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Abstract

Purpose: ESG management of domestic coffee shops is attracting attention as a capability for corporate sustainability. Therefore,
customers who use coffee shops are inevitably affected by ESG policies. By properly operating ESG management, companies can
ensure that customers perceive and consume their brands positively. This study examines how ESG management of coffee shops
affects customers' perceived authenticity, trust, and brand loyalty, and suggests the direction in which domestic coffee shops should
move. Research design, data, and methodology: All variables and hypotheses were determined by previous research, and data were
collected for two weeks starting May 23, 2023. 229 people with experience using coffee shops participated in a survey conducted
through a Google form, and all 229 responses were used in the analysis. Result: The research results are as follows. All domestic
coffee shops presented as examples had a positive impact on brand trust and perceived authenticity through ESG management.
However, in the case of environment (E), it can be confirmed that it does not directly affect trust, but indirectly affects trust through
perceived authenticity. Conclusions: Domestic coffee shops must establish appropriate policies by recognizing customer interests and
opinions in order to significantly increase perceived authenticity and trust through ESG strategies.
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1. Introduction
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2. Literature Review

2.1. ESG Management of Coffee Shops
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3. Methodology

3.1. Research Model
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Figure 1: Proposed Model
3.2. Hypotheses

3.2.1. Relationship between ESG Management
Activities and Authenticity

7|¥0] ESG BEE dt= OlF
A

(stakeholder  theory) 1

f
transmission theory) 22 AHE = ULt (Hy, Yean, Fan,

= =
et EXAE2 718el R&E7tsds I8 ESG

30| UEY A +=HE0 2EE 7|P2 =9
HEES AFEE 2750 UCE Baek (2022)2 ESG
d3gs0] Y Hel JIgE2  nAm,
2H|XS| & HE|E HE2E SEEM, A2,



https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/APJML-08-2021-0627/full/html#ref065
https://www.emerald.com/insight/content/doi/10.1108/APJML-08-2021-0627/full/html#ref040

33 The Impact of Starbucks’ ESG Management on Authenticity, Trust, and Loyalty
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3.4. Sampling and Data Collection
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4. Results

4.1. Respondents’ Characteristics
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4.4. Hypotheses Testing
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Appendixes
Appendix 1: Demographic Profiles(n=229)
Category Frequency % Category Frequency %
Gend Male 85 37.1 Marital Single 155 67.7
eNeer remale 144 62.9 status | Married 74 32.3
Under 19 3 1.3 Student 125 54.6
20-24 98 42.8 Management/Office 30 13.1
25-29 40 175 Sales/service positions 10 4.4
30-34 5 2.2 Technical/Production 1 0.4
Age 35-39 7 3.1 Job Public official 22 9.6
20-44 21 92 ztr:f)essionals (lawyers, Accountants, 2 17
45-49 25 10.9 Self-employment 10 4.4
over 50 30 13.1 Housewife 8 3.5
High school 6 2.6 Missing 19 8.3
Attending college 3 1.3 Less than 1 million won 111 48.5
Junior college 11 4.8 Average 1~<2 23 10
Highest | Attending university 117 51.1 monthly 2~<3 26 11.4
level of College graduation 30 13.1 income 3~<5 36 15.7
education | Attending graduate (unit:
e 99 21 9.2 millon | 5~<7 5 2.2
Graduate school 39 17 won)
Missing 2 0.9 7~-<10 12 5.2
Appendix 2: Confirmatory factor analysis
Average
Standardized Cronbach’s | Composite | Variance
CETEIEE 2 (e factor loadings Alpha Religbility Extracted
(AVE)
ESG (Environmental) .855 .896 .632
The brand actively responds to climate change and environmental issues. .810
The brand is minimizing waste of environmental resources. .830
The brand has a carbon policy in place. 774
Brands invest in facilities to protect the environment. .782
The brand is actively participating in relevant regulations and obligations.* - - - -
The brand is actively responding to the issue of carbon emissions. 778
ESG (Social) .929 .943 .701
The brand is securing the diversity of its workers. -
A brand is a company that strives for charity activities for the local
community and the socially underprivileged. )
The brand protects customer privacy. .790
The brand operates an appropriate customer satisfaction response system. .820
A brand is a company where workers can work safely. .836
The brand has good employee training and development policies in place. .822
The brand complies with corporate human rights and labor standards. .866
The brand conducts evaluation and certification for consumer safety. .879
A proced_ure or system for processing consumer damage compensation is 846
in operation. )
ESG (Governance) .922 .942 .764
The brand strives to spread high moral and ethical awareness. .806
The brand is managed in compliance with legal and institutional standards. -
The brand has a reputation for honesty. .872
The brand operates transparently. .906
Brands strive for fair dealings with competitors. .887
The company strives to maintain fair business relationships with its 895
suppliers. )
Authenticity .948 .958 .793
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This company's ESG management activities do not disappoint my 889
expectations. )
This company's ESG management activities are trustworthy. .913
This company's ESG management activities have a series of moral 915
principles. )
This company's ESG management activities have their own clear direction. .895
The company's ESG management activities add meaning to people's lives. .861
This company's ESG management activities reflect important values that 868
people are interested in. )
Trust .936 .950 .759
| trust this brand. .869
This brand is safe. .883
This brand operates with honesty. .882
| can rely on this brand. .871
This brand always meets my expectations. .898
The brand believes that it has the technology and expertise to provide high- 822
quality products. )
Loyalty .907 .935 .782
| will continue to purchase this brand even though it is expensive. -
| will use this coffee shop again next time. .896
| will continue to use this brand in the future when needed. .877
| will recommend this brand to my friends. .883
| will speak positively about the brand to my friends and family. .881
Appendix 3: Fornell-Larcker Criterion and Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)
Constructs 1 2 S 4 5 6
1. ESG_E .795 .530° .445° .538° .276° .133°
2.ESG_S .480?2 .837 .685° 574" 476" .337°
3.ESG_G 4022 .636° .874 .828° .689° .442°
4. Authenticity 4892 5442 7752 .890 .653° 653"
5. Trust .2542 .448* .6442 .617° .871 .806°
6. Loyalty 1182 3122 4042 .3802 7422 .884
** p < .01, Bold numbers indicate the square root of AVE, a=Fornell-Larcker Criterion,b=Heterotrait-Monotrait Ratio (HTMT)
Appendix 4: Structural model (PLS)
Paths Coefficient t P Support
H1-1 ESG_E > Authenticity 211 3.746 .000 Supported
H1-2 ESG_S > Authenticity -.006 .093 .926 Non- supported
H1-3 ESG_G > Authenticity .687 13.752 .000 Supported
H2-1 ESG_E > Trust -.095 1.563 .118 Non- supported
H2-2 ESG_S > Trust .073 .800 424 Non- supported
H2-3 ESG_G > Trust .381 4.105 .000 Supported
H3 Authenticity > Trust .328 3.776 .000 Supported
H4 Authenticity > Loyalty -.125 2.187 .029 Non- supported
H5 Trust > Loyalty .819 18.211 .000 Supported
RZ QZ
Perceived
Authenticity 639 625
Brand trust .456 .387
Brand Loyalt .561 .143




