lead to higher sensitivity. WTP only included 3 variables and this has most 
likely affected the result. The group was formed either way with this aspect in mind. Also, there were 
no disastrous numbers.  
 
The inter-item correlation matrix showed only positive numbers for all groups. 
  
Table 2. Reliability 

 CL CSR WTP  
Full Yes: .812 Yes: .877  No: .365 
EP1 Yes: .750 Yes: .863 No: .413 
EP2 Yes: .802  Yes: .898  No: .409  
EP4 Yes: .832  Yes: .815  No: .315  
EP5 Yes: .799  Yes: .888  No: .342  
EP6 Yes: .851  Yes: .842  No: .621  

CL: Q5, 6, 8, 9, 11 & 14 
CSR: Q13, CSR 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6 & 7 
WTP: Q7, 10, 14 
 

3.2.2 Normality 
To get one step closer to which tests to use in SPSS, test of normality was made. If the tests show normal 
distribution, this imply that the distribution is symmetric around the mean, i.e. that data near the mean 
is more frequent (Pallant, 2007). It also suggests that parametric tests should be used for the rest of the 
analysis. The result of normal distribution is presented in several different ways. First, the value of 
Kolmogorov-Smirnov statistics is presented where a non-significant result indicates normality. 
However, even though the significance value shows violation of normality this is common in larger 
samples and this study was no exception. Further analysis can be made by looking at the Histogram 
curve and the Normal Q-Q plot. If the Histogram curve present a bell-shaped curve and the Normal Q-
Q plot present a quite straight line these are both indicators that suggest normal distribution (Pallant, 
2007).  
 
For this study, a visual performed analysis was made, i.e. a study of the histograms and the normal Q-
Q plots. Even though the Kolmogorov-Smirnov variable did not show perfect normality, there were 
clear tendencies in the histograms and plots. Therefore, the decision was made to still use parametric 
tests for the groups presented above.  
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3.2.3 Analysis  
All tests were made for each energy provider but also for all the energy providers simultaneously. 
 
The first tests that were made were based on the answers from the descriptive questions. The result 
would show if there was any difference in value of CSR related activities and WTP for CSR related 
activities depending on gender, age and income. The parametric tests for this purpose were t-tests and 
one-way ANOVA (Pallant, 2007). T-test was used when looking at gender since it included only two 
groups and one-way ANOVA was used when studying age and income since those included more than 
two groups. Age and income were divided into 6 and 11 customer groups. Then, a correlation test was 
used to show whether there was a relationship between value for the specific CSR related activities and 
the WTP for these, the questions were therefore analyzed in pairs (see Appendix A and B). The test 
chosen was Spearman which is a parametric test adapted to ordinal data (Pallant, 2007). 
 
Finally, the predicting and moderating relationships were analyzed (Holmbeck, 1997). To conclude 
these analyzes standard multiple regression was used where the all the independent variables are entered 
at the same time. Each variable is then evaluated in terms of its predictive power (Pallant, 2007). Then 
a moderator was created based on those independent variables which has the highest predictive power.   
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4 RESULTS 
All tests were made for each energy provider but also for all the energy providers simultaneously, these 
results are presented as “Full”. The results presented for the full sample will be used as a comparison to 
other results that might stand out for some reason. The results from the SPSS analyses will be presented 
here and the detailed tables are presented in Appendix C.  
 

4.1 Value and WTP for CSR related activities 
The customer groups were formed after literature indicating that gender, age and income has an effect 
on customers WTP for CSR, specified in the second hypothesis (H2). Both H2 and the first research 
question (RQ1) about correlation between value and WTP for CSR will be analyzed and answered 
through the SPSS analyses presented in this chapter.  
 
T-test was used for gender and one-way ANOVA was used for age and income. The tests were first 
made to look at value in CSR and then for WTP for CSR. The tests show mean and standard deviation 
which will be presented below. Before making these tests, age and income, which had been manually 
filled out by the respondent were divided into groups.  
 

4.1.1 Value for CSR related activities 

4.1.1.1 Gender 
An independent-samples t-test was conducted to compare value ratings in CSR for males and females 
and the result is further presented in Appendix C, table 3. A 5-point likert scale was used for 
measurement. The CSR activity that was generally rated with the highest value was CSR2, i.e. 
integrating students into work life with one exception. The exception, however, was for the energy 
provider with only 33 respondents. The CSR activity that was rated with the lowest value was CSR6, 
i.e. contributing to an active spare time with two exceptions. Again, EP6 chose differently but also EP2, 
they both chose CSR3, i.e. donating money. 
 
For all energy providers, except for EP6, women had a higher mean, i.e. valued the CSR activity higher. 
For the full sample, there was a significant difference for all CSR related activities. For CSR2, females 
(M=4.13, SD=1.009) and males (M=3.97, SD=1.075) conditions; t(1647)=3.070, p=.002, and for CSR6, 
females (M=2.91, SD=1.372) and males (M=2.76, SD=1.333) conditions; t(1647)=2.062, p =.039. 
 
When looking at the highest and lowest ranked CSR activities for each energy provider, there was 
significant difference in EP1 and 6. In EP1 for CSR2, females (M=4.30, SD=.915) and males (M=4.09, 
SD=1.029) conditions; t(634)=2.585, p =.010. There was also a significant difference in EP6 for CSR2 
for females (M=3.50, SD=.972) and males (M=4.30, SD=.876) conditions; t(31)=-2.347, p =.025. 
 

4.1.1.2 Age 
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to explore the impact of age on levels of value for CSR and the 
result is further presented in Appendix C, table 4. A 5-point likert scale was used for measurement and 
age was divided into 6 groups. The CSR activity that was generally rated with the highest value was 
CSR2, i.e. integrating students into work life with a few exceptions. The energy providers with the most 
exceptions were EP2 and 4 where activity 5 and 7 also were popular. The CSR activity that was rated 
with the lowest value was CSR 6, i.e. contributing to an active spare time, again with the most exceptions 
for EP2 and 4 but also EP1. EP1 generally ranked CSR3 quite low (as their exception) while EP2 and 4 
had mixed results. The energy provider with the highest number of respondents, however, did not have 
any validations just like the full sample.  
 
The age group that overall responded with the highest value for CSR was 18-24, marked in green. 
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The only identified significant difference between the highest and lowest ranked CSR activities was 
shown in the full sample. There was a significant effect of CSR2 between group 35-44 and ‘Over 64’ at 
the p<.05 level for the three conditions [F(5,1643) = 2.895, p = .013]. There was also a significant effect 
of CSR6 between group 18-24 and ‘Over 64’ as well as between 35-44 and ‘Over 64’ at the p<.05 level 
for the three conditions [F(33.588, 2966,469) =3.721, p =.002]. 
 

4.1.1.3 Income  
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to explore the impact of income on levels of value for CSR and the 
result is further presented in Appendix C, table 5. A 5-point likert scale was used for measurement and 
income was divided into 11 groups. The CSR activity that was generally rated with the highest value 
was CSR 2, i.e. integrating students into work life with a few exceptions. The highest number of 
exceptions was for EP2 were activity 5 also were popular. The CSR activity that was rated with the 
lowest value was CSR 6, i.e. contributing to an active spare time, again with the most exceptions for 
EP2 but also EP1. EP1 generally ranked CSR3 quite low while EP2 ranked CSR1, among others, quite 
low. The energy provider with the highest number of respondents, however, did not have any validations 
just like the full sample for lowest ranked activities.  
 
As has been mentioned, is was not mandatory for the respondents to fill out their income to complete 
the survey. This mean that there is a variable called ‘Not given’ were all respondent who have not 
answered that question are placed. Therefore, there is no way of knowing what group they really belong 
to. It is also one of the groups with the most respondents in.  
 
The income group that overall responded with the highest value for CSR was those with a monthly 
income of 45.000 SEK or more, marked in green. 
 
There was no significant difference for CSR2 or 6 when compared by income. 
 
 

4.1.2 WTP for CSR related activities 

4.1.2.1 Gender 
A t-test was conducted to compare WTP for CSR related activities for males and females and the result 
is further presented in Appendix C, table 7. The respondents filled out manually how much more (SEK) 
they would be willing to pay for each CSR activity per month. Overall, men had a higher mean than 
women. The CSR activity that was generally rated with the highest WTP was 1 and 7, i.e. integration of 
foreigners into the business world and investment in the society. There were a couple of exceptions for 
EP2 and 6. However, EP6 will not be analyzed since they had very few respondents. The CSR activity 
that was rated with the lowest WTP was CSR 6, i.e. contributing to an active spare time with exception 
for EP6. 
 
For all energy providers, except for EP5 and 6, men had a higher mean, i.e. were willing to pay more 
for CSR related activities. For the full sample, there was no significant difference. However, for EP4 
there was a significant difference for the highest ranked WTP, namely WTP1. It showed; females 
(M=16.00, SD=31.471) and males (M=36.82, SD=52.978) conditions; t(53..682)= -2.178, p=.034. 
 

4.1.2.2 Age 
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to explore the impact of age on WTP for different CSR related 
activities and the result is further presented in Appendix C, table 8. The respondents filled out manually 
how much more (SEK) they would be willing to pay for each CSR activity per month and age was 
divided into 6 groups. The CSR activity that was generally rated with the highest WTP was CSR 1 and 
7, with a few exceptions. EP2, 4 and 5 all included CSR activity 5 as highly important in one of the age 
groups. CSR5 is the activity on educating about sustainability. The CSR activity that was rated with the 
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lowest WTP was equal to value for CSR, i.e. number 6. EP1, equally to the value rating, ranked CSR3 
quite low.  
 
The age group that overall responded with the highest WTP for CSR was 64+, marked in green, except 
for EP5.  
 
The only identified significant difference between the highest and lowest ranked WTP for CSR activities 
was shown in the full sample and EP1. There was a significant effect of WTP 1 in the full sample 
between group 18-24 and all other groups except 25-34; at the p<.05 level for the three conditions [F(5, 
1634) =2.860 , p = .014]. There was also a significant effect of WTP6 in EP1 between group 18-24 and 
all others at the p<.05 level for the three conditions [F(5, 630) = 3.712, p =.003]. 
 

4.1.2.3 Income 
A one-way ANOVA was conducted to explore the impact of income on levels for WTP for CSR related 
activities and the result is further presented in Appendix C, table 9. The respondents filled out manually 
how much more (SEK) they would be willing to pay for each CSR activity per month and income was 
divided into 11 groups. The CSR activity that was generally rated with the highest WTP was CSR 1, 2 
and 7 with a few exceptions. The highest number of exceptions was for EP2 were the result was mixed. 
The CSR activity that was rated with the lowest WTP was generally CSR6 but for the higher income 
groups number 3 was highly ranked both for the full sample and for EP1. Again, EP2 had the highest 
rank of exception were CSR3 was repeated as well.  
 
The income groups that responded with the highest WTP for CSR was those with a monthly income of 
10-25.000 SEK or more, marked in green, except for EP5.  
 
The only identified significant difference between the highest and lowest ranked WTP for CSR activities 
was shown in the full sample and EP1. There was a significant effect of WTP 7 in the full sample 
between group ‘no given income’ and ’10-15.000 SEK/month, and between 10-15.000 SEK/month and 
15-20.000, 20-25.000 and 30-35.000 SEK/month; at the p<.05 level for the three conditions [F(10, 1638) 
=1.953, p = .035].  
 
 

4.1.3 Correlation between CSR value and WTP for CSR 
A Spearman correlation was computed to assess the relationship between CSR value and WTP for that 
particular CSR activity and the result is further presented in Appendix C, table 11. The correlation 
coefficient for Spearman indicate small correlation between .1-.29, medium correlation between .3-.49 
and large correlation between .5-1.0. 
 
The correlation between the paired CSR and WTP are all positive, also they had medium or large 
correlation except for the yellow branded boxes presented in the table. 
 

4.2 Predicting customer loyalty  
As has been stated earlier in this study, there are multiple drivers to customer loyalty. A simple linear 
regression was calculated to predict customer loyalty based on value for CSR, WTP for CSR, gender, 
age and income and thereby answering research question 2 (RQ2).  
 
The adjusted R-square tells us how much of the variance in the dependent variable (CL) that is explained 
by the model. The beta variable then tells us how strongly each of the independent variables contributed 
to R-square.  
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For the full sample and each of the energy providers, a significant regression was identified as follows; 
▪ Full: (F(5, 1643)= 395.381, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .545 
▪ EP1: (F(5, 268)= 67.134, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .547 
▪ EP2: (F(5, 139)= 34.333, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .536 
▪ EP4: (F(5, 81)= 22.773, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .559 
▪ EP5: (F(5, 742)= 190.163, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .559 
▪ EP6: (F(5, 27)= 9.277, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .564 

 
In Appendix C, table 12, the result of what happens to customer loyalty as CSR, WTP for CSR, gender, 
age and income increases for the full sample and for each energy provider is presented further. The 
tables also present if the increase or decrease has significant difference. 
 
High value for CSR and high levels of WTP predict high levels for customer loyalty. Mostly when 
having a higher rate of females and higher age also predict higher levels of customer loyalty while 
income shows mixed results.  
 

4.2.1 Moderating effect for customer loyalty 
 
Except for EP4, CSR and WTP for CSR significantly has the largest effect on the model presented in 
chapter 4.3 which was assumed based on theory. Therefore, a moderator including these variables was 
created and a simple linear regression was used to see if they together have a moderating effect on 
customer loyalty. These tests were performed to answer hypothesis 1 and the result is further presented 
in Appendix C, table 13. 

4.2.1.1 Without moderator 
For the full sample and each of the energy providers, a significant regression was identified as follows 
(also presented further in table 13); 

▪ Full: (F(2, 1646)= 987.841, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .545 
▪ EP1: (F(2, 633)= 393.877, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .553 
▪ EP2: (F(2, 142)= 82.946, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .532 
▪ EP4: (F(2, 84)= 45.767, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .510 
▪ EP5: (F(2, 745)= 471.987, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .558 
▪ EP6: (F(2, 30)= 24.467, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .595 

 

4.2.1.2 With moderator 
For the full sample and each of the energy providers, a significant regression was identified as follows 
(also presented further in table 13); 

▪ Full: (F(3, 1645)= 660.810, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .546 
▪ EP1: (F(3, 632)= 265.281, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .555 
▪ EP2: (F(3, 141)= 55.575, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .532 
▪ EP4: (F(3, 83)= 32.167, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .521 
▪ EP5: (F(3, 744)= 314.293, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .557 
▪ EP6: (F(3, 29)= 15.783, p < .000 ), with an adjusted R2 of .581 

 
 
For full sample, EP1 and EP4, the adjusted R-square has gone up, for EP5 and EP6 the adjusted R-
square has gone down and for EP2 the R-square remain the same. 
 
For both the full sample and for each energy provider, the beta coefficient had gone down for CSR. For 
full sample, EP1 and EP2 the beta value for WTP had gone up, for EP4 and EP6, the value had gone 
down (these two have the least respondents) and for EP5 the beta value has stayed the same for WTP 
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The effect of the moderator is negligible. It is also negative which mean that a bigger moderator lead to 
lower customer loyalty. 
 
 

4.3 Summarization 
A summarization of the result will be presented to provide a clear overview of the hypotheses and 
research questions.  
 
RQ1: To what degree does WTP for CSR activities correlate with value for CSR activities? 
 
RQ2: Which of the following factors; value for CSR, WTP for CSR, gender, age and income predict 
customer loyalty the most? 
 
H1: WTP for CSR related activities and value-ranking of CSR related activities moderates customer 
loyalty within the energy sector 

H2: There is a higher WTP for CSR related activities for females of a higher age and income within the 
energy sector  
 
When answering RQ1 it first looked like there was low correlation between value for CSR and WTP for 
CSR for the highest values. The results did not show the same CSR activity for highest valued and 
highest WTP. However, when looking at the correlation coefficients there was overall a positive medium 
or high correlation. This indicates that the highest and the second highest rated activities might not be 
that far apart. This will be further analyzed in the next chapter.  
 
H2 was opposed, there are clear differences between customer groups of gender, age and income, on 
WTP for CSR activities. However, contrary to the literature, it is men and people with a lower income 
who has a higher WTP. Age was the only customer group which displayed the same results as the 
literature, i.e. that older customers has a higher WTP (Kum Fai Yuen, 2016). 
 
Answering RQ2, there was a clear connection between CSR, customer loyalty and WTP for CSR 
compared to gender, age and income. Therefore, CSR and WTP for CSR was the only factors used to 
create a moderator. However, together, CSR and WTP for CSR did not have any significantly 
moderating effect on customer loyalty, opposing H1.  
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5 ANALYSIS AND DISCUSSION 

5.1 WTP for CSR 
As was presented in the result, H2 was not supported. Instead men in the age of 64 or older with an 
income of 10-15.000 SEK/month had the highest WTP for CSR related activities. This result was, as 
mentioned, not unexpected since the research used as a reference is neither a homogeneous product or 
within the same industry. There was also a major age difference and the study was not made in Sweden, 
i.e. several aspects could have affected the result. To further understand the contradiction, a deeper 
literature study would have to be made. Another reason could be that CSR is a continuously growing 
trend and even though the research was published 2016, the study could have been made earlier. 
Therefore, a lot could have happened until now. Furthermore, when comparing the customer groups 
who had the highest WTP and showed the highest customer value for CSR, these were complete 
opposite. Women in the age of 18-24 with an income of 45.000 SEK/month or more rated value for CSR 
the highest. This group, however, need further research since people that young does not usually have 
that high of an income. For this result, the customer groups should therefore be viewed separately. 
 
The highest ranked CSR activities for WTP was CSR1, i.e. integrating foreigners into the business 
world. The result was however not unanimous. CSR2, 5 and 7 provided exceptions in all customer 
groups for gender, age and income. CSR2 was integrating students into the business world, CSR5 was 
contributing to education concerning sustainability and CSR 7 was investing in society through energy. 
Integrating foreigners is a CSR activity which would probably not have gotten such a high ranking a 
few years ago. Immigration has had a steady increase since 2011 and it explained 80 % of the population 
increase in 2017 (SCB, 2018). I assume that the respondents, in one way or another, has seen changes 
in their society because of these high numbers and what happens if immigrants are not properly 
integrated.  
 
When looking at the absolute highest mean scores for the CSR activities, in the age and income groups, 
these are for CSR7, originally from EP1 but also presented in the full sample. These high scores appear 
in group 35-44 and 64+ (age) and 10-15.000 SEK/month (income). The high mean is, however, also 
connected to a high standard deviation. This imply that there is a high inconsistency when estimating 
the level of WTP for this activity. Therefore, a deeper analysis of which customer groups has a higher 
WTP for CSR is needed. Furthermore, when looking at tables 7-9, it is confirmed that there is an overall 
higher standard deviation for WTP for CSR7. Otherwise, when looking at the high mean scores beyond 
the major ones, there is a connection to CSR1 independent of age and of income lower than 25.000 
SEK/month. 
 
Moving on to the lowest WTP was more unanimous. CSR6, i.e. contributing to an active spare time is 
not a CSR activity that customers want to pay for. The exception that appeared most often was CSR3, 
i.e. donating money to charity. It was not specified in the survey if ‘contributing to an active spare time’ 
included big or small clubs, children or adults etc. This could, of course, have an effect on the result. 
The other low ranked diversion, donating money to charity, is something that several energy providers 
works with. It seems to be a trend and something that is taken for granted that customers appreciate 
without confirmation. There are also a countless number of organizations for people to donate money 
to. However, it is often the major ones that are in the spotlight. It could therefore be that customers do 
not mind donating money, but they want to choose the organization themselves. 
 

5.2 Customer value for CSR 
It was interesting to see that customers of different energy providers seemed to agree on which CSR 
related activities had the highest and lowest values. The highest valued activity was integrating students 
into the business world, independent of gender, age or income. The reason behind this choice can have 
several explanations. It is, however, a current question in the political election taking place in September. 
It is also a concern that affect everyone in one way or another. Either you might be looking for a summer 



 

26 

job yourself or you might have children, grandchildren or friends looking for their first real job. 
Unemployment for adolescent is also higher than the overall unemployment in Sweden and since 2000 
there have been relatively high numbers (Schermer, 2018). Furthermore, even though the age-group 18-
24 had the highest mean of 4.25, there was an overall high mean within all age-groups of 4.03.  
 
When looking at the diversions on the highest valued CSR activity, EP2 had the most of them with a 
majority for contributing to educating and increasing knowledge about sustainability. The reason for 
this can be several. First, EP2 had 150 responses and the highest amount of diversions while full sample, 
EP1 and EP5 had the fewest amount of diversions and the highest amount of responses. Therefore, if 
EP2 would have gathered more responses, these diversions might have been equalized. Another reason 
for the result could be that EP2 is working with educating children in sustainability today while the other 
energy providers are not. Therefore, their customers can see the upside of this in reality and the good it 
does while customers of other energy providers only can imagine it. The same diversion came up once 
for EP1, twice for EP4 and 5 and once for EP6. EP4 and 6 might have had this diversion for several 
other customer groups but there were not enough responses to tell. EP5 and 1 had in common with EP2 
that the diversion was displayed for responders with an income of 40-45.000 SEK/month. There is, 
however, no clear conjunction between valuing CSR5 and high income. Overall, EP2 had the highest 
number of diversions and the broadest range of CSR work within ethical and philanthropic areas. 
 
The lowest valued CSR related activity was contributing to everyone having an active spare time, 
positively correlating with the ranking of customer value for CSR. This result was unanimous for the 
full sample and EP5, while again EP2 had the highest number of diversions. The diversions with highest 
frequency was donating money to charity which has been discussed in the previous chapter, and 
integrating foreigners into the business world. Everything involving foreigners or newly arrived is also 
a political question which is highly debated for the election. It is also interesting, but not surprising, to 
see that the respondents want to integrate students but not foreigners into the business world. People 
naturally tend to make sure ‘their own’ has a secure spot before looking beyond and again, the 
unemployment for adolescents is already high.  The only diversion that EP1 had was donating money 
and it was for 6 customer groups mostly for higher age and higher income.  
 
Taking a closer look at the standard deviations within the different customer groups. For gender, there 
was an overall higher standard deviation for the lower ranked CSR activities compared to the higher 
ranked (table 3). For age, the standard deviation is higher for those who are older, specifically for those 
over 35 (table 4). Over 45 years, there is also a clearer connection between a higher standard deviation 
and lower ranked activities beside CSR6 which was the most common one. This suggest that even 
though exceptions occurred for all age groups, older respondents have a higher disagreement. 
Furthermore, CSR6 had the third highest standard deviation for all customer groups and energy 
providers, suggesting that even if it was overall ranked low respondents were not unanimous. CSR3 and 
4, which had the overall highest standard deviation explaining why these activities were never in the top 
or bottom. Last, the standard deviation between customer groups based on income was more mixed but 
still higher for the lowest ranked activities.  
 

5.3 Correlation 
The first kind of correlation that was made was based on ranking, however only based on the full sample. 
When looking at the correlation from a perspective of ranking the CSR activities that energy providers 
should avoid are more obvious than the activities to invest in (see table  14-19 in Appendix C). This is, 
however, an important step as well and for further research each energy provider might have to do a 
qualitative study. Furthermore, when looking on the overall ranking, CSR7 has a first place in WTP but 
a third place in value, see table 20. This specific validation can be explained when looking further into 
the analysis in SPSS. For value in CSR, number 7 got several third placements both in gender, age and 
income groups. Further, when looking at WTP, CSR7 got third, fourth, fifth and even sixth place for 
several customer groups. What made CSR7 end up on first place was customer group ‘64 years and 
older’ and ’10-15.000 SEK/month’. The mean for customer group ’64 years and older’ was 81 
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SEK/month while the overall mean for CSR7 was 35 SEK/month. The mean for customer group ’10-
15.000 SEK/month’ was 382 SEK/month compared to the overall mean. These are significant 
differences, which was also analyzed earlier, and it is mainly for these customer groups that CSR7 got 
a first place. This kind of deep analysis have not been made on the separate energy providers, further 
research could conclude that another CSR activity has an overall, highest WTP 
 
The biggest difference in mean between value and WTP for CSR is for CSR5, 7 and 2. One possible 
explanation for these differences could be that customers has certain values overall, but they do not feel 
like their energy provider should invest in it because it is lies outside their business. For example, CSR7 
got the highest mean for WTP, while getting third place in value as a CSR activity. Customers are willing 
to pay their energy provider to invest in society using energy, but it is not something that they generally 
value higher than students and their education. At the same time, they also do not feel like their energy 
provider are responsible for teaching sustainability to society. However, to be able to look more closely 
on these differences a qualitative study must be made, tentatively with focus groups including customers 
who have answered the questionnaire. 
 
Lastly, what is interesting to see is that customers might not agree on the higher rankings of CSR 
activities, but the activities with the lowest scores are unanimous. CSR6 got the lowest scores for both 
value and WTP and CSR3 got the second lowest scores on both as well. Therefore, without a doubt, the 
recommendation to be drawn from this study is for energy providers to not donate money to charities or 
organizations contributing to an active spare time. At least not without further studies as was mentioned 
earlier. 
 
Table 20. Ranking based on full sample 

 Value WTP 
CSR1 4 2 
CSR2 1 3 
CSR3 6 6 
CSR4 5 4 
CSR5 2 5 
CSR6 7 7 
CSR7 3 1 

 
 
At first, there was no obvious correlation between customer value for CSR and WTP for CSR for the 
highest ranked activities. Highest in customer value was integrating students and highest in WTP was 
integrating foreigners, both into the business world. The lowest ranked activities on the other hand was 
much more unanimous, contributing to an active spare time had an overall low score independent of any 
customer group or energy provider. However, looking more closely at the correlation (table 11) there is 
a positive correlation between each CSR activity and the WTP for that specific activity. The correlation 
is also either medium or high with a few exceptions marked yellow in the table.  
 
 

5.4 Predictors and moderators  
Answering RQ2, in the result it is clearly presented that WTP for CSR is a strong predictor to customer 
loyalty. This confirms the theory indicating that loyal customers are less sensitive to price. The second 
strongest predictor was customer value of CSR with one exception. The exception was however for EP4 
which had a low number of respondents. Gender, age and income was not only weaker predictors, the 
variables also showed both negative and positive numbers without significant difference. This gave an 
inconclusive result for these variables. It also showed that gender, age and income does not make 
customers more or less loyal in any high aspect or with any significant difference. This is a very 
interesting finding for energy providers to take with them. If any investments in loyalty are going to be 
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made, it should be independent of these customer groups. It can also be a tool for energy providers to 
locate their loyal customers, by answering questions regarding WTP. 
 
WTP for CSR and valuing CSR was stated in already made research to affect customer loyalty and to 
answer H1, these variables were combined into a moderator. However, together, CSR and WTP for CSR 
did not have any significantly moderating effect on customer loyalty, opposing H1. In fact, the 
moderator was both weak and negative which mean that a bigger moderator would have lowered 
customer loyalty. To summarize, value for CSR and WTP for CSR has a positive correlation, and value 
for CSR and WTP for CSR has separately a positive, significant effect on customer loyalty, still the 
moderator has a negative effect. This is an interesting result and to understand why, further analyses 
will be needed. It would also be interesting to switch the dependent variable to find out if customer 
loyalty and WTP moderates value in CSR or if value in CSR and customer loyalty moderates WTP.  
 

5.5 Status analysis  
Before being able to send out the questionnaire, contact with several energy providers was made. I 
explained why I was calling and began talking about customer loyalty, CSR and that CSR was a trend 
with a steady growing interest. A few of the energy providers did not have much knowledge of CSR and 
were interested in the definition. However, most of them had a basic knowledge and were also informed 
that it is becoming more and more important for their customers. The reason why not all of them took 
part in the survey was the fear of drowning their customers in too many emails, i.e. they were interested 
in the result but was not prepared to take the risk of finding out where their customers stand. This could 
of course just be an excuse. One possibility to have in mind is that these energy providers simply do not 
want to find out or that they believe they knew the answer already. It could also be that the energy 
providers who did accept to take part in this research were confident in what the results would show. 
However, all energy providers who did not take part in the survey were still eager to read the completed 
report and hopefully they will see the importance and do the work themselves.  
 
As has been mentioned, CSR has several definitions and branches. However, using the CSR pyramid 
(see Figure 1) described in the theory chapter as a reference, most energy providers only work with the 
bottom of the pyramid. The top two levels, which has been studied in this research, are not as common. 
The reason for this is logical, any company must follow the law and any commercial company need a 
sustainable economy and if they wish to survive. The other levels, the ethical and philanthropic 
responsibility, is today not as crucial. Nevertheless, it is growing and if it becomes a customer need 
before the companies realize it, it could be too late to keep up.  
 
When studying energy providers and their websites, CSR has begun to take off within the company. 
Improving equality, taking care of employees, safety are a few common factors that are presented. These 
are, however, within the economic and legal levels of the pyramid. Looking beyond these factors, there 
are not too many energy providers making much investment in CSR. Contributing to someone or 
something outside their core business is a trend that has begun but is not very developed. Furthermore, 
those energy providers who has started to look outside of their office walls has probably not made much 
research before. The most common activities are donating money to different organizations and offering 
students summer jobs or the opportunity to write their thesis with them. Investing in students received 
high means in the SPSS analysis. Donating money, on the other hand, was consistently not valued. This 
combination makes me believe that these two activities has become a trend that more and more energy 
providers invest in because other are doing it. It is also activities with quite low demand of resources. 
Furthermore, these activities are poorly presented on the websites and far from the first thing you see. It 
is not used as a marketing tool as it should. 
 
To summarize, since there are CSR related activities being performed in one way or another, the energy 
providers have probably figured out that it is a current trend. It does, however, not look like there has 
been any serious investment or research done on the subject.  
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5.6 Improvements 
In the beginning of the project, several energy providers were contacted and informed about the study 
in order to ask if they were willing to participate. The answers that I got from the energy providers who 
did not take part in the study was that they either did not have the time or that they did not wish to send 
out more surveys to their customers than necessary. None of the energy providers denied, however, that 
CSR was an upcoming trend and that it would be important to find out what their customers opinions. 
Nevertheless, there might be several other reasons for those energy providers not to take part in the 
survey. Maybe they rather wish to look at and invest in other trends or maybe they think they know what 
their customers want already. Another risk is that those energy providers who did take part in the survey 
knew that their customers values CSR and that the result of this study could have been affected by that 
fact. These energy providers were also not located in the northern parts of Sweden which also could 
have affected the result.  
 
In several of the analyses the result had less validations for the full sample and for the energy providers 
who had the highest number of respondents. There is however no way of guaranteeing that this was 
because of the number of responses or if it the result applied to those energy providers especially. It 
would therefore have been interesting to do all of the analyses for a number of respondents at a time. 
For example, to the tests after 50 responses, 100 responses, 150 responses etc. to identify if the 
validations became fewer with the number of responses. This would have been especially interesting for 
EP2 since it had the highest number of validations and the least number of responses where all tests 
could still be made. Furthermore, it would also have provided a more reliable result if a higher number 
of energy providers would have taken part in the survey and gotten a higher number of responses.  
 
One important improvement that should be to provide a more accurate result is in the questionnaire. 
Groups of questions were formed for customer loyalty, value of CSR and WTP. The group for WTP did 
however only include 3 questions while customer loyalty included 6 and value of CSR included 8. These 
differences were displayed when testing reliability and normality where WTP had weaker results. If the 
WTP group were to include a few more questions, this would probably affect the result in several 
analyses.  
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6 CONCLUSION AND FUTURE WORK 
First, CSR is a continuously growing trend and energy providers are aware of this fact. Second, 
homogeneous products such as energy need something other than price to compete for customers in the 
long run. It cost the energy provider more to gather new customers than to keep their current ones. In 
order to increase the chance of keeping customers, creating loyalty has proven to be a successful 
strategy. Loyal customers have in previously made research proven to be less sensitive to price. This 
fact was proven in this study, a higher WTP positively predicted customer loyalty. Customer value for 
CSR also proved to be a positive predictor to customer loyalty. Gender, age and income on the other 
hand, did not prove to predict customer loyalty in any significant way. However, for customer value of 
CSR and WTP for CSR, gender age and income did show different levels in their mean value. Young 
females with a high income showed specifically high values for value of CSR while older men with a 
lower income showed a higher WTP for CSR. Despite of these results, there was a positive, medium or 
high correlation between each CSR activity and the WTP for that specific activity. Finally, even though 
customer value of CSR and WTP for CSR both predicted customer loyalty, together as a moderator they 
provided a negative result.  
 
For future work and research, a deeper analysis of why the moderator provided a weak and negative 
result would be of primary interest. Both gathering more already published research on the area and 
make tests to understand the result better. There could also be factors in the gathered data that has 
affected the result. For example, a few extreme numbers did appear in standard deviation and this might 
be a cause. There could also be other responses, not detected in this study, affecting the result. 
Furthermore, it would be interesting to study what research there is about these variables where WTP 
or value for CSR is the dependent variable. To see what happens to the predictors and moderators then 
and what those results would show in comparison to each other.  
 
The questionnaire included a few questions that would be interesting to ask with more detail to provide 
a greater understanding of the answers. For example, two of the CSR activities that got low rankings 
were donating money to charity and contributing to an active spare time. First, donating money to 
charity, is a very broad question in itself. A few aspects that could make a difference in the answers is 
which organization, what amount of money, which results will be provided etc. If the customer could 
“design” the donation, this might lead to a higher ranking. A future research could answer these 
questions or simply show that people might just be interested in other CSR investments. A similar 
analysis would be applicable to energy providers contributing to an active spare time. It was not 
specified whether it was large or small clubs, what activity it was or if it was for children, adults, 
handicapped etc. This might also have an effect on the result, as well as getting a better understanding 
of what would happen to these clubs without the energy providers contribution.  
 
One question on the survey that showed a particularly interesting result was integrating foreigners into 
the business world. There was a high rank in customer value of CSR and a low rank in WTP for the 
work. A deeper understanding in form of interviews or focus groups were respondents could explain the 
reason behind these choices would be interesting. The result could be because of the election or because 
this study is in direct connection to energy providers. Respondents might not believe that they should 
provide their energy provider with money for this, but it should still be accomplished.   
 
In this survey, it has been identified that certain CSR activities create customer value and also lead to 
customer loyalty. Some of these activities are already part of the energy providers business, both high 
and low ranked by their customers. After making deeper analyses of which activities each energy 
providers customers need and value, the next step should be marketing. Each energy provider has to 
look at their customers, which activities were highly ranked and by which customer groups to market 
these activities. When gathering information on which energy providers, investing in which CSR 
activities today, the information was not easy to find on their websites. This is the primary step, how to 
market CSR further and what that could lead to should be of interest to the energy providers.  
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This research has been studying current customers. It would be interesting to look at the possible 
differences for non-existing customers. To get an understanding about CSR becoming an attraction for 
new customers as well as creating loyalty. Furthermore, if customers would switch from an energy 
provider not investing in CSR, to another who does.  
 
Finally, this study has had CSR as one of the main variables and in the literature research it was 
sometimes compared to CSV, i.e. Creating Shared Value (2011). This expression was stated by Porter 
and Kramer in line with companies being more and more criticized for social, environmental and 
economic problems in society. At the same time companies focus on making short-term economic 
profits and fail to discover needs in the market. Instead, companies have the resources to bring business 
and society back together if they changed their focus from short-term profit, to long-term shared value. 
Creating shared value will create both value for society as well as economic value for the companies. 
CSV is a more modern way to look to look at these problems and this variable would most likely bring 
an interesting angle to this kind of research. Investing in CSR related activities is not just profitable for 
the energy provider, generating loyal customers, but will also contribute to society (Porter; Kramer, 
2011).  
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APPENDIX A: QUESTIONNAIRE (SWEDISH) 
Denna enkät omfattar energibolags samhällsengagemang inom social hållbarhet. Samhällsengagemang 
innefattar aktiviteter som ditt energibolag frivilligt utför både i direkt och indirekt anknytning till sin 
kärnverksamhet. Det är socialt arbete utöver det som lagen kräver av energibolag och som positivt 
påverkar människor och samhällen. 
 
Genom att svara på denna enkät samtycker du till att ditt svar används fullt avidentifierat i summerad 
form. De insamlade svaren kommer endast visas för ditt energibolag samt för studenten som utför 
denna enkätundersökning. 
 
Tack! 
 

1. Kön* 
   Kvinna 
   Man 
 

2. Ålder* 
   Fritext 
 

3. Månadsinkomst (netto) 
   Fritext 
 

4. Vilka produkter köper ni av ert energibolag idag?* 
   Bredband 
   Driftsäkerhetsavtal  
   El 
   Elavtal  
   Elhandel  
   Elnät 
   Elprisavtal 
   Fjärrkyla 
   Fjärrvärme 
   Gas 
   Mikroproducent 
   Stadsnät/fiber 
   Solceller 
   Vet ej 
   Annat  
 

5. Jag skulle vara öppen för att köpa fler produkter/tjänster av mitt energibolag* 

1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
 

6. Jag skulle rekommendera mitt energibolag till vänner och familj* 

             1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
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7. Jag betraktar mig själv som en prismedveten kund* 

             1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
 

8. Jag säger alltid positiva saker om mitt energibolag till andra* 

             1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
 

9. Jag har för avseende att fortsätta vara kund hos mitt energibolag under nuvarande 
förutsättningar* 

      1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
 

10. Jag är nöjd med mitt nuvarande pris* 

      1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
 

11. Jag anser att mitt energibolag är det bästa energibolaget för mig* 

      1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
 

12. Ranka minst 3 av faktorerna nedan som är de viktigaste för er som kund* 
1 = viktigast 
   Att de erbjuder rimliga priser 
   Att de ligger lokalt  
   Att de har hög leveranssäkerhet 
   Att de erbjuder ett enkelt betalsystem  
   Att jag som kund kan ta del utav erbjudande, bonusar eller liknande 
   Att de erbjuder miljövänliga produkter 
   Att de arbetar med samhällsengagemang 
   Att de ser mig som kund och kan erbjuda personlig kundservice 
   Att de är lättillgängliga  
 

13. Hur viktigt är det för er som kund att ditt energibolag arbetar med samhällsengagemang* 

      1            2        3    4 5 
Inte alls viktigt                 Mycket viktigt 
 

14. Jag skulle fortsätta vara kund hos mitt energibolag även om det innebar en högre 
månadskostnad än konkurrenterna om det berodde på ökan samhällsengagemang* 

      1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
 

15. Jag värdesätter om mitt energibolag bidrar till integrering av nyanlända i arbetslivet genom 
exempelvis praktik* 

      1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
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16. Hur mycket skulle du vara villig att betala mer i månader för att ovanstående genomförs?* 
   Fritext 
 

17. Jag värdesätter om mitt energibolag bidrar till integrering av elever/studenter i arbetslivet 
genom exempelvis examensarbete eller sommarjobb* 

      1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
 

18. Hur mycket skulle du vara villig att betala mer i månader för att ovanstående genomförs?* 
   Fritext 
 

19. Jag värdesätter om mitt energibolag skänker pengar till hjälporganisationer för behövande, 
exempelvis Läkare utan gränser eller Rädda barnen* 

      1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
 

20. Hur mycket skulle du vara villig att betala mer i månader för att ovanstående genomförs?* 
   Fritext 
 

21. Jag värdesätter om mitt energibolag genomför projekt i utvecklingsländer, exempelvis bidrar 
med solceller till skolor* 

      1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
 

22. Hur mycket skulle du vara villig att betala mer i månader för att ovanstående genomförs?* 
   Fritext 
 

23. Jag värdesätter om mitt energibolag bidrar till att utbilda och öka medvetenhet kring hållbar 
utveckling* 

      1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
 

24. Hur mycket skulle du vara villig att betala mer i månader för att ovanstående genomförs?* 
   Fritext 
 

25. Jag värdesätter om mitt energibolag bidrar till att alla får en aktiv fritid* 

      1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
 

26. Hur mycket skulle du vara villig att betala mer i månader för att ovanstående genomförs?* 
   Fritext 
 

27. Jag värdesätter om mitt energibolag investerar i samhället och med hjälp av energi bidrar till 
en trivsam och säker stadsmiljö med bland annat mötesplatser och belysning* 

      1            2        3    4 5 
Stämmer inte alls                 Stämmer helt 
 

28. Hur mycket skulle du vara villig att betala mer i månader för att ovanstående genomförs?* 
   Fritext 
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*Svar är obligatoriskt  
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APPENDIX B: QUESTIONNAIRE (ENGLISH) 
This survey is about energy providers responsibility within social sustainability. Social responsibility 
includes activities that your energy provider voluntary executes both directly and indirectly connected 
to their core business. It is social activities beyond what the law demands from energy providers that 
positively affect people and societies.   
 
When answering this survey, you as a respondent, consent to your answers being used in a 
anonymized and summarized form. Your answers will only be shown to your energy provider and to 
the student executing this survey. 
 
Thank you! 
 

1. Gender* 
   Female 
   Male 
 

2. Age* 
   Answer manually  
 

3. Monthly income (net) 
   Answer manually 
 

4. Which products do you currently buy from your energy provider?* 
   Broadband 
   Reliability agreement  
   Electricity 
   Electricity contract  
   Electricity trading  
   Powerline 
   Electricity price agreement 
   District cooling 
   District heating 
   Gas 
   Micro producer 
   Network / fiber 
   Solar panels  
   Do not know 
   Other 
 

5. I would be open to buy other products as well from my current energy provider*  

             1         2        3    4 5 
    Do not agree                  Fully agree 
 

6. I would recommend my energy provider to friends and family* 

             1         2        3    4 5 
    Do not agree                  Fully agree  
 

7. I would consider myself to be a price-conscious customer* 

             1         2        3    4 5 
    Do not agree                  Fully agree  
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8. I always say positive things about my energy provider to others* 

             1         2        3    4 5 
      Do not agree                  Fully agree  
 

9. I intend to continue to stay on as a customer under these conditions* 

            1         2        3    4 5 
    Do not agree                  Fully agree  

 
10. I am pleased with my current price* 

             1         2        3    4 5 
    Do not agree                  Fully agree  
 

11. I consider this energy provider to be the best choice for me* 

             1         2        3    4 5 
    Do not agree                  Fully agree  

 
12. Rank at least 3 of the factors below which are the most important for you as a customer* 

   That they offer reasonable prices  
   That they are a local energy provider  
   That they have a high delivery frequency 
   That they offer an easy billing system  
   That I as a customer can take part of offers, bonuses or similar  
   That they offer environmental friendly products 
   That they work with CSR 
   That they see me as a customer and offer personalized service  
   That they are easy to reach 
 

13. How important is it for you that your energy provider works with CSR related activities?* 

             1         2        3    4 5 
    Not important                 Very important 
    at all                   
 

14. I would stay on as a customer at my current energy provider even if it meant for a higher 
monthly cost if it were because an increased commitment to CSR*  

             1         2        3    4 5 
    Do not agree                  Fully agree  

 
15. I value if my energy provider contributes to integration of foreigners into the business world 

through internship for example*  

             1         2        3    4 5 
    Do not agree                  Fully agree  
 

16. How much would you be willing to pay more a month for your energy provider to follow 
through with the mentioned CSR activity above?*  
    Answer manually 
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17. I value if my energy provider contributes to integration of students into the business world 
through master thesis opportunities and summer jobs for example*  

           1         2        3    4 5 
    Do not agree                  Fully agree  
 

18. How much would you be willing to pay more a month for your energy provider to follow 
through with the mentioned CSR activity above?*  
   Answer manually 
 

19. I value if my energy provider donates money to charities such as “Läkare utan gränser” or 
“Rädda barnen”* 

           1         2        3    4 5 
    Do not agree                  Fully agree  

 
20. How much would you be willing to pay more a month for your energy provider to follow 

through with the mentioned CSR activity above?*  
   Answer manually 
 

21. I value if my energy provider carries out projects in developing countries such as donating 
solar cells to schools* 

           1         2        3    4 5 
   Do not agree                                         Fully agree  

 
22. How much would you be willing to pay more a month for your energy provider to follow 

through with the mentioned CSR activity above?*  
   Answer manually 
 

23. I value if my energy provider contributes to educating and increasing knowledge about 
sustainability* 

           1         2        3    4 5 
   Do not agree                                  Fully agree  
  

24. How much would you be willing to pay more a month for your energy provider to follow 
through with the mentioned CSR activity above?* 
   Answer manually 
  

25. I value if my energy provider contributes to making sure everyone having an active spare 
time*  

             1         2        3    4 5 
Do not agree                  Fully agree  

 
26. How much would you be willing to pay more a month for your energy provider to follow 

through with the mentioned CSR activity above?*  
   Answer manually   
 

27. I value if my energy provider invests in the society and with energy contributes to a pleasant 
and safe environment with venues and lighting*  

             1         2        3    4 5 
    Do not agree                  Fully agree  
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28. How much would you be willing to pay more a month for your energy provider to follow 

through with the mentioned CSR activity above?* 
   Answer manually 

 
*Mandatory answer  
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APPENDIX C: TABLES 
 
Table 3. Highest and lowest ranked CSR activities based on customer value and gender 

 N Highest 
mean 

Highest 
SD 

CSR Lowest 
mean 

Lowest 
SD 

CSR 

Full: Woman 623 4.13 1.009 2 2.91 1.372 6 
Full: Men 1026 3.97 1.075 2 2.76 1.333 6 
Full: TOT 1649 4.05 1.042  2.84 1.353  
EP1: Woman 253 4.30 .915 2 2.96 1.390 6 
EP1: Man 383 4.09 1.029 2 2.86 1.331 6 
EP1: TOT 636 4.20 .972  2.91 1.361  
EP2: Woman 67 4.04 1.051 2 3.18 1.556 3 
EP2: Man 78 3.83 1.110 2 2.88 1.377 6 
EP2: TOT 145 3.94 1.081  3.03 1.467  
EP4: Woman 20 4.45 .686 2 2.75 1.293 6 
EP4: Man 67 4.01 .945 2 2.88 1.237 6 
EP4: TOT 87 4.23 .816  2.82 1.265  
EP5: Woman 273 4.00 1.073 2 2.82 1.340 6 
EP5: Man 475 3.87 1.119 2 2.67 1.328 6 
EP5: TOT 748 3.94 1.096  2.75 1.334  
EP6: Woman 10* 4.20 .632 5 2.00 1.247 3 & 6 
EP6: Man 23 4.30 .876 2 2.39 1.469 6 
EP6: TOT 33 4.25 .754  2.20 1.358  

*Not enough respondents 
 
Table 4. Highest and lowest ranked CSR activities based on customer value and age groups 

  Full EP1 EP2 EP4 EP5 EP6 
  High Low High Low High Low High Low High Low Inc.* 

18
-2

4 Mean 4.25 3.19 4.32 3.24 Inc.* 3.50* Inc.* Inc.* 4.11 3.04 Inc.* 
SD .870 1.273 .915 1.321 Inc.* .707* Inc.* Inc.* .832/.916 1.232 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 6 Inc.* 6 Inc.* Inc.* 2 / 5 6 Inc.* 

25
-3

4 Mean 3.94 2.99 4.13 3.15 4.00 3.41 3.75* 2.25 3.78 2.79 Inc.* 
SD 1.101 1.318 1.000 1.301 .935 1.228 .957 .500/.957* 1.184 1.334 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 6 7 1 2 6 / 7 2 6 Inc.* 

35
-4

4 Mean 3.92 2.85 4.00 2.93 Inc.* 3.00 4.00 2.67 3.86 2.77 Inc.* 
SD 1.042 1.376 1.033 1.361 Inc.* 1.202 1.348 1.303 1.043 1.414 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 6 Inc.* 6 5 3 2 6 Inc.* 

45
-5

4 Mean 3.99 2.75 4.11 2.76 4.13 3.13 4.67 3.14 3.82 2.59 Inc.* 
SD 1.089 1.343 1.039 1.410/1.283 1.106 1.613 .577 1.424 1.156 1.310 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 3 / 6 2 1 5 6 2 6 Inc.* 

55
-6

4 Mean 4.02 2.88 4.25 2.90 3.68 2.97 4.23 2.91 3.92 2.80 Inc.* 
SD .974 1.330 .962 1.532 1.376 1.378/1.449 .922 1.109 1.161 1.270 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 3 5 1 / 6 2 6 2 6 Inc.* 

64
+ 

Mean 4.16 2.64 4.31 2.68 4.07 2.57 4.11 2.61 4.08 2.64 Inc.* 
SD 1.053 1.360 .933 1.393 .879 1.486 .916 1.166 1.026 1.353 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 6 2 3 2 6 2 6 Inc.* 
*Not enough answers 
Inc = inconclusive 
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Table 5. Highest and lowest ranked CSR activities based on customer value and income groups 
  Full EP1 EP2 EP4 EP5 EP6 
  High Low High Low High Low Inc.* High Low Inc.* 

N
ot

 
gi

ve
n Mean 3.99 2.78 4.20 2.91 3.88 2.94 Inc.* 3.84 2.69 Inc.* 

SD 1.075 1.371 .970 1.352 1.100 1.442 Inc.* 1.146 1.383 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 6 2 6 Inc.* 2 6 Inc.* 

0-
10

 Mean 4.12 3.22 4.14 2.93 Inc.* 4.00 Inc.* 4.05 3.14 Inc.* 
SD .900 1.255 .949 1.439 Inc.* .000* Inc.* .921 1.062 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 / 7 6 Inc.* 1 Inc.* 2 6 Inc.* 

10
-1

5 Mean 4.12 3.01 4.34 3.03 3.50 2.00 Inc.* 4.13 3.00 Inc.* 
SD .959 1.323 .873 1.465 1.915* 1.414* Inc.* .833 1.295 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 6 5 / 7 4 Inc.* 2 6 Inc.* 

15
-2

0 Mean 4.11 2.94 4.17 3.09 4.00 2.67 Inc.* 4.07 2.82 Inc.* 
SD .961 1.204 .985 1.245 .866 1.000 Inc.* .963 1.154 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 6 2 3 Inc.* 2 6 Inc.* 

20
-2

5 Mean 3.95 2.86 3.95 2.82 4.20 3.10 Inc.* 3.87 2.83 Inc.* 
SD 1.020 1.355 1.052 1.527 .789 1.449/1.370 Inc.* 1.055 1.257 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 3 2 / 5 1 / 6 Inc.* 2 6 Inc.* 

25
-3

0 Mean 4.06 2.95 4.12 2.84 4.45 3.55 Inc.* 4.00 2.92 Inc.* 
SD 1.068 1.346 1.201 1.313 .688 1.440 Inc.* 1.020 1.294 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 6 5 1 Inc.* 2 6 Inc.* 

 3
0-

35
 Mean 4.12 2.82 4.15 3.05 4.18 2.64 Inc.* 4.10 2.49 Inc.* 

SD 1.088 1.323 1.089 1.255 .982 1.362 Inc.* 1.085 1.244 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 6 2 3 Inc.* 2 6 Inc.* 

 3
5-

40
 Mean 4.04 2.46 4.09 2.09 4.25 2.00 Inc.* 4.07 2.52 Inc.* 

SD 1.095 1.307 .868 1.342 1.500* .816* Inc.* 1.414 1.397 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 3 5 6 Inc.* 2 6 Inc.* 

 4
0-

45
 Mean 3.88 2.73 4.17 2.00* 5.00* 3.00* Inc.* 3.58 2.50 Inc.* 

SD 1.033 1.511 .983* 1.673*  .000* 2.828* Inc.* 1.165/1.240 1.508 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 5 3 2 1 Inc.* 2 / 5 6 Inc.* 

 4
5-

50
 Mean 4.25 2.65 4.63 3.13 Inc.* 2.33 Inc.* 3.78 2.33 Inc.* 

SD 1.293 1.309 .518/.744 1.553 Inc.* 1.155 Inc.* 1.716 1.118 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 1 / 2 3 / 6 Inc.* 6 Inc.* 2 6 Inc.* 

   
50

+ 

Mean 4.31 2.80 4.36 2.91* 4.00* 2.00* Inc.* 4.25 2.63 Inc.* 
SD .796 1.256 .809 1.136 1.414* 1.414* Inc.* .856 1.310 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 2 6 3 1 Inc.* 2 6 Inc.* 

*Not enough answers 
Inc = inconclusive 
 
Table 6. Mean and standard deviation on customer value for each CSR activity 

 CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR4 CSR5 CSR6 CSR7 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Full  3.67 1.182 4.03 1.053 3.01 1.454 3.33 1.382 3.78 1.142 2.82 1.349 3.59 1.242 
EP1 3.76 1.226 4.18 .990 3.04 1.441 3.40 1.366 3.87 1.100 2.90 1.355 3.91 1.080 
EP2 3.36 1.373 3.93 1.084 3.04 1.490 3.31 1.436 3.84 1.110 3.03 1.401 3.77 1.208 
EP4 3.79 1.104 4.11 .908 3.00 1.347 3.11 1.271 4.06 .969 2.85 1.244 3.32 1.298 
EP5 3.41 1.314 3.91 1.103 3.00 1.464 3.30 1.386 3.63 1.193 2.72 1.333 3.34 1.310 
EP6 Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* 

*Not enough answers 
Inc = inconclusive 
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Table 7. Highest and lowest ranked CSR activities based on WTP and gender 
  N Highest 

mean 
Highest 

SD 
WTP Lowest 

mean 
Lowest 

SD 
WTP 

Full Woman 623 23.84 60.970 1 6.89 22.530 6 
Men 1026 46.46 903.020 7 6.89 .903 6 
Total 1649 35.15 481.995  6.89 11.717  

EP1 Woman 253 36.40 85.437 1 10.79 30.417 6 
Man 383 103.97 1474.578 7 8.26 27.913 6 
Total 636 70.19 780.008  9.53 29.165  

EP2 Woman 67 12.06 24.881 1 3.66 10.022 6 
Man 78 18.44 61.763 2 11.79 60.008 6 
Total 145 15.25 43.322  7.73 35.015  

EP4 Woman 20 16.00 31.471 1 6.15 22.305 6 
Man 67 36.82 52.978 1 7.25 28.339 6 
Total 87 26.41 42.225  6.70 25.322  

EP5 Woman 273 16.16 35.127 1 4.38 14.823 6 
Man 475 15.77 52.117 1 4.68 22.976 6 
Total 748 15.97 43.622  4.53 18.900  

EP6 Woman 10 14.60 20.802 5 .10 .316 3&6 
Man 23 7.83 21.364 4 1.09 3.679 3&6 
Total 33 11.22 21.083  .60 1.998  

 
Table 8. Highest and lowest ranked CSR activities based on WTP and age groups 

  Full EP1 EP2 EP4 EP5 EP6 
  High Low High Low High Low High Low High Low Inc.* 

18
-2

4 Mean 48.18 14.76 65.95 22.05 15.00* .00* Inc.* Inc.* 28.79 6.79 Inc.* 
SD 129.145 39.158 166.970 29.850 21.213* .000* Inc.* Inc.* 56.642 15.941 Inc.* 
CSR 1 6 1 3 1 6 Inc.* Inc.* 1 6 Inc.* 

25
-3

4 Mean 25.72 9.95 33.31 15.08 14.12 4.41 37.50* 2.50* 20.81 6.22 Inc.* 
SD 42.017 28.673 39.972 29.827 25.753 7.045 47.871* 5.000* 49.197 29.428 Inc.* 
CSR 1 6 1 6 1 5 / 6 1 6 5 6 Inc.* 

35
-4

4 Mean 39.17 6.55 75.86 10.80 18.32 .47 35.25 4.08 17.87 4.40 Inc.* 
SD 322.717 23.431 495.917 32.826 28.176 1.429 37.536 7.597 130.707 15.590 Inc.* 
CSR 7 6 7 6 1 6 1 6 7 6 Inc.* 

45
-5

4 Mean 20.75 5.01 30.22 8.83 12.83 5.67 29.67 7.86 14.99 4.89 Inc.* 
SD 46.935 16.011 63.061 21.286 23.842 13.244 50.046 23.800 36.409 16.821 Inc.* 
CSR 1 6 1 3 2 6 5 6 2 6 Inc.* 

55
-6

4 Mean 22.17 6.25 29.33 7.53 14.52 3.55 40.18 12.18 18.56 5.08 Inc.* 
SD 56.253 24.029 61.601 25.114 40.545 12.530 59.341 21.095 57.424 21.307 Inc.* 
CSR 1 6 1 6 5 6 1 7 1 6 Inc.* 

64
+ 

Mean 81.35 5.21 220.99 5.49 24.17 17.41 28.21 3.61 14.45 2.64 Inc.* 
SD 1388.91 33.315 2370.46 28.464 81.168 77.372 54.776 18.892 58.254 18.189 Inc.* 
CSR 7 6 7 6 1 6 1 6 1 6 Inc.* 
*Not enough answers 
Inc. = Inconclusive 
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Table 9. Highest and lowest ranked CSR activities based on WTP and income groups 
  Full EP1 EP2 EP4 EP5 EP6 
  High Low High Low High Low Inc.* High Low Inc.* 

N
ot

 
gi

ve
n Mean 21.22 6.22 32.02 8.24 16.45 9.55 Inc.* 13.24 4.31 Inc.* 

SD 60.306 29.123 79.183 29.199 57.976 55.163 Inc.* 41.083 21.209 Inc.* 
CSR 1 6 1 6 1 6 Inc.* 1 6 Inc.* 

0-
10

 Mean 31.93 11.12 30.43 9.29 100.00* 33.33* Inc.* 27.76 3.62 Inc.* 
SD 60.051 29.370 40.822 15.299 173.205* 57.735 Inc.* 65.279 11.294 Inc.* 
CSR 1 6 1 6 4 / 7 3 Inc.* 1 6 Inc.* 

10
-1

5 Mean 382.57 5.27 831.74 6.86 5.75* .50* Inc.* 9.53 3.19 Inc.* 
SD 3238.082 18.506 4801.74 20.223 9.605* 1.00* Inc.* 26.224 17.670 Inc.* 
CSR 7 6 7 6 5 3 Inc.* 3 6 Inc.* 

15
-2

0 Mean 21.9 6.85 29.00 6.49 6.67 1.11 Inc.* 20.16 6.80 Inc.* 
SD 40.320 21.609 44.679 20.109 13.229 3.333 Inc.* 40.409 21.818 Inc.* 
CSR 1 6 1 6 7 1 Inc.* 1 6 Inc.* 

20
-2

5 Mean 32.93 12.03 32.41 15.54 22.00 8.00 Inc.* 39.68 9.04 Inc.* 
SD 72.689 32.301 46.339 36.140 33.928 16.193 Inc.* 103.227 31.822 Inc.* 
CSR 1 6 1 6 2 3 / 7 Inc.* 1 6 Inc.* 

25
-3

0 Mean 52.85 6.64 118.06 10.71 Inc.* 2.27. Inc.* 16.41 4.02 Inc.* 
SD 459.728 16.443 715.321 21.409 Inc.* 5.179 Inc.* 31.334 12.451 Inc.* 
CSR 7 6 7 6 Inc.* 5 Inc.* 1 6 Inc.* 

 3
0-

35
 Mean 25.54 5.79 38.97 8.21 23.64 .00 Inc.* 27.80 5.67 Inc.* 

SD 64.716 17.685 64.514 16.994 60.378 .000 Inc.* 82.411 20.944 Inc.* 
CSR 5 6 1 6 5 6 Inc.* 5 6 Inc.* 

 3
5-

40
 Mean 21.86 5.34 24.09 9.64 43.75* .00* Inc.* 12.74 2.52 Inc.* 

SD 44.748 27.131 49.417 42.545 42.696* .000* Inc.* 24.771 6.958 Inc.* 
CSR 2 6 1 6 2 6 Inc.* 2 3 Inc.* 

 4
0-

45
 Mean 9.04 1.23 5.83* Inc.* 5.00* Inc.* Inc.* 10.83 .83 Inc.* 

SD 22.121 4.667 10.206* Inc.* 7.071* Inc.* Inc.* 22.445 2.887 Inc.* 
CSR 2 3 5 Inc.* 5 Inc.* Inc.* 1 6 Inc.* 

 4
5-

50
 Mean 30.75 5.50 44.38* 10.00* 36.67* .00* Inc.* 16.67 .56 Inc.* 

SD 38.807 12.344 46.861* 17.728* 23.094* .000* Inc.* 33.166 1.667 Inc.* 
CSR 1 3 1 3 1 / 2 6 Inc.* 1 7 Inc.* 

   
50

+ 

Mean 26.37 8.94 38.18 10.00 50.00* Inc.* Inc.* 21.56 1.56 Inc.* 
SD 47.257 21.591 61.736 20.000 70.711* Inc.* Inc.* 43.655 6.250 Inc.* 
CSR 1 3 1 3 4 Inc.* Inc.* 2 6 Inc.* 

*Not enough answers 
Inc = inconclusive 
 
Table 10. Mean and standard deviation on WTP for each CSR activity 

 WTP1 WTP2 WTP3 WTP4 WTP5 WTP6 WTP7 
 Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD 
Full  23.15 58.680 18.53 50.755 11.41 34.528 15.36 45.562 15.00 41.738 6.74 26.982 35.45 714.005 
EP1 33.12 72.638 25.53 59.340 14.21 39.750 20.38 53.693 17.84 36.269 9.27 28.938 75.75 1146.821 
EP2 15.37 49.335 15.12 50.094 11.37 44.902 12.46 50.769 13.56 50.178 8.03 44.588 12.29 50.625 
EP4 32.03 49.502 26.95 48.807 13.67 33.845 16.45 39.871 22.21 41.948 7.00 26.953 14.31 32.575 
EP5 15.91 46.614 12.80 42.724 9.25 27.369 11.81 37.230 12.30 45.063 4.57 20.371 9.55 61.828 
EP6 Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* Inc.* 

*Not enough answers 
Inc. = Inconclusive 
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Table 11. Correlation between CSR value and WTP for CSR 
  Full EP1 EP2 EP4 EP5 EP6 
CSR & WTP1 r .464 .450 .504 .386 .435 .469 

n 1649 636 145 87 748 33 
p .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .006 

CSR & WTP2 r .316 .328 .308 .275 .267 .375 
n 1649 636 145 87 748 33 
p .000 .000 .000 .010 .000 .032 

CSR & WTP3 r .465 .517 .412 .578 .416 .374 
n 1649 636 145 87 748 33 
p .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .032 

CSR & WTP4 r .466 .503 .346 .574 .447 .401 
n 1649 636 145 87 748 33 
p .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .021 

CSR & WTP5 r .365 .374 .400 .399 .334 .282 
n 1649 636 145 87 748 33 
p .000 .000 .000 .000 .000 .112 

CSR & WTP6 r .404 .453 .349 .362 .361 .379 
n 1649 636 145 87 748 33 
p .000 .000 .000 .001 .000 .030 

CSR & WTP7 r .360 .355 .332 .432 .293 .343 
n 1649 636 145 87 748 33 
p .000 .740 .000 .000 .000 .051 

 
 

Table 12. CSR, WTP, gender, age and income as predictors to customer loyalty 
Table 12.1. Full sample 
 

Model Summaryb 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,505a ,255 ,253 ,80011 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Income, WTP_Mean, Age, Sex, CL_Mean 

b. Dependent Variable: CSR_Mean 

 

                                             
                                                     Coefficientsa 

 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1,770 ,135  13,104 ,000 

CL_Mean ,247 ,039 ,198 6,352 ,000 

WTP_Mean ,407 ,041 ,308 9,866 ,000 

Sex -,295 ,042 -,154 -7,097 ,000 

Age -,003 ,001 -,057 -2,619 ,009 

Income ,000 ,000 ,013 ,594 ,552 
 

  



 

49 

Table 12.2. EP1 
Model Summaryb 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,530a ,281 ,267 ,74539 

a. Predictors: (Constant), WTP_Mean, Income, Sex, Age, CL_Mean 

b. Dependent Variable: CSR_Mean 
 

                                                     Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1,797 ,342  5,254 ,000 

Sex -,275 ,093 -,154 -2,944 ,004 

Age -,005 ,003 -,098 -1,867 ,063 

Income ,000 ,000 -,009 -,178 ,859 

CL_Mean ,245 ,104 ,180 2,350 ,020 

WTP_Mean ,442 ,095 ,355 4,626 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: CSR_Mean 
 

Table 12.3. EP2 
Model Summaryb 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,573a ,329 ,305 ,81716 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Income, WTP_Mean, Sex, Age, CL_Mean 

b. Dependent Variable: CSR_Mean 
 

                                                    Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1,666 ,487  3,418 ,001 

CL_Mean ,245 ,134 ,187 1,823 ,070 

WTP_Mean ,481 ,131 ,375 3,683 ,000 

Sex -,264 ,141 -,135 -1,865 ,064 

Age -,006 ,005 -,089 -1,219 ,225 

Income ,000 ,000 ,059 ,827 ,410 

a. Dependent Variable: CSR_Mean 
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Table 12.4. EP4 
Model Summaryb 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,526a ,276 ,232 ,66794 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Income, CL_Mean, Sex, Age, WTP_Mean 

b. Dependent Variable: CSR_Mean 
 

                                                       Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1,406 ,674  2,087 ,040 

CL_Mean ,377 ,138 ,384 2,736 ,008 

WTP_Mean ,177 ,159 ,151 1,112 ,269 

Sex -,263 ,176 -,146 -1,494 ,139 

Age ,005 ,006 ,082 ,792 ,431 

Income ,000 ,000 ,182 1,848 ,068 
 

Table 12.5. EP5 
Model Summaryb 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,459a ,211 ,206 ,86001 

a. Predictors: (Constant), WTP_Mean, Income, Age, Sex, CL_Mean 

b. Dependent Variable: CSR_Mean 
 

 
                                                  Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1,829 ,212  8,622 ,000 

Sex -,332 ,067 -,166 -4,969 ,000 

Age -,001 ,002 -,016 -,481 ,631 

Income ,000 ,000 ,001 ,028 ,978 

CL_Mean ,191 ,062 ,150 3,057 ,002 

WTP_Mean ,420 ,069 ,296 6,058 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: CSR_Mean 
 

  



 

51 

Table 12.6. EP6 
                           Model Summaryb 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,634a ,402 ,291 ,71477 
 

                                                   Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1,386 ,834  1,662 ,108 

CL_Mean ,239 ,246 ,235 ,974 ,339 

WTP_Mean ,441 ,268 ,397 1,647 ,111 

Sex -,014 ,286 -,008 -,048 ,962 

Age -,007 ,008 -,126 -,804 ,429 

Income ,000 ,000 ,239 1,466 ,154 

a. Dependent Variable: CSR_Mean 
 
 
Table 13. CSR and WTP on customer loyalty without and with moderator 
Table 13.1. Full sample without moderator 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,739a ,546 ,545 ,50087 

a. Predictors: (Constant), WTP_Mean, CSR_Mean 

 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1,003 ,064  15,654 ,000 

CSR_Mean ,096 ,015 ,120 6,430 ,000 

WTP_Mean ,716 ,020 ,676 36,287 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: CL_Mean 
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Table 13.2. Full sample with moderator 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,739a ,547 ,546 ,50047 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Moderator, WTP_Mean, CSR_Mean 

 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1,022 ,065  15,773 ,000 

CSR_Mean ,091 ,015 ,114 6,028 ,000 

WTP_Mean ,719 ,020 ,679 36,364 ,000 

Moderator -,022 ,012 -,032 -1,901 ,058 

a. Dependent Variable: CL_Mean 

 
Table 13.3. EP1 without moderator 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,745a ,554 ,553 ,42910 

a. Predictors: (Constant), WTP_Mean, CSR_Mean 

 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1,508 ,092  16,471 ,000 

CSR_Mean ,081 ,022 ,110 3,646 ,000 

WTP_Mean ,628 ,028 ,686 22,741 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: CL_Mean 
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Table 13.4. EP1 with moderator 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,747a ,557 ,555 ,42803 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Moderator, WTP_Mean, CSR_Mean 

 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1,547 ,093  16,579 ,000 

CSR_Mean ,074 ,022 ,100 3,270 ,001 

WTP_Mean ,629 ,028 ,687 22,833 ,000 

Moderator -,033 ,016 -,055 -2,039 ,042 

a. Dependent Variable: CL_Mean 

 
Table 13.5. EP2 without moderator 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,734a ,539 ,532 ,51216 

a. Predictors: (Constant), WTP_Mean, CSR_Mean 

 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1,265 ,198  6,390 ,000 

CSR_Mean ,119 ,051 ,155 2,330 ,021 

WTP_Mean ,628 ,065 ,641 9,626 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: CL_Mean 
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Table 13.6. EP2 with moderator 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,736a ,542 ,532 ,51229 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Moderator, WTP_Mean, CSR_Mean 

 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) 1,296 ,201  6,460 ,000 

CSR_Mean ,104 ,053 ,136 1,952 ,053 

WTP_Mean ,640 ,066 ,654 9,629 ,000 

Moderator -,038 ,040 -,057 -,961 ,338 

a. Dependent Variable: CL_Mean 

 
Table 13.7. EP4 without moderator 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,722a ,521 ,510 ,54257 

a. Predictors: (Constant), WTP_Mean, CSR_Mean 

 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) ,632 ,364  1,738 ,086 

CSR_Mean ,226 ,084 ,223 2,694 ,009 

WTP_Mean ,720 ,099 ,602 7,289 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: CL_Mean 
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Table 13.8. EP4 with moderator 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,733a ,538 ,521 ,53654 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Moderator, CSR_Mean, WTP_Mean 

 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) ,796 ,372  2,137 ,036 

CSR_Mean ,214 ,083 ,210 2,558 ,012 

WTP_Mean ,696 ,099 ,583 7,060 ,000 

Moderator -,082 ,048 -,130 -1,703 ,092 

a. Dependent Variable: CL_Mean 

 
Table 13.9. EP5 without moderator 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,748a ,559 ,558 ,50325 

a. Predictors: (Constant), WTP_Mean, CSR_Mean 

 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) ,728 ,096  7,594 ,000 

CSR_Mean ,061 ,021 ,078 2,911 ,004 

WTP_Mean ,792 ,030 ,712 26,606 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: CL_Mean 
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Table 13.10. EP5 with moderator 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,748a ,559 ,557 ,50356 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Moderator, WTP_Mean, CSR_Mean 

 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) ,730 ,096  7,577 ,000 

CSR_Mean ,060 ,021 ,077 2,835 ,005 

WTP_Mean ,793 ,030 ,712 26,526 ,000 

Moderator -,005 ,018 -,007 -,275 ,784 

a. Dependent Variable: CL_Mean 

 
Table 13.11. EP6 without moderator 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,787a ,620 ,595 ,53047 

a. Predictors: (Constant), WTP_Mean, CSR_Mean 

 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) ,600 ,438  1,370 ,181 

CSR_Mean ,098 ,132 ,100 ,738 ,466 

WTP_Mean ,794 ,147 ,728 5,395 ,000 

a. Dependent Variable: CL_Mean 

 
  



 

57 

Table 13.12. EP6 with moderator 
 

Model Summary 

Model R R Square 

Adjusted R 

Square 

Std. Error of the 

Estimate 

1 ,788a ,620 ,581 ,53938 

a. Predictors: (Constant), Moderator, CSR_Mean, WTP_Mean 

 
 

Coefficientsa 

Model 

Unstandardized Coefficients 

Standardized 

Coefficients 

t Sig. B Std. Error Beta 

1 (Constant) ,619 ,468  1,322 ,196 

CSR_Mean ,095 ,136 ,097 ,697 ,491 

WTP_Mean ,788 ,155 ,723 5,089 ,000 

Moderator ,013 ,100 ,016 ,131 ,897 

a. Dependent Variable: CL_Mean 
 
 
Table 14. Ranking of CSR activities based on customer value, mean and gender 

 CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR4 CSR5 CSR6 CSR7 
Women 3 1 6 5 2 7 4 
Men 4 1 6 5 2 7 3 

 
 
Table 15. Ranking of CSR activities based on customer value, mean and age groups 

 CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR4 CSR5 CSR6 CSR7 
18-24 3 1 5 6 2 7 4 
25-34 5 1 6 4 2 7 3 
35-44 4 1 6 5 2 7 3 
45-54 4 1 6 5 2 7 3 
55-64 4 1 6 5 2 7 3 
64+ 3 1 6 5 2 7 4 
TOT 4 1 6 5 2 7 3 

 
Table 16. Ranking of CSR activities based on customer value, mean and income groups 

 CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR4 CSR5 CSR6 CSR7 
Not given 4 1 6 5 2 7 3 
0-10 3/4 1 5 6 2 7 3/4 
10-15 4 1 6 5 2 7 3 
15-20 3 1 6 5 2 7 4 
20-25 4 1 6 5 2 7 3 
25-30 3 1 6 4 2 7 5 
30-35 3 1 6 5 2 7 4 
35-40 3 1 6 5 2 7 4 
40-45 4 1 7 5 2 6 3 
45-50 2/3 1 6 5 4 7 2/3 
50+ 3 1 6 5 2 7 4 
TOT 4 1 6 5 2 7 3 
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Table 17. Ranking of CSR activities based on WTP, mean and gender 
 CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR4 CSR5 CSR6 CSR7 
Women 1 2 6 4 5 7 3 
Men 2 3 6 5 4 7 1 

 
 
Table 18. Ranking of CSR activities based on WTP, mean and age groups 

 CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR4 CSR5 CSR6 CSR7 
18-24 1 3 5 2 6 7 4 
25-34 1 2 6 3 4 7 5 
35-44 2 3 6 5 4 7 1 
45-54 1 2 6 4 3 7 5 
55-64 1 2 6 5 3 7 4 
64+ 2 3 6 4 5 7 1 
TOT 2 3 6 4 5 7 1 

 
Table 19. Ranking of CSR activities based on WTP, mean and income groups 

 CSR1 CSR2 CSR3 CSR4 CSR5 CSR6 CSR7 
Not given 1 2 6 4 5 7 3 
0-10 1 6 3 4 2 7 5 
10-15 2 3 6 5 4 7 1 
15-20 1 2 5 3 4 7 6 
20-25 1 2 6 4 3 7 5 
25-30 2 3 6 5 4 7 1 
30-35 2 3 5 4 1 7 6 
35-40 2 1 6 3 4 7 5 
40-45 3 1 7 2 4 6 5 
45-50 1 2 7 3 4 6 5 
50+ 1 3 7 2 5 6 4 
TOT 2 3 6 4 5 7 1 

 


