International ]ournal of Finance and Management (JEM), Volume 5, Issue 2, November 2024
ISSN: 2976-307X

The Effects of Corporate Social Responsibility on Brand Equity
an Empirical Investigation in Turkish Telecommunication
Industry

Wael Hussein Rahhal
! Faculty of Finance and Admin. Sciences, Al-Madinah International University
Kuala Lumpur, 57100, Malaysia
CL572@Ims.mediu.edu.my

Abdoulrahman Aljounaidi
2 Faculty of Finance and Admin. Sciences, Al-Madinah International University
Kuala Lumpur, 57100, Malaysia
abdulrahman.ramez@mediu.edu.my

Abstract
The influence of corporate social responsibility on brand equity continues to be a topic of active discussion in academic literature. This
article aims to examine the effects of corporate social responsibility dimensions on brand equity in Turkish telecommunication
companies. The study develops a reliable instrument to measure corporate social responsibility dimensions and brand equity. Data was
collected from a convenience sample of 513 mobile phone service users in Turkey, with 395 valid questionnaires used for analysis.
Through confirmatory factor analysis, a three-dimensional corporate social responsibility instrument was empirically tested for reliability
and construct validity. The findings indicate a significant direct impact of corporate social responsibility dimensions on brand equity. The
CSR dimensions that predict or determine Brand Equity among Turkish consumers in the Turkish Telecommunication Industry are, in
order of importance: Philanthropic, Economic, and Ethical-Legal. The research emphasizes the importance of corporate social
responsibility dimensions (philanthropic, economic, and ethical-legal) in establishing strong brand equity. To enhance brand equity,
companies should integrate the CSR dimensions of philanthropic, economic, and ethical-legal responsibilities into their branding strategy.
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1. Introduction

In today's intensely competitive market driven by
globalization and advances in information technology,
industrial marketers must distinguish their products from
competitors to provide value to buyers and improve their
brand image (Engizek & Yasin, 2018; Araujo et al., 2023).
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) is attracting
increasing attention, with more companies dedicating
substantial efforts to CSR initiatives (Yoo & Lee, 2018).
CSR's importance has surged due to global pressures from
various stakeholders (Kiessling et al., 2016).

Brand equity denotes the additional value a product gains
when it is connected to a well-known brand name,
compared to the same product without any brand
association (e.g., Aaker, 1991; Ailawadi et al., 2003;
Keller, 2003). It encapsulates the consumer perceptions
and associations related to a branded product (e.g., Aaker,
1991, 1996; Keller, 2003), which together lead to specific
benefits such as higher sales volumes, the ability to

command premium prices, and enhanced profitability
(Ailawadi et al., 2003).

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) was first identified
and defined by Bowen (1953, p. 6) as "the obligations of
businessmen to pursue decisions which are desirable in
terms of the objectives and values of society”. And the
researcher, Davis (1967) expanded the definition to
encompass institutions, and thus firms, as opposed to
individual businessmen.

After that the definitions of CSR reflect the larger focus on
the corporate enterprise. For example, Falck & Heblich
(2007, p. 247) define corporate social responsibility as the
"voluntary corporate commitment to exceed the explicit
and implicit obligations imposed on a company by
society's expectations of conventional corporate behavior”.
Table 1: Measures of Corporate Social Responsibility

Author(s) Measurements

(Kang & |Perceived Philanthropic CSR, Perceived Ethical
Namkung [CSR, Perceived Legal CSR, Perceived Economic
2017) CSR
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Author(s)

Measurements

(Yang &
Basile 2018)

CSR activity (Environmental CSR environmental,
product-related, diversity, corporate governance,
employee-related and community)

(Riveraetal.,
2018)

CSR associations were measured using a battery of 6
items based on the studies by Brown & Dacin
(1997) and Sen & Bhattacharya (2001)

(Zafran 2018)

CSR Initiatives (Legal compliance, Transparency,
and Philanthropic)

(Jemal 2018)

CSR (Ethical Domain, and

Economic Domain)

Legal Domain,

(Sharma, &
Jain , 2019)

Perceived CSR initiatives PCSRI was measured
using 3 items scales of Podnar & Golob (2007)

(Mahrinasari
2019)

CSR dimensions (Ethical-legal Responsibility,
Philanthropic  Responsibility, and  Economic
Responsibility)

(Burns 2019)

CSR initiatives (environmental, climate change,
human rights, employee relations, corporate
governance, philanthropy and financial)

(Sugutora |CSR (Ethical Dimension, Economic Dimension,
2019) Philanthropic Dimension)
(Al-Ghamdi et [Four-item scale was used to measure CSR activities
al., 2019) |((Brown & Dacin 1997; Klein & Dawar 2004;
Martinez & Rodriguez-del-Bosque 2013; Fatma &
Rahman 2016)
(Dimitriadis &|From Carroll (1999): Customer (5 items), Employee

Zilakaki 2019)

(3 items), Community (4 items) and Environment (4
items)

(Giines et al.,
2019)

CSR Scale developed by Carrol (1991), which is
based on four-dimension Corporate Social
Responsibility Model.

(Guzman et al.,

Economic Responsibility, Social Responsibility, and

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) has been shown to
have a significant impact on brand equity in various studies
(Kang & Namkung, 2017; Jemal, 2018; Gul et al., 2019;
Guzman et al., 2020; Eshetu, 2021; Tan et al., 2022;
Hassan et al., 2022; Aggarwal & Saxena 2022 ; Araujo et
al., 2023).
In Turkish context, the significance of ethical-legal
corporate social responsibility (CSR) compared to
philanthropic CSR in the Turkish context is emphasized in
the findings of Wang and Pala (2021). Given the recent
changes in CSR strategies among Turkish companies, as
indicated by Sayn (2021), investigating Economic CSR
dimension becomes crucial, in addition to Ethical-Legal
CSR and Philanthropic CSR, as per the dimensions of CSR
defined by (Carroll & Buchholtz 2009). It's worth noting
that, according to (Turker & Can, 2021). Turkish business
organizations have not fully integrated ethical and
environmental components into their CSR agenda.
Therefore, in this study, we will focus on examining the
Ethical-Legal aspect and philanthropic and recommend
exploring the environmental factor for future research.
This leads to following hypothesis:
H1: Economic responsibility has a positive effect on Brand
Equity.
H2: Ethical-legal responsibility has a positive effect on
Brand Equity.
H3: Philanthropic responsibility has a positive effect on
Brand Equity.
2. Research Objective, Methodology and
Results
2.1 Research Objectives
The study aims to identify the key corporate social
responsibility dimensions that significantly influence brand
equity in Turkish Telecommunication industry.
2.1 Research Methodology and Data Analysis
Data was collected through a field survey of (Turkcell,
Vodafone, and Turk Telecom) customers in Istanbul. A
sample of 513 mobile phone service users, a total of 395
(77%) valid questionnaires were collected and used for

2020) Environmental Responsibility
(Wang & Pala [Ethical-legal CSR and Philanthropic CSR from
2021) (Salmones et al., 2005; and Mahrinasari 2019)
applied in Turkey.
(Singh & |From (Rettab et al., 2009; Maignan & Ferrell 2004)
Misra 2021) |CSR towards community responsibilities, employee
responsibilities, and customer responsibilities.
(Lacap etal., [CSR (Economic, Ethical, Legal and Philanthropic.)
2021)
(Lateef et al., [CSR (Economic Responsibility, Legal
2021) Responsibility, Ethics Responsibility, Corporate
Philanthropic Environmental Responsibility
(Islam et al., [Four items from Brown & Dacin (1997)
2021)

(Eshetu 2021)

Economic Responsibility, Ethical Responsibility,
Legal Responsibility, Philanthropic Responsibility

(Aggarwal &
Saxena 2022)

Economic Responsibility, Ethical Responsibility,
Environmental Responsibility, and Philanthropic
Responsibility

analysis.
Table 2: shows the community demographics.
Group Frequency Percentage
Gender
Male 207 52.4
Female 188 47.6
Age
Below 30 years old 124 313
Between 30 — 40 years old 149 37.6
Above 40 years old 123 311
Education
High school 108 27.3
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Bachelor degree 170 43.1
Master degree 92 23.2
Doctoral degree 25 6.4
Mobile Service Provider

Turkeell 161 40.8
Vodafone 124 314
Turk telekom 110 27.8

Before conducting the final survey, a preliminary study
was conducted with a sample size of 50, to judge the
applicability of instrument items. For this purpose,
corporate social measured using 11 items (Salmones et al.,
2005; Mahrinasari 2019); brand equity, measured using 13
items. Respondents are asked to indicate their agreement
level of each item of the sections on the five-point Likert
scale anchored by “strongly agree (=1)” to “strongly
disagree (=5)”.

Exploratory Factor Analysis was conducted to define
possible relationships of observed variables for service
quality dimensions, The results revealed the presence of
six distinct dimensions of service quality.

A confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted to
empirically test the measurement model. Multiple tests on
construct validity and reliability were performed, resulting
in the elimination of items with low loading. Specifically,
one item from the Tangibles dimension, one item from the
Reliability dimension, and one item from the Assurance
and Empathy dimensions were removed. The model fit was
evaluated using the maximum likelihood (ML) method.
Reliability and Convergent each of the constructs was
assessed for their reliability and validity. Reliability is
assessed using Cronbach’s alpha, composite reliability
(CR) and average variance extracted (AVE), whilst for
validity using construct, including convergent and
discriminant. Table 3 represents the result of Cronbach’s
alpha and convergent validity for the final iterative CFA
models.

Table 3: Results of Cronbach Alpha and Convergent Validity for
Measurement Model

Final Compo Internal
Factor site Reliabilit
Construct Item Loadin  (AVE): Reliabi y
lity Cronbach
9 (CRP  Alpha
CSR:  Economic gRi 0.043¢ 0.972 0.986 0.986
Responsibility
(ER) ER2 0.995
ER3 0.977
CSR: Ethical-legal ELR1  1.000 0.797 0.939 0.956
Responsibility
(ELR) ELR2 0.779
ELR3  0.997
ELR4 0.766

CSR: PRI 0458 0981  0.994 0.993
Philanthropic PR2  0.989
Responsibility
(PR) PR3 0.999
PR4 0.983
Brand Equity (BE)  gg1 0.943 0938  0.981 0.957
BE2 0.923
BE3 0.959
BE4 0.967
BE5 0.893
BE6 0.961
BE7 0.987
BE8 0.995
BE9 0.995
BEI0O  0.987
BEI11  0.985
BE12  0.99%4
BE13  0.992

“2; Average Variance Extracted = (summation of the square of the factor
loadings)/{(summation of the square of the factor loadings) +
(summation of the error variances)}.

b: Composite reliability = (square of the summation of the factor
loadings)/{(square of the summation of the factor loadings) + (square of
the summation of the error variances)}.

¢: denotes for discarded item due to insufficient factor loading below cut
off 0.5.”

Table 3 shows that the AVE, which reflects the overall
amount of variance in the indicators accounted for by the
latent construct, was 0.972, 0.797, and 0.981, and for CSR
(Economic Responsibility, Ethical-legal Responsibility,
Philanthropic Responsibility), and 0.938 for Brand Equity
(BE). All these values were above the cut-off 0.5 as
suggested by (Nunnally & Bernstein, 1994).

Content and discriminant validity: The Discriminant
validity was examined to assess how truly distinct a
construct is from other constructs. In the case of
discriminant validity, the correlations between factors in
the measurement model do not exceed 0.85 as
recommended by Kline (2010), the validity was checked
based on comparisons of the correlations between
constructs and square root of the average variance
extracted for a construct (Fornell & Larcker, 1981). Table
4 represents the discriminant validity of the measurement
model.

Table 4: Discriminant validity
for Measurement Model
PR ELR ER BE

Philanthropic 0.990

(PR)

Ethical Legal | 0.103 0.893
(ELR)
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Economic (ER) 0.106 0.036 0.986

Brand Equity | 0.210 0.091 0.005 0.968
(BE)

“Note: Diagonals represent the square root of the average variance
extracted while the other entries represent the square correlations.”

The inter-correlations between the constructs ranged from
0.005 to 0.210, which were below the threshold 0.85 as
recommended by Kline (2010). Further, as shown in Table
4, the correlations were less than the square root of the
average variance extracted by the indicators demonstrating
good discriminant validity between these factors (Kline
2010).

Table 5: GOF Indices of Measurement Model

Beta (cr)
E(r:gr?c(l) fT:(;)::ItSyR > 0.235*** 8.216 0.000 | Supported
Ehécrzl&lj_ ef;llﬁi R 0.079* 2.403 0.016 | Supported
Tgrr::éogclq%?sR 0.279*** | 9176 | 0.000 | Supported

Fit Modifie | Recommended | Acceptable Source
index d Model Values Values

Df 30

Chi-

square 141.176

(v

’ (Hair et al.,

p-value 0.000 >0.05 >0.000 1998)

CMIN (Bagozzi &

2df 4.706 <3.00 <5.00 Yi 1988)
(Kline

GFI 0.878 >0.90 >0.80 2010)
(Chau & Hu

AGFI 0.862 >0.80 >0.80 2001)
(Bagozzi &
Yi  1988;

CFI 0.986 >0.90 >0.90 Byme,
2013)
(Hair et al.,

TLI 0.967 >0.90 >0.90 2006)
(Hair et al.,

IFI 0.986 >0.90 >0.90 2006)
(Schumacke

RMSEA 0.102 0.05t00.08 <0.10 r & Lomax,
2010)

2.3 Findings and Interpretation

Structural model: using AMOS 24, the researcher
determines the path coefficients. Table 2 shows the Results
of structural model.

Table 6: Examining Results of Hypothesized Direct Effects of
the Constructs

Standardise  critical P-
d Estimate ration value

Hypothes

Path is Result

"*p< 0.05 , ***p< 0.001"

The analysis revealed that Economic_CSR had a
significant positive effect on Brand Equity ($=0.235,
p<0.001), confirming Hypothesis 1 (Table 6). Similarly,
Ethical_Legai_CSR exhibited a positive effect on Brand
Equity (B=0.383, p<0.05), providing support for
Hypothesis 2. Additionally, Philanthropic_CSR displayed
a positive effect on Brand Equity (=0.279, p<0.001), thus
supporting Hypothesis 3.

3. Conclusions and Implications

The study successfully created a dependable and accurate
tool to evaluate corporate social responsibility dimensions
in cellular mobile services. This instrument was developed
through an extensive literature review, exploratory
investigations, and rigorous validation procedures.

The most significant CSR dimensions as predictors or
determinants of Brand Equity among Turkish consumers in
the Turkish Telecommunication Industry are as follows:
Philanthropic, Economic, and Ethical _Legal, in that order.
The study's findings offer valuable insights for mobile
service providers, shedding light on the primary factors
that drive brand equity. The research highlights the
importance of corporate social responsibility dimensions
(economic, ethical-legal, and philanthropic) in building a
strong brand equity. Companies should incorporate the
CSR dimensions of philanthropic, economic, and ethical-
legal responsibilities into their branding strategy to boost
brand equity

To enhance brand equity, companies should align their
CSR initiatives with their brand values and positioning,
ensuring these activities resonate with the target audience
and reflect the brand's core principles and purpose.
Proactive communication of CSR efforts to stakeholders—
including customers, employees, and the wider public—is
crucial. Transparent and authentic communication about
the company's philanthropic, economic, and ethical-legal
responsibilities builds trust and enhances brand perception.
Additionally, integrating CSR messaging into brand
communication and marketing campaigns reinforces the
brand's image as a responsible and ethical entity by
highlighting the positive impact of these initiatives and
their alignment with the brand's values and commitment to
social responsibility.
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4. Limitation and Future Research

There was insufficient control over extraneous variables,
such as the country's high inflation rate, which caused
disruptions in corporate policies. To mitigate this
limitation, future research should investigate the influence
of corporate reputation on brand equity over different
periods. Turkish business organizations have not
thoroughly incorporated ethical and environmental
components into their CSR agendas. Consequently, this
study will concentrate on examining the Ethical-Legal and
philanthropic aspects, while recommending that future
research explore the environmental factor.

Appendix
Variables Measurement Scales
Corporate Social Responsibility: Economic

responsibility (Salmones et al., 2005; Mahrinasari 2019)

1. Tries to obtain maximum profit from its activity.

2. Tries to obtain maximum long-term success.

3. Always tries to improve its economic performance.

Corporate  Social  Responsibility:  Ethical-legal

responsibility (Salmones et al., 2005; Mahrinasari 2019;

Wang & Pala 2021)

4. Always respects the norms defined in the law when
carrying out its activities.

5. Is concerned to fulfil its obligations vis-a-vis its
shareholders, suppliers, distributors and other agents
with whom it deals.

6. Behaves ethically/honestly with its customers.

7. Respecting ethical principles in its relationships has

priority overachieving superior economic
performance.
Corporate  Social  Responsibility:  Philanthropic

responsibility (Salmones et al., 2005; Mahrinasari 2019;

Wang & Pala 2021)

8. Is concerned to
environment.

9. Actively sponsors or finance social events (sport,
Islamic events).

10. Directs part of its budget to donations and social
works favouring the disadvantaged

11. Is concerned to improve general well-being of society.

Brand Equity (Rifi & Mostafa 2022)

1. 1can easily recognize the Service Provider Brand

2. Some characteristics of the Service Provider Brand
come to my mind quickly.

3. Iam very well aware of the Service Provider Brand.

4. | have no difficulty in imagining the Service Provider
Brand in my mind.

5. I can quickly recall the symbol or logo of Service
Provider Brand.

6. Service Provider offers excellent features.

Service Provider offers very consistent quality.

8. Service Provider offers a high-quality experience.

respect and protect natural

~

9. Service Provider Brand is very reliable.

10. Service Provider Brand is usually my first choice.

11. 1 recommend this Service Provider to others.

12. 1 consider myself loyal to this Service Provider.

13. | am Proud to do all my telecommunication services
with this Service Provider.
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