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Abstract  This study analyzed the impact of ESG activities conducted by companies producing and selling hedonic
products on customer equity (value equity, brand equity, and relationship equity) and, in turmn, on consumers' willingness
to pay a premium. To conduct the analysis, data from 250 respondents were processed using SPSS 28.0 and Smart PLS
4.0. The findings indicated that ESG activities enhance customer equity, which in turn increases consumers' willingness
to pay a premium. Specifically, it was confirmed that ESG activities strengthen value equity, brand equity, and
relationship equity, thereby fostering trust and emotional bonds with consumers. Furthermore, the study demonstrated that
these ESG activities can have a long-term positive impact on consumer behavior, positioning them as a critical strategic
element for the sustainable growth of companies. This study holds significance by elucidating the effects of ESG
activities on customer equity, offering key insights for companies on how to strategically leverage ESG to boost

customer loyalty and positive consumer responses.
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The Impact of Hedonic Goods Company's ESG Activities on Consumers' Willingness to Pay a Premium through
Customer Equity
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Customer Equity
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A 71

o] ESG &Eo] 1

avlAe] F7} 0l

2 o)At A= g

<¥ 1> 34 3%

Vaiale /Abreviated
waord

Measurement Items

Reference

ESG
Activities

Envir
onme
ntal

(ENV

1. Environmental
programs and
certifications management
2. Resource management
(raw materials, water,
renewable energy)

3. Greenhouse gas
emission management
and reduction

4. Waste management
and minimizing
environmental impact

Social
(SOC

1. Occupational health
and safety management
2. Community
contributions and
human rights protection
3. Product quality and
lifecycle management

Gover
nance

(GOV

1. Separation of CEO
and board roles

2. Independence of audit
and compensation
committees

3. Anti-bribery policies
and whistleblower
protection

4. Board remuneration
linked to ESG
performance

5. Formal management
of codes of conduct

6. Disclosure of key
information (e.g., board
profiles, CSR reports)

7. Protection of minority
shareholder rights

Galbreath
(2013)

Customer
Equity

(CE)

Value
Equit

(VE)

1. Satisfaction with overall
quality of the brand

2. Good value for price

3. Convenience of use

Rust,
Zeithaml,
&Lemon
(2000)

Brand
Equit

(BE)

1. Brand distinctiveness
2. Trust in the brand

3. Positive attitude
toward the brand

4. Favorable relationship
with the brand

Vogel,
Evanschi
tzky, &
Ramases
han(2008)

Relati
onshi

P,
Equit

(RE)

1. Frequent use of the
brand’s services/products
2. Willingness to
recommend the brand

3. Stronger bond with the
brand compared to others

Rust,
Zeithaml,
&Lemon
(2000)

>~

4] 74 W AR o 9
B Q7 s A 2 Bolals 7190e) BSG 3%
o] 312 ko] BAE Fal 2mlAhe] S} g A o
Aol vIR= G2 24P 918, 7195t AF 2L 9
& alul2AkE Ak 7 Ak AAlE tEd 4 9
S AFoRE 7L 69 ldoms solexlzt 4
ARSI, 0|2 Erlz A% 2} 719 slZste] 2]
719) WA om A% S Qs ) sulA)
wggo Hojsha, g 71de) AFE 188 ZHol
107 ESGol vl 141 7 200 607 ) 21
A f SO AR B HAR 20049 9
9 078 98 27 Arsglon], BT 35 5
28 ASIE A 2505 dolEE w4 Feint

o

L

3.5 A
B ATES 95 2K 2FEE SPSS B0 EATIAIE
ggate] A 548 selalglnt. B3 Smart

PLS 40& AH-519 Cronbach’s Alpha #t& 7-8}at, 291
(1 40 Ao} H R Aotk AR

07 NG 7 AEAIE B o ESG S 1L
A Ak 2ke] 2FEAY Rk 7T H)E A& QAL
A" WAVEE Bl FIFS nXEAE 45T

&4

41 24} thgRpel A 5y
A} ehe] e i A e A9) i 4, A8

h ~17h ~1H, y

Y
B el A S48 A 2o T8 2

<X 2> ZA} ARt CTEA A EA

Willingness to Pay
a Premium

(WTP)

1. Willingness to pay a
}nghermoeompamdto
ther brands

Z\Whrgnesstohlyevmﬁ
the brand is more expensive
3. Intention to continve
purchasing despite price
ncreases

4. Belief that paying nore is
warthwhile

5. Willingness to pay for
continuous quality
inproverent

Dwivedi,
Nayeem,
&
Murshed
(2018),
Habel et
al. (2016)

Categories N %
Male 120 48
Gender

Female 130 52
20s 62 24.8
30s 64 25.6

Age

40s 62 24.8
50s 62 24.8

Seoul 65 26
. Gyeonggi/Incheon 63 25.2

Residence

Daejeon/Chungcheong 31 12.4
Gwangju/Jeolla 31 12.4
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The Impact of Hedonic Goods Company's ESG Activities on Consumers' Willingness to Pay a Premium through

Customer Equity

Busan/Daegu/Ulsan/ 48 19.2 FHEL) A 0.7 o] o= L]’E}L]', ATERET} S5
Gyeongsans 998 % 5 Uik i@ A FYna
Gangwon/Jeju 12 4.8 5 =n = =
: - o U4 A7 JFEEET T2 FREAeS
< High School 51 20.4 9411] §‘l— l:]-
Junior College 21 8.4
Education University 149 59.6 12 ) ) , A3} ( )
<¥ 3> AlFE Y 9% AF 23 (n=250
Graduate school (Master’s) 22 8.8 - - ° ve =
Graduate school (Doctorate) 7 2.8 Variable FL CA CR AVE
Agriculture/Fishery/Forestry 0 0 ENV 1 08%
o — ENV 2| 0887
il servant (including ~ . = I~
public enterprises) 9 3.6 Environmental | ENV 3 0,8?7 0.927 | 0.945 | 0.775
ENV 4 0.863
Teacher/Instructor 11 44 ENV 5| 0859
Professional 16 6.4 SOC 1 0.834
Managerial 6 2.4 SOC 2 0.866
Office worker 107 42.8 Social SOC 3 0.866 0913 | 0935 | 0.741
Occupation - -
Production/Technical/Labor 23 9.2 SOC 4 0.849
Service/Sales 9 3.6 SOC 5 0.839
Self-employed 12 4.8 GOV 1 0849
N GOV 2 0.798
Freelancer 9 3.6 GOV 3 0826
Full-time homemaker 11 4.4 Governance | GOV 4 0.871 0.932 | 0945 | 0.711
Student 26 10.4 GOV 5| 0865
GOV 6 0.829
Unemployed 11 4.4 GOV 7 0.860
Other 0 0 VE 1 0.896
Valie  TYED T 0874 | 0850 | 0909 | 0.770
Less than 10 million KRW 7 2.8 Equity - . ’ ’
VE 3 0.861
10 million ~ 30 million KRW | 23 9.2 BE1 | 0819
Annual 30 million ~ 50 million KRW 67 26.8 Brand BE 2 0.863 0863 | 0907 | 0709
Income 50 million ~ s = Equity BE 3 0.864 ’ ' :
50 million ~ 70 million KRW 58 23.2 BE 4 0821
70 million ~ 100 million KRW 61 24.4 RE 1 0916
More than 100 million KRW 34 136 Relationship | RE 2 | 0883 | ,oon | 4g45 | 0810
Singl 123 | 492 Bquity | RE3 | 08% ' ' '
>inele : : RE 4 | 0903
Marital Married without children 25 10 WTP 1 0.906
Status Married with children 9% 384 Willingness | WTP 2| 0891
B . - to Pay a |WTP 3 0.865 0.937 | 0.952 | 0.800
Other (divorced, widowed, etc.) 6 2.4 Premium | WTP 4 0927
WTP 5 0.882
4.2 A1FE 9 e 24 ¢ AFE 0 > 07, 83 A== (R > 07, B ¥4 5% 3 AVE > 05
BT ATRd Ay A9 94 oFy1 FL: Factor Loading(8.2! %-8}%), CA: Cronbach’s Alpha(Z&u0}3 ¢
— - I}, AE % A
=0 E 3 <3 3>_—L7 7o) =2x] E 1= 0o T« ul ’ ,
HEe E N bl 574 2Fee A R CR: Composite Reliability(2% 412|%), AVE: Average Variance
Bes Ak AHE 24 A3k E AT W pncedsma 22 23)
9] Cronbach’s Alpha(CA) kol 0.7 o] 4o 2 et
U, 7 RS Y RS BAES FAd 5 U4 AP 8l 918 B (Discriminant Validity) S
o R, 59 A E(CR) & A9 078 Zdste]l A gl Ad) <E 4>olA 7+ 291e] Aua] ghect o)
o] gHE Aoz HILEA FIHE AT el 9AF it HAF FE(AVE)Q] AlFglel o 2
W] Ak FFH(AVE) gtol 05 oS 715 Aoz Yeh, wd elges) 25s] g
owl, 2915 Aole] A nolFE 22 1)
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ZulAe] 7} Hlg AR oAb mAE Qg

\Latent|ENV|SOC|GOV| VE | BE | RE [WTP| Age| Al |Occ.

ENV 0.880

SOC 0.80900.861
GOV |0.708/0.791/0.843
VE ]0.598/0.653/0.606/0.877

BE |0.646|0.692(0.608/0.8090.842

RE |0.565(0.637]0582/0.643/0.748/0.900
WTP|0.553]0.580/0.549(0.644]0.707]0.775/0.895
Age 00700008 %%10.006/0.007| %007
0.02/-0.10 -

221 0:1%00.05810.042

1

0.254) 1

AL |0.005
Oce. |0.054/0.034(0.027/0.060]0.049]0.120]0.116| %70 %32 1

4 1
-0.06/-0.03
3

# ENV: Environmental, SOC: Social, GOV: Governance, VE: Value Equity, BE: Brand

Equity, RE: Relationship Equity, WTP: Willingness to Pay a Premium, AI' Annual Income, Occ.:
Occupation

<¥ 5> YeFAAHVIF) HS

Path VIF

Environmental — Value Equity 2.999
Environmental — Brand Equity 2.999
Environmental — Relationship Equity 2.999
Social — Value Equity 3.985

Social — Brand Equity 3.985

Social — Relationship Equity 3.985
Governance — Value Equity 2.769
Governance— Brand Equity 2.769
Governance — Relationship Equity 2.769
Value Equity — Willingness to Pay a Premium 2.942
Brand Equity — Willingness to Pay a Premium 3.928
Relationship Equity — Willingness to Pay a Premium 2.375

% VIF: Variance Inflation Factor (Fh53414 #13%)

4.3 7V A4 A=
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37 ZPK7R] Ak BAE 2RE B 2PDS e g
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The Impact of Hedonic Goods Company's ESG Activities on Consumers' Willingness to Pay a Premium through
Customer Equity

LA, 7Hd Hi Atz a<le] 714 Aol 5744
P A Aolehs rhdew, 1 Ad A=Y
(t=2.725, p=0.0037). °]~ 7158 e 49 A 9=
APEA o] LA AFHE AlsshH, of& g AFot
Anjze] A4 7}i1§ A WrRth= @% oJm gy,
ofgAl, 7Hd H82 Aulrx aglo] Bl Aol 54
A9 e A AolRh= 7Holion 11 éﬂr 7120
(1577, p0059). of= 50| BA= QA= ojnjx] §
7doll ot Aol 22 317}/‘114 L4052 A
eths 28 AR, Bl Q14 glo] ve
o 2 s & 7k Boletk
okgA, 7V Eb= APl 8<1e] Q) gFE A A
ofek= 7R e®, 1 73} STk 2083, p-0019). ok= 71
o] il %%W"L QA Xé el J”JH 3714 B
el 71e4d 7 52 & 251 719
= el *ﬂ AL 2 01 T ks &S Boletk
“WH 7V 0= 7K ARto] 37} w8 A2 ool 544
thz 7P o, 1 A3} Ak e=2227,
AEe] AREeIF An|2e] 71 T ZERlE
A res = ‘1] %Xl—gﬂ 4*}7} Elw X*% AAFet

o]

891E9]

T,

3
)\
2=

iy
o

AL omjsir}.
b, 74 HLLE: BRI 2o 27h vl <3 Skl 57
501 9L w13 Heleh 70, 71 7sh ARk =238

pr001D). of= as0] AElelal 574 0= 7= Hall=d
el 71 vHE-S 710 APEe WPt Q18-S HojEr
5, 7V HIZiz 29 Aate] 37} nkg 212 okjol] 37

401 g2 v Zlolek= 740, 71 sk AN T AN

00 51 2 A A S 19 05
2 mjA 2010w Uehgor] ol ko] nelEsle] 4
A oy} 27 selvle) /A A48 b Ysteke
42 ARk
3 AAn=050) BHel vk 4 Ak [ 219 2
o) Ueldel. 7K 14 A < 6>3 2o] vepte.

& Aellr A8 RS s Adn s B
ARk A Apke] AmEe <E T>ollA] AlAE it

o] 747} 0456, 0.506, 0506 2% LFERE 27} v)e
Ak olatel] tiet Al 0647, o) At Bao] Al
ARES Algshs 2vk Agteital i o glrk

Q1 71 2Rk,

B=

l

o

ESG Activity

Environmental

Governance

—1799"

" Customer Equity

Mm: 0456
Re= 0426
Brand Equity

22

i 2303

7650

Willingness to
Pay a Premium

ontrol Varlabl

@

#p < 005, #p < 0.01, *#p < 0.001 (&5 HA)
[ 2] A7 23] &= A 23
<3 6> 7} H4 A
t?ZspiZ Path(Hypothesis) | Co | SD | t p |Result
[Environmental = Value|0.16/0.08(1.79 apt
H1 Equity 0 9 9 0.0367|Accept
. Environmental = |0.22|0.08|2.52 r
H2 Brand Equity N 9 I 0.006|Accept]
Environmental —
3 Relationship V40|00 110/ 0.134 [Reject
Equit
Social = Value 10.35/0.09(3.89(0.000"]
H4 Equity 3 5 9 + - |Accept]
= Social = Brand |0.41|0.08]4.69/0.000"
H5 Equity 5 3 5 + |Accept]
Social = Relationship|0.40{0.11|3.51]0.0007
H6 Equity | 0 4 9 + |Accept]
Governance — Value|0.20|0.07|2.72 o
H7 Equity 9 7 5 0.003|Accept]
Governance — Brand|0.12]0.07|1.57 = .
H8 Equity 9 7 7 0.058 |Reject
Governance — p
H9 Relationship ~ |V19/0-0912:08/0.019"|Accept
Equit )
Value Equity — e
H10 | Willingness to Pay a |24 4|0-26/2:22/0.013"|Accept
Premium
Brand Equity — P
HI1 | Willingaess to Pay a |03 8|0-98/2:30/0.011° |Accept
Premium .
Relationship Equity = = _. .
H12 | Willingness to Pay a O.é)‘ﬂ 0.(())7 7.(()39 0.0{)0 Accept
Premium

# Co: Path Coefficient (=7

)

t: t-value (t-%k,

#p <

0.05,

EA%) p: p-value (23
#xp < 0.01, *+xp < 0.001 (&

4*), SD: Standard Deviation (3%

o14)
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A 7199 ESG &0l 17 AAHE F8le] ARzt b H[E A& Al nXE Jg
<% 7> 23 WGo] AuEl(Re @ $43% R2) Willingness to
Ve R AdR? Pay a Premium
- Social = Brand
Value Equity 0.456 0.450 Hi Equity = 0.0 0.0 2.0 0.0 Acc
Brand Equity 0506 0.500 Willingness to 77 37 65 20° ept
il - - Pay a Premium
Relationship Equity 0.506 0.500 Social =
Willingness to Pay a Premium 0.647 0.638 - Rgﬁ?;si“p 0.2 ] 0.0 | 3.2 | QO | Acc
% R? R-squared: Coefficient of Determination (2% 74 Willingness to 14 69 99 L et
Adjusted R?, Adjusted R-squared: Adjusted  Coefficient  of i?y a Premium
sjovernance ->
Determination (54 2475 t1g Value Eauity > | 0.0 | 0.0 | 1.6 | 00 | Ac
Willingness to 31 19 73 AT ept
_ ~ PRI Pay a Premium
Sk <E 8ol AASE AA vz} B Ay ESG Governance =
. AL 21 oAl Alololla] 70 Brand Equity > | 0.0 | 0.0 | 1.2 | 010 | Reje
Fevt ane] F7HELE AR SRFALelelA] ) AR valve H20 Willingness to 23 | 18 | 76 1 ct
eqity, brand equity, relationship equity)©] 2405 w7 & Pay a Premium
Governance =
A& ke slom LRt T e, A aQle 7 A Relationship 0.10 204 | 00 | Acce
H21 Equity > Y1005 |~
ZHt=1253, p0100), Bal= 2Pel(t=1.490, p=0068), ¥A Ak Willingness to Pay | 2 6 2wt
(1085, p-013) BFollA] frelmt Jake vjx1A) ero} 717 a Premium
ot} o= 84 Qolo] TS| 7} ujg- A5 o|alel] 1| *p < 005, #p < 0.01, wxxp < 0001 (W2 724)
= A GEo] dudos At 4 9es Rt
b Ab8)H .08 74 APK=1871, p-03lY), Bl 0. AE

E AFaKt=2.065, p=0.020"), A AF:Kt=3299, p=0.001")<
3l AmRke] F7F u1E A E SJALell frefH] gk FFS 1]
ek o= ARglA @Qlo] 1A xwg Zsfsto] xmiape)
F7H U AlE P =Y AeS AR
o Az 891 7k X]J‘Ht 1673, p=0.047")3}
Al AP HE=2.046, p=0.021")2 “S3ll frefv] g FaS mi
v, 2= ZKE=1.276, p=010D)dll= F-ofn|skA] ekl
712F QA ofi= Atz alo] e NS Zsslo]
F7HHE A= AAF EY T S-S msARE Bals
e iR 3 1A o3ke AgkA ]S AJAlsit]

1
i
O]

<3t 8> wWijEdt 24 2z

othd Co SD

sis

Path(Hypothesis)

—
o

Environmental -
Value Equity =
Willingness to
Pay a Premium
Environmental -
Brand Equity =
Willingness to
Pay a Premium
Environmental -
Relationship Equity 0.0 0.0
- Willingness to 57 52 85 9
Pay a Premium
Social = Value
Equity =

0.0
24

0.0
19 53 5

Reje

HI: ct

0.0
42

0.0
28 9 8

Reje
ct

Reje

HI15 ot

0.0 Acc

H1 ent
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The Impact of Hedonic Goods Company's ESG Activities on Consumers' Willingness to Pay a Premium through
Customer Equity
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Toll A AAE An|Rpeke] A Ade] ESG 2%, 5
5 S 2 QoM = kel Y] 52 BolEth

=4, AbS A 8Q1e 1A ARH7HA] ARk Bal= 2t
b A AAH S v R S u) 8 25 o)Al FA )
155} o= 71949 AKs] A #qlo] Al AkEol Al

=
459) 7}%1% Algsta, 17 A Fo) 4714

>

s

o A IR ool = QlgE AR
AA, XlHH%% 271 1A A} T BAE RS

Arre B »}EW] epglth

Aol A, Bae A e} B HZhAA 2ot 2
A Q] v A Qo] AFHY 5 Q&S eI

2lo] 74A] Al Pl 3

3499 G mpe, 1 A0 umi F7} vl
A% ool WA A s UEA gkt
A3, 71900 84 wE D5 AEaE, o)F 4]
Astel 47 ool B0 olobIg wsteloh

g

AR S devto R e
7] oflfEE, avlAtete] o ARG A5E A9
ol FA g Al Rk

S, AH814 8olo] 3 Ae Baf 371 g A
2 ool 2412 e iRk ks, Zdde] A
84 BES Ba) 2 Astel NS Yok, o) F
o 22 Ae FUAL 5 e A TIge
olela BES Fal 2ulAskel WAF A&H o2
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