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ABSTRACT

Title: Unlocking Trust in Luxury: Examining the Role of Supply Chain Transparency &
Sustainability and Luxury Accessibility

Author: Beatriz Ramalho

This study investigates the impact of supply chain transparency and sustainability on brand trust
within the luxury industry, focusing on the moderating effect of two distinct luxury product
levels: accessible and inaccessible. With the rise in consumer demand for ethical and
sustainable business practices, particularly from Millennials and Generation Z, luxury brands
face growing pressure to improve transparency and sustainability in their supply chains.
Although existing literature emphasizes the importance of such supply chain practices in
building brand trust, this study addresses a gap by examining their influence in the luxury
sector. Through the distribution of an online survey and quantitative data analysis, this research
finds that fostering brand trust in the luxury context is not significantly determined by either
supply chain transparency or sustainability. Furthermore, whereas brand trust is higher for
accessible luxury products than inaccessible ones, the relationship between supply chain
practices and brand trust is not significantly moderated by the luxury level. These findings
challenge the current literature, suggesting that in the luxury sector, other factors may be more
critical for the cultivation of brand trust, such as brand prestige and heritage. This work’s
findings carry interesting insights for luxury brand managers, implying that despite supply
chain transparency and sustainability remaining valuable for corporate social responsibility and
regulatory compliance, they may not be the main drivers of trust for luxury brands. Further
investigation is required to understand how supply chain practices and luxury segmentation

can, with other factors, regulate luxury brand trust.

Keywords: Brand Trust, Luxury Level, Supply Chain Transparency, Supply Chain
Sustainability



SUMARIO

Titulo: Desbloquear a Confianga no Luxo: Examinando o Papel da Transparéncia e

Sustentabilidade na Cadeia de Abastecimento e a Acessibilidade ao Luxo

Autora: Beatriz Ramalho

Este estudo investiga o impacto da transparéncia e da sustentabilidade na cadeia de
abastecimento sobre a confianca na marca no setor do luxo, com foco no efeito moderador de
dois niveis distintos de produtos de luxo: acessivel e inacessivel. Com o aumento da procura
dos consumidores por préticas empresariais €ticas e sustentdveis, especialmente entre
Millennials e Geragdo Z, as marcas de luxo enfrentam crescente pressdao para melhorar a
transparéncia e sustentabilidade nas suas cadeias de abastecimento. Embora a literatura
existente sublinhe a importancia dessas praticas na constru¢do da confianga na marca, este
estudo aborda uma lacuna ao examinar a sua influéncia no setor do luxo. Através de um
inquérito online e andlise quantitativa de dados, esta investigacao conclui que a confianga na
marca no contexto do luxo ndo € significativamente determinada pela transparéncia ou
sustentabilidade da cadeia de abastecimento. Além disso, embora a confianca na marca seja
maior para produtos de luxo acessiveis do que para os inacessiveis, a relacdo entre as praticas
da cadeia de abastecimento e a confianca na marca nio € significativamente moderada pelo
nivel de luxo. Estes resultados desafiam a literatura existente, sugerindo que, no setor do luxo,
outros fatores, como o prestigio e a heran¢a da marca, podem ser mais criticos para a constru¢ao
da confianga. As conclusdes deste trabalho sugerem que, apesar de a transparéncia e a
sustentabilidade na cadeia de abastecimento serem valiosas para a responsabilidade social e a

conformidade regulatéria, podem nao ser os principais fatores de confianga nas marcas de luxo.

Palavras-Chave: Confianga na Marca, Nivel de Luxo, Transparéncia na Cadeia de

Abastecimento, Sustentabilidade na Cadeia de Abastecimento
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CHAPTER 1: INTRODUCTION

1.1 Problem statement

Concerns about environmental impact, fair trade, and human rights have been growing
considerably on the consumer side, especially for Millennials and Generation Z, who have been
pressuring large corporations to take a stand on this matter. These consumers tend to look for
products that are sustainable and ethical, and their desire for transparency along the supply
chain is growing (Su et al., 2019; Gazzola et al., 2017). Millennials are much more socially
conscious than previous generations and are less likely to purchase from brands that do not
showcase these values (Nowak et al., 2006). According to Forbes (Greg Petro, 2021), 62% of
Generation Z show a preference for purchasing sustainable brands and are willing to pay a
premium for ethically produced products. Consequently, companies are starting to strive to
respond to these consumers’ concerns, implementing more transparency for their products, and

disclosing actions related to sustainability.

Although supply chain transparency and supply chain sustainability are not the same, they
usually go hand in hand. The concept of traceability for sustainability broadens the vision of
traceability within the supply chain, providing not only efficiency at the economic and
operational level but also at the social and environmental sustainability level (Garcia-Torres et
al., 2019). The absence or lack of full information on traceability has resulted in several social
and environmental sustainability scandals (Busse et al., 2017), which has highlighted the
importance of transforming supply chains into more transparent and sustainable systems (Closs
et al., 2011). Today, transparency and sustainability are a requirement for most industries, not
just a “nice-to-have”, and it is ever most imperative to have more information on what the
perception of consumers on certain products can be, such as brand trust, in situations where

transparency and/or sustainability practices are disclosed versus when they are not.

The luxury industry is an example. It has experienced tremendous growth in recent years
(D’Arpizio et al., 2024), and marketing luxury products is a challenge that results in an
increased importance of understanding the impact that certain factors can have on the trust that
consumers place in luxury brands. One of the most interesting factors to study that can impact
brand trust is supply chain transparency and sustainability. Although there has been an
increasing emphasis on this topic in luxury brand management, with major luxury groups taking

a stand through the implementation of sustainability programs and policies, not many studies



about the impact of supply chain transparency were found for the luxury industry; research on
sustainable luxury is underdeveloped (Athwal et al., 2019). Also, a gap remains when it comes
to understanding how supply chain transparency and sustainability impact trust in luxury brands
in terms of the products’ accessibility, particularly De Barnier et al.’s (2012) three levels of
luxury accessibility: accessible, intermediate, and inaccessible. The present work seeks to
address this gap by studying the impact of supply chain transparency and sustainability on the
trust of luxury brands, analyzing the moderating effect of two of the three levels of luxury
products: accessible and inaccessible. The results can enhance an understanding of consumer
perceptions and provide important insights for strategy building when managing brand trust in

the luxury market.

1.2 Relevance

Due to the challenge of managing the paradoxical nature of luxury brands, since these need to
manage a “gap” between high visibility and awareness, but restricted access and low penetration
(J. N. Kapferer, 2012), knowing how to market luxury products is a topic of great interest.
Moreover, the recent impressive growth and influence of this industry (D’ Arpizio et al., 2024)
makes it even more important to investigate the interplay of factors that can impact how these
brands are perceived by consumers. One metric that significantly influences purchasing

behavior is brand trust (Le et al., 2020).

Many organizations are constantly under pressure to disclose information about their operations
and products in a detailed and accurate way, which makes it ever most important to understand
the complex nature of supply chain transparency (Montecchi et al., 2021). The amount of
research on supply chain management, particularly in transparency and sustainability, has been
growing significantly, which represents a signal of its current importance (Ashby et al., 2012).
Also, consumers’ rise in interest in matters concerning transparency of big corporations and
well-known brands regarding their impact on the environment and society are consequences of
an increase in sustainability awareness, and this must be taken into consideration when
managing luxury brands: it is crucial to make sure that the sustainability strategy is aligned with
the fundamental nature of luxury, which involves heritage, quality, longevity, and timelessness
(Athwal et al., 2019). Since this industry plays such a crucial role in today’s global market, it

consequently raises the potential for luxury brands to create sustainability standards that other



players in the industry can follow, which is something that big luxury group Kering has been

trying to achieve (Morhart et al., 2020).

One of the suggested questions for future research on supply chain transparency and
sustainability found in Montecchi et al.’s (2021) review is “How does the transparency of
sustainable supply chain practices influence customers’ attitudes and behaviors?”. In this work,
the impact of supply chain transparency and sustainability on the brand trust of a luxury brand
is studied, more precisely, in the context of De Barnier’s levels of luxury. Since these three
levels of luxury (accessible, intermediate, and inaccessible) portray such different
characteristics in terms of commercialization, representing different types of products, it is also
interesting to study how these different levels of luxury can impact brand trust. No research
about how these distinct levels can impact the relationship between supply chain transparency
and sustainability of a luxury brand and the trust that consumers have in the brand was found.
Moreover, a study by Kunz et al. (2020) identified an area for future research: to analyze which
types of luxury product categories are more suitable to combine luxury and sustainability, and

these categories can be represented by De Barnier’s levels.

1.3 Research objectives

Considering the described research problem, the following research questions will be discussed:

RQ1: Does brand trust increase if supply chain transparency is presented in the description of

luxury products? And if supply chain sustainability is presented?

RQ?2: Is brand trust different between accessible luxury products and inaccessible luxury ones?

RQ3: Is the impact of supply chain transparency on brand trust different among different luxury

levels? And supply chain sustainability?

1.4 Dissertation outline
This work is organized into five chapters. The first chapter describes the problem statement,

relevance, and research objectives. The second chapter focuses on the existing literature review



of the main concepts underlying this study, and results in the formulation of the conceptual
framework and hypotheses. The third chapter describes the methodology involved in data
collection and analysis. The fourth chapter presents the full data analysis of the collected data
and respective results. Finally, the fifth chapter outlines the conclusions and implications of

those findings, as well as research limitations and suggestions for future investigation.



CHAPTER 2: LITERATURE REVIEW

2.1 Supply Chain Transparency and Sustainability

2.1.1 Supply Chain Transparency

Supply chain transparency is the act of exposing detailed and accurate information to

consumers, investors, and other stakeholders about compliance on operations and products,

such as the origin, sourcing, manufacturing processes, costs, and logistics (Bai & Sarkis, 2020;

Sodhi & Tang, 2019). Concepts such as visibility, traceability, disclosure, and openness are

frequently used as equivalents to supply chain transparency (Montecchi et al., 2021):

Visibility is about an organization’s internal efforts to gather information about its
supply chain operations (Sodhi & Tang, 2019).

Traceability can be defined as everything that happens to the products before, during,
and after manufacturing, packaging, and distribution (Sarpong, 2014).

Disclosure is sharing organizational information with both external and internal
stakeholders (Schnackenberg et al., 2021).

Openness indicates a broader organizational commitment to promoting a culture of

proactive disclosure (Cadden et al., 2013).

A bibliometric review of the concept of supply chain transparency identified six distinct

literature clusters (Montecchi et al., 2021):

1.

Transparency technologies - application of information communication technologies to
achieve supply chain transparency.
Knowledge integration - between supply chain partners to improve operational

performance.

3. Governance - fosters openness.

Sustainability - supply chain transparency is a dynamic capability that is crucial to

incorporate principles of sustainability in supply chain management (Beske et al., 2014).

. Traceability - makes it possible to observe each process of the supply chain.

Resilience - the ability of the supply chain to recover from disruption.

According to Sodhi & Tang (2019), different levels of supply chain information can be

disclosed to the public. Some examples of supply chain transparency include:



Disclosing supply chain information at all tiers - exposing process information for the
entire supply chain, for example, from the sourcing of the materials/ingredients that
compose a product to the distribution center.

Disclosing tier-1 supplier information - revealing the name, location, and activity of the
tier-1 supplier.

Disclosing environmental footprint in the supply chain at all tiers - the degree to which
suppliers comply with environmental regulations or norms, regarding water
consumption, waste treatment, carbon emissions, etc.

Disclosing supply chain costs - materials, labor, and transportation (price transparency).
Disclosing supplier workforce safety compliance - the degree to which suppliers comply
with the Environment, Health, and Safety standards at the factory.

Assuring provenance - conveying names of suppliers, materials used, from where they
were extracted, and how they were produced (traceability).

Involuntary third-party disclosure of the company’s information - the risk that all

companies face when they don’t provide transparency about their practices voluntarily.

Thus, supply chain transparency can also serve as a tool to achieve environmental sustainability

and corporate responsibility control (Montecchi et al., 2021). After the work of Sodhi & Tang

(2019), the literature was reviewed to frame supply chain transparency in the context of

sustainability. Three possible dimensions of supply chain transparency were identified by

Schifer (2023), who developed the sustainable supply chain transparency framework (Figure

Sustainable supply chain information:

a. Material information (materials, components, or ingredients of a product),

b. Process information (production methods),

c. Traceability information (allows consumers to trace the entire journey of a
product, from the provenance of the raw materials, manufacturing, and
distribution, to the point of sale),

d. Transaction information (purchasing practices and financial transactions),

e. Commitment information (social and ecological policies that the company puts
into practice; compliance with laws, rules, regulations, standards, or norms, and
can, for example, take the form of certifications (Falcone & Imbert, 2018).
Adhering to industry standards regarding sustainability and other ethical

practices via, for example, fair trade, cruelty-free, or eco-friendly certifications,



can increase the preference for those products, compared to others without
certifications (Prell et al., 2020a)),
f. Impact information (sustainability impacts of the supply chain),
g. Activity information (action to become more sustainable),
h. Effectiveness information (assessment of the actions taken).
Involved stakeholders - information transfer and how it is communicated:
a. Sender,
b. Receiver.
The perspective of sustainable supply chain transparency - usually considered
equivalent to supply chain disclosure (Sodhi & Tang, 2019), is viewed as internal or
external supply chain information that is shared with others (Kraft et al., 2018):
a. Supply chain visibility,
b. Supply chain disclosure.

SUSTAINABLE SUPPLY CHAIN
TRANSPARENCY FRAMEWORK

1ST DIMENSION
SUSTAINABLE SUPPLY CHAIN INFORMATION

MATERIAL PROCESS TRACEABILITY TRANSACTIONAL
INFORMATION INFORMATION INFORMATION INFORMATION
COMMITMENT IMPACT ACTIVITY EFFECTIVENESS
INFORMATION INFORMATION INFORMATION INFORMATION

2ZND DIMENSION
INVOLVED STAKEHOLDER

SENDER RECEIVER

3RD DIMENSION
PERSPECTIVE

SUPPLY CHAIN SUPPLY CHAIN
VISIBILITY DISCLOSURE

Figure I - Sustainable Supply Chain Transparency Framework

Source: Schdifer, 2023



2.1.2 Supply Chain Sustainability

According to the definition of the United Nations' World Commission on Environment and
Development (1987), “sustainability means being able to satisfy current needs without
compromising the possibility for future generations to satisfy their own needs”. Later, a
relationship between three important pillars was recognized: economic growth, social equity,
and protection of the environment (Bansal, 2002). The idea of these three pillars stemmed from
the notion of the Triple Bottom Line, coined by Elkington (1994), which comprises People,
Planet, and Profit (Figure 2). The People's bottom line is about the community and ensuring its
well-being, the Planet pillar focuses on the environment and conservation of natural resources,

and Profit deals with economic variables.

Supply Chain Management (SCM) within the context of sustainability is a field of growing
interest for many (Ashby et al., 2012), and the alignment of these two areas has led to the study
of what is now called Sustainable Supply Chain Management (SSCM).

The following categories are strongly linked to environmental sustainability (Caniato et al.,
2012):

- Materials - amount used and recyclability,

- Energy and water - consumption and minimization,

- Biodiversity - management of damage to natural habitats,

- Emissions - greenhouse gases,

- Effluents,

- Waste,

- Products and services - initiatives to fight the environmental impact of the products and

services,
- Compliance - monetary value of fines and non-monetary value of sanctions,

- Transport - impact of distribution.

Although these categories have been defined within the fashion industry, they are still
applicable to other areas. Achieving environmental certifications can also be a way for the
organization to prove that it is engaging in sustainability efforts, which can be, for example,

about carbon footprint, deforestation, and pollution, or animal welfare (Prell et al., 2020b).



Sustainability in the social dimension can be delivered through fair and equitable treatment of
employees and their welfare, as well as concerns with human rights (Ashby et al., 2012). It is
closely tied to the concept of Corporate Social Responsibility (CSR), defined as the actions that
further some social good, by going beyond the explicit interests of the company (Mcwilliams
& Siegel, 2001). Practices that promote social sustainability can also include acquiring
Fairtrade certifications (Ashby et al., 2012), which concern, for example, the prohibition of
child labor, ensuring humane working conditions, and a decent wage and livelihood for

producers and their families (Prell et al., 2020b).

SAREORLE

Social variables dealing with
community, education, equity, social
resources, health, well-bring, and quality
of life

BEARABLE EQUITABLE |

SUSTAINABLE

~PLANET

Environmental
variables relating
to natural resources, VIABLE
water & air quality,
energy conservation
& land use

Figure 2 - The Tripple Bottom Line
Source: Dalibozhko & Krakovetskaya, 2018

2.2 Brand Trust
Brand trust is crucial in customer-brand relationships, and is positively associated with brand

loyalty, resulting in a positive association with brand equity (Delgado-Ballester & Munuera-



Aleman, 2005). Also, trust in a brand and trust in the company depend on each other, and the
performance of brands of a certain company can influence trust in the company and of other
brands that it owns (Lau et al., 1999). Additionally, trust has a considerable impact on
purchasing behavior and brand customers’ satisfaction, such that higher levels of trust incite
consumers to buy and reinforce their satisfaction with the brand (Le et al., 2020). However, the
conceptualization of brand trust is still not completely clear, with different authors defining the
concept in distinct ways, mainly differentiated by the number of dimensions that each author
claims the concept is composed of (Koschate-Fischer & Gartner, 2015). Morgan & Hunt (1994)
define trust as having confidence in the reliability and honesty of a counterpart in an exchange
situation. Chaudhuri & Holbrook (2001) see brand trust as the “willingness of the average
consumer to rely on the ability of the brand to perform its stated function”, a one-dimensional
definition based on performance. Although most studies apply this scale to measure brand trust

in their research, this did not go through a scale development process.

Delgado-Ballester et al. (2003) created a scale with two dimensions: brand reliability (based on
the belief of the consumer that the brand keeps its value promise) and brand intentions (based
on the belief of the consumer that, if an unexpected issue related to product consumption occurs,

the brand will have their best interests in mind).

Hess (1995) defined brand trust based on three dimensions: altruism (consumer trusts that the
brand has their best interests in mind), honesty (consumer trusts that the information they
receive is correct), and reliability (consumer trusts that the products that the brand sells will

perform the function they were designed to demonstrate).

Based on these brand trust measurement scales, a study developed a reliable 5-item scale with
discriminant validity, concluding that conceptualizing brand trust with only one dimension is
the best option (Koschate-Fischer & Gartner, 2015):
“I am confident in [brand’s] ability to perform well.”.
- “I'trust [brand].”.
- “Irely on [brand].”.
- “[Brand] is safe.”.

- “[Brand] delivers what it promises.”.

10



This research work involved the conduction of two empirical studies, and both resulted in a
very high Cronbach's (1951) alpha for the developed brand trust scale, showing its high level
of reliability: 0.94.

One major benefit of engaging in supply chain transparency is the ability to win consumers’
and investors’ trust (Sodhi & Tang, 2019). According to MacLean & MacLean (2007), “There
is no better way to build trust among stakeholders than through transparency”. When a
corporation shows transparency about its production and labor conditions and is ethical, this
strongly and positively impacts consumers’ trust in the corporation (Kang & Hustvedt, 2014;
Singh et al., 2012). Also, if consumers with environmental awareness perceive a brand as eco-

friendly, this results in higher trust in the brand (Punyatoya, 2014).

Many brands, especially in the fashion sector, have been trying to meet this growing demand
for transparency and sustainability practices along the supply chain. A great example of this is
Patagonia, whose actions have resulted in it becoming one of the most trusted and respected

brands in the world (Barrett, 2023).

Still, not many studies have been carried out on the effects of supply chain transparency and
sustainability on brand trust in the context of the luxury industry. Interestingly, a rather recent
work on the impact of price and production transparency on consumers’ perception of a brand
in the fashion industry suggested the following for future research: examine the effects with a
real brand and within an industry that is not fashion (N. L. Kim et al., 2020) (this thesis will use

areal brand, and the industry will be luxury).

2.3 Luxury Industry

The luxury industry encompasses mainly nine segments: personal luxury goods, luxury cars,
luxury hospitality, fine wines and spirits, gourmet food and fine dining, high-end furniture and
housewares, fine art, private jets and yachts, and luxury cruises (D’Arpizio et al., 2021). Despite
the recent macroeconomic challenges, the market has witnessed impressive growth, having

been estimated to have reached €1.5 trillion globally in 2023 (D’Arpizio et al., 2024).
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But what is luxury? The concept has caused some confusion among academics and practitioners
due to its subjectivity, resulting in different definitions. According to Kapferer (2012), luxury
is about “rare, hedonic, very high-quality objects and services, sold at a price far beyond what
their functional value would command”. Luxury brands possess two in-dissociable sides:
sociological and psychological: the first pertains to creating a social stratification (Vigneron &
Johnson, 1999); the second is about hedonism and giving oneself pleasure by buying a “dream”
(Dubois, 1995). Also, the concept of luxury can be quite paradoxical, since these brands need
to manage a ‘“gap” between high visibility and awareness, but restricted access and low
penetration (J. N. Kapferer, 2012). They need to expand and sell as much as possible without
losing their rarity and exclusivity factors (harming the brand’s image) since it is very easy to
fall into the trap of stopping being considered luxury in the consumers’ view, once
commercialization is too wide (De Barnier et al., 2012). As J.-N. Kapferer (2015) says, “Luxury

is an industry like no other: it is the only one for which growth creates a problem”.

Considering consumer’s increasing concern about social and environmental matters, it is ever
most important for luxury brands not to ignore this topic, as they have traditionally done
(Athwal et al., 2019). Younger luxury consumers are more driven by value, which means that
traditional heritage luxury brands cannot count only on their reputation or status to stay relevant
(Tynan et al., 2010). Consumers are calling for more accountability in luxury companies’
supply chains (Sanderson, 2013) and pressuring luxury producers to make their business
practices more sustainable (Li & Leonas, 2019). Millennials are demanding total transparency

from luxury brands regarding environmental and ethical issues (de Boissieu et al., 2021).

Transparency of luxury brands’ business processes allows for traceability of its products’ paths
throughout the supply chain, helping them to provide warranties for the products’ quality and
origins, improving the brands’ image (de Boissieu et al., 2021). Although several companies
from different industries have been trying to be more socially and environmentally responsible,
the luxury sector has not been keeping up with the movement (Robin, 2015). However,
nowadays, sustainability is a requirement for the luxury industry, not just preferable (Amatulli
et al., 2017), and as Athwal et al. (2019) concluded, it is crucial to make sure that the
sustainability strategy is aligned with the fundamental nature of luxury, which involves
heritage, quality, longevity, and timelessness. Still, luxury sustainability is a topic with limited
academic research (Athwal et al., 2019). A study has claimed that instead of leveraging product

excellence, luxury brands can innovate their communication strategies by leveraging
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sustainability (Amatulli et al., 2021). Steinhart et al. (2013) found that the presence of
environmental claims, such as eco-labels, can enhance the perception of luxury products by

providing justifications for indulgence.

Nevertheless, research has found that luxury brands that engage in CSR activities can be seen
negatively by consumers since there seems to be a mismatch between the self-enhancement
(desire for hedonism and dominance) brand concept of luxury brands and the self-transcendence
(transcendence of egotistic motives) idea associated with sustainability (Torelli et al., 2012).
According to Schwartz’s (1992) model of human values, the self-enhancement and self-
transcendence systems oppose each other, and the previously mentioned study concluded that
when a company tries to evoke these two systems at the same time in consumers’ minds, it

creates stress and can dilute the brand’s value (Torelli et al., 2012).

However, the core values of luxury seem to be aligned with transparency and sustainability. J.-
N. Kapferer (2010) defends that “luxury is the enemy of the throwaway society”. He claims
that luxury and sustainable development share concerns for rarity and beauty, and that luxury
is, by definition, durable, which is a core characteristic of sustainability (J.-N. Kapferer, 2010).
Still, the recent “massification” of luxury, which has introduced entry-level products and
services (J.-N. Kapferer et al., 2017), may undermine luxury’s potential compatibility with

sustainability (Athwal et al., 2019).

Some luxury brands have been acting to provide more supply chain transparency and
sustainability to consumers. The Kering Group has a tool for measuring and quantifying the
environmental impact of its activities, the “Environmental Profit and Loss (EP&L) account”
(Kering, 2024). As for the LVMH Group, “Transparency” is even one of the pillars of its
Environmental LIFE 360 program, which is the company’s approach to environmental
responsibility (LVMH Group, 2023). An example of this commitment is the Guerlain Bee
Respect Platform, which is accessible via the Guerlain website, and provides supply chain
transparency and traceability on the whole life cycles of all products (LVMH Group, 2023).
Regarding the Richemont Group, there is Chloé Vertical, a digital ID system that allows users
to trace a product’s supply chain journey (Cernansky, 2023).

When it comes to trust in a luxury brand, a study has found that the existence of brand prestige

leads to a positive creation of trust (Jin et al., 2016), meaning that marketers need to maintain
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a high image of prestige to build consumers’ trust in the luxury brand. Although Rose et al.
(2016) did not explore brand heritage in the context of the luxury industry, this attribute plays
a crucial role in this sector, and the study found that it can incite trust. Another study
demonstrated results in line with previous research when it comes to brand trust being positively
impacted by brand personality: managers of luxury fashion brands should take not only into
consideration their products’ functional/tangible characteristics but also their
symbolic/intangible ones (Tong et al., 2018). However, there is still little research on brand
trust and the luxury industry, and there seems to be currently no work on the impact of the three

levels of luxury on brand trust.

2.3.1 Three Levels of Luxury
The greater accessibility of luxury brands to more diverse consumer markets has resulted in a
deflection of how consumers define luxury since they are starting to think of these products as

no longer exclusive to the elite society, but also available to the masses, the “democratization

of luxury” (Dubois, 1995).

J.-N. Kapferer & Bastien (2009) suggested a luxury pyramid to represent each level of a luxury
brand’s product mix (Figure 3), where the prices decrease and diffusion to a broader clientele
increases from top to bottom of the pyramid:
- Atthe top of the pyramid, there is the “griffe”, representing pieces of art that go beyond
any type of necessity, such as haute couture.
- Under “griffe” lies “high-end range”, composed of highly selective products for the elite
only, for example, a rare vintage wine.
- Whereas the previous two aim to create awareness, the “core range” level aims to
achieve profit through a larger, more standardized series of iconic products, such as the
Louis Vuitton Speedy bag.
- At the bottom of the pyramid, the “entry range” aims to sell more affordable and lower
quality products to consumers who can become loyal and go up the pyramid in the

future; this includes fragrances and glasses (eyewear).
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Griffe

High-end range

Core range

Entry range

Figure 3 - The luxury pyramid

Source: Adapted from J.-N. Kapferer & Bastien, 2009

Besides the luxury pyramid, previous literature has confirmed the existence of three levels of
luxury: accessible, intermediate, and inaccessible (De Barnier et al., 2012) (Figure 4), according
to how a product is marketed, as supported by Danielle (1991):

- Inaccessible luxury is for the elite social class, with products characterized by extremely
high prices and the capacity to provide the owner with outstanding social prestige, such
as high-end jewelry.

- Intermediate luxury is targeted at the professional social class, and the associated
products are usually ready-to-wear clothing, as well as accessories like handbags and
watches. The prices are lower than for the inaccessible products, and the number of
people who can afford these is higher.

- Accessible luxury products are easily reachable by consumers from the middle class
who desire to achieve a higher social status. Examples of these products are perfumes

and cosmetics. Hence, they are quite affordable and accessible to many people.

Although De Barnier et al.’s (2012) study applied a between-brand perspective, it is also
possible to use the same rationale for a within-brand perspective: for example, the brand Dior
can have as inaccessible luxury its haute couture pieces, as intermediate the ready-to-wear
collections, and as accessible the licensed products such as perfumes and eyewear (Kluge,

2016). Coming back to the luxury pyramid (J.-N. Kapferer & Bastien, 2009), it is possible to
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draw parallelisms with the three levels of luxury, considering the price positioning: the “high-
end range” level priced as inaccessible, the “core range” as intermediate, and the “entry range”

as accessible (Kluge, 2016).

Inaccessible

Intermediate

Figure 4 - The three levels of luxury

Source: Ramalho, 2024

2.4 Conceptual Framework
This study analyzes the impact of Supply Chain Information and Luxury Level on Brand Trust.
Also, it explores the moderating role of the Luxury Level in the relationship between Supply

Chain Information and Brand Trust.

According to the literature review, the presence of supply chain transparency leads to higher
brand trust (Sodhi & Tang, 2019). However, more studies about the presence of both supply
chain transparency and sustainability increasing brand trust were found, such as Kang &
Hustvedt’s (2014), Singh et al.’s (2012), and Punyatoya’s (2014), as well as the real-life
example of Patagonia (Barrett, 2023), which seem to indicate that the additional presence of

sustainability can more easily lead to higher brand trust than just transparency.

No studies have been found on the potential influence of the luxury level on brand trust. In light
of Athwal et al.’s (2019) suggestion that the recent “massification” of luxury may undermine
luxury’s potential compatibility with sustainability, it seems that an accessible luxury product

may affect sustainability differently from an inaccessible one. Hence, the luxury level of a
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product can exhibit an interaction with supply chain information with the potential to impact

brand trust.

Based on the literature review and the research questions, the conceptual framework (Figure 5)

was formulated.

Luxury Level

Accessible
Inaccessible

H3

h .

H1

Supply Chain Information Brand Trust

No Transparency, No Sustainability
Transparency, No Sustainability
Transparency, Sustainability

Figure 5 - Conceptual framework and hypotheses Hl, H2, and H3
Source: Ramalho, 2024
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CHAPTER 3: METHODOLOGY

The following chapter presents a detailed description of the methodology employed to address
the research questions and hypotheses. It starts with the research approach and moves on to
information about the data collected, the measurements, the participants of the study, and the

survey. It finishes with a summary of the data analysis.

3.1 Research approach

This dissertation aims to deepen the understanding of the impact of supply chain transparency
and sustainability on the trust of luxury brands, as well as comprehend the possible moderating
role of the luxury level. Both exploratory data analysis (descriptive statistics) and confirmatory
data analysis (inferential statistics), complementary methods (Hoyle, 2000), were performed
during the study. According to Suhr (2006), while in exploratory factor analysis (EFA) the
underlying factor structure is unknown and the aim is to investigate a set of observed variables
without assuming a predetermined structure (helps uncover hidden relationships), in
confirmatory factor analysis (CFA), there is prior knowledge about the factor structure, and the
goal is to test the hypothesis that indicates the existence of a relationship between observed

variables (test preconceived assumptions).

First, EFA was conducted, which involved a literature review on the main concepts, i.e.,
subjects like supply chain transparency, supply chain sustainability, the luxury industry and the
three luxury levels, brand trust, and the relations between all these constructs. After this, the
research problem was defined, and consequently, the research questions, conceptual
framework, and hypotheses were formalized. Descriptive statistics were implemented to
explore the data, such as the calculation of summary statistics and manipulation checks. Then,
CFA was used to test the assumptions, where only quantitative methods were applied. Surveys
and focus groups (lonl interviews) were conducted to collect the data to be analyzed with

IBM’s software Statistical Package for the Social Science (SPSS), version 28.0.0.0.

3.2 Data collection
In this section, we will go into detail about the stimuli design and its different stages, the
participants, and the collection of the data, which required field work, in this case, the

distribution of an online survey.
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3.2.1 Measurements

3.2.1.1 Stimuli design

To develop the stimuli for this research, five main steps were followed (Figure 6).

1. The first step was the state of the art described in the previous chapters, which involved
a literature review and the definition of the conceptual framework and hypotheses. From
the literature review, the following categories for each of the three constructs (variables)
were determined:

- Three categories for the independent variable Supply Chain Information (without
transparency and sustainability, with transparency and without sustainability, with
transparency and with sustainability),

- Three categories for the moderator Luxury Level (accessible, intermediate,
inaccessible),

- A 5-item Likert-scale for the dependent variable Brand Trust, based on the work of
Koschate-Fischer & Gartner (2015): “I am confident in [brand’s] ability to perform
well.”, “I trust [brand].”, “I rely on [brand].”, “[Brand] is safe.”, “[Brand] delivers

what it promises.”

2. The second step was about defining the luxury brand and luxury levels to be used in this
study, as well as the corresponding product to represent each level. For this, an online
survey in Qualtrics was randomly distributed, which filtered the target population by
women right on the first question. This resulted in Dior being the chosen brand, and
only the luxury levels accessible and inaccessible were picked, with perfume

representing the first one and high-end jewelry representing the second.

3. The stimuli to be used in the 1on1 interviews were created in the third step. At this point,
it was clear that this study was a three (three categories for Supply Chain Information)
per two (two categories for Luxury Level) experimental design, i.e., six (3x2) different

stimuli were produced. A summary of the six stimuli can be found in Table 1.

4. The fourth step was the conduction of the lonl interviews, which adjusted the six

stimuli according to the feedback received from the participants. This stage proved
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especially valuable in providing insights on the most suitable ways to portray each

desired scenario of supply chain information to be used in the final survey.

The fifth and final step concerned the development and distribution of the final online

survey in Qualtrics, which was created using the results from the previous steps of the

stimuli development. For the questions that required a scale, a 7-point Likert-type scale

was used, since this has been considered to perform better than the 5-point scale (Joshi

et al., 2015).

CATEGORY

IDENTIFICATION

STIMULI
CREATION

State of the Art

Hypotheses

Conceptual Framework

Constructs Measurement:

- Supply Chain Information (no transparency & no sustainability, transparency & no sustainability,
transparency & sustainability)

- Luxury Level (accessible, intermediate. inaccessible)

- Brand Trust (5 items Likert-scale)

Pilot Study (online survey)
Generation of insights about:
- Brand (Dior)
- Luxury levels (accessible, inaccessible):
- Product representative of accessible level (perfume)
- Product representative of inaccessible level (high-end jewelry)

Preparation of lonl Interviews

Preparation of 6 different stimuli, based on the literature review and the msights from the pilot study-

- Perfume + no transparency & no sustainability
- Perfume + transparency & no sustamability

- Perfume + transparency & sustainability

- Jewelry + no transparency & no sustainability
- Jewelry + transparency & no sustamability

- Jewelry + transparency & sustainability
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lonl Interviews

Adpustment of the 6 stimuli according to the feedback recerved from the mterviewees.

STIMULI
CONFIRMATION

Survey (online survey)
Development of the final survey for data collection according to the insights gathered so far from the
previous steps.

DATA
COLLECTION

Figure 6 — Stimuli Development Steps

Table I - The six stimuli

Luxury Level

Supply Chain Information Accessible Inaccessible
No Transparency, No Sustainability Stimulus 1 Stimulus 2
Transparency, No Sustainability Stimulus 3 Stimulus 4
Transparency, Sustainability Stimulus 5 Stimulus 6

3.2.1.1.1 Pilot Study
An online survey in Qualtrics was distributed in English (Appendix A) to define the brand and
do manipulation checks on the moderator, i.e., luxury level. The participants were asked to what
extent they agreed that the products shown were accessible, intermediate, or accessible. The
options of products for each level were defined according to the work of De Barnier et al. (2012)
and J.-N. Kapferer & Bastien (2009):

- For the inaccessible level, two products were tested: a couture piece and high-end

jewelry.
- For the intermediate level, three: ready-to-wear clothing, a handbag, and a watch.

- For the accessible level, two products: perfume and eyewear.
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From the 101 responses to the Pilot Study, only 68 were considered, since only these were from
women who had completed the whole survey and passed the attention question. There were no
duplicated IPs. The conclusions were: Dior was the chosen brand to be used (highest
familiarity), and from the three luxury levels, only the inaccessible and the accessible ones were
selected, where the product high-end jewelry should represent the inaccessible level, and the
product perfume should represent the accessible level. The intermediate level was left out of

the study since the manipulation was unsuccessful.

3.2.1.1.2 1on1 Interviews

lonl interviews were conducted with five women, to help define the six stimuli for the final
survey. For each of the two Dior products, a high-end jewelry piece and a perfume, three
scenarios were presented, which were different according to the type of supply chain
information about the product. Therefore, six stimuli (scenarios) were presented in total,
characterized by an image of the product and a text next to it with the respective supply chain

information. They were adjusted according to the feedback received from the interviewees.

When it came to the creation of the first versions of the six stimuli, for transparency only, the
information used was based on some elements of the work of Sodhi & Tang (2019) and
Schifer’s (2023) sustainable supply chain transparency framework, without considering the
sustainability aspects. To integrate transparency and sustainability at the same time, the
information used considered some sustainability aspects of Sodhi & Tang’s (2019) study and

Schéfer’s (2023), as well as the work of Ashby et al. (2012) and Caniato et al. (2012).

3.2.1.1.3 Survey
An online survey in Qualtrics was created and distributed in English (Appendix B). Each
participant was randomly assigned to only one of the six possible stimuli, to guarantee

independence of observations.

3.2.1.2 Operational model

The operational model can be found in Table 2.
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Table 2 - Operational Model

“

Schifer (2023)

Supply Chain — Sodhi & Tang (2019)
: Stimuli

Information e Ashby et al. (2012) e

Caniato et al. (2012)

—— De Barnier et al. (2012)
Moderator Luxury Level Stimuli na J-N. Kapferer & Basticn (2012) na
DV Brand Trust 5 7-point Likert Scale  Koschate-Fischer & Gartner (2015) 0.94
3.2.2 Participants

The target population was every woman with no specific nationality. The filter on women was

due to the products representing each luxury level being only worn by women. The selection of

the subjects was random.

3.2.3 Fieldwork/Survey

Only primary data was used, and it was collected via a Qualtrics survey. The questionnaire was

made accessible online to the public from the 3rd of July 2024 to the 7th of August 2024, and

distributed through social media and e-mail. It comprised 12 questions (Appendix B):

Gender,

Two screening questions on the Dior brand (to ensure awareness about the brand and
no negative bias toward it).

Level of familiarity with the concepts of supply chain transparency and sustainability.
Attention test.

Three questions: two manipulation questions, for Supply Chain Information and Luxury
Level, and one about Brand Trust. Participants were randomly and evenly assigned to
one of six possible scenarios, each with an image of a Dior product and a text describing
the respective supply chain information.

Three demographic questions.
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3.3 Data analysis
The data collected is of cross-sectional type since it was gathered from multiple subjects (survey
respondents) during a specific and short time, and the variables for which the data was collected

describe those subjects.

To assume normality of the data using the Central Limit Theory, and thus use parametric
methods of analysis, at least 30 valid answers were necessary per stimuli. Since there were 6

different stimuli, 180 valid responses were needed (6x30=180).

Only complete responses with no duplicated IPs from women who knew the brand Dior, didn’t

“strongly dislike” it, and passed the attention question were considered.

To characterize the sample, descriptive statistics were conducted for each variable, along with
an exploration of the relationship between some variables. A reliability test and manipulation
checks were also completed. Finally, inferential statistics was performed to answer the
hypotheses. All p-values were interpreted at the 5% significance level, with corresponding 95%

confidence intervals (CI).

3.3.1 Variables Description

Below is a brief description of each variable.

Independent Variables

- Feeling for Dior - feelings for the brand Dior, on a scale from 1 (strongly dislike) to 7
(strongly like); categorical ordinal variable.

- Familiarity Supply Chain Transparency - level of familiarity with the concept of
supply chain transparency, on a scale from 1 (strongly unfamiliar) to 7 (strongly
familiar); categorical ordinal variable.

- Familiarity Supply Chain Sustainability - level of familiarity with the concept of
supply chain sustainability, on a scale from 1 (strongly unfamiliar) to 7 (strongly

familiar); categorical ordinal variable.
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- Age - age group, which can be one of the following: “Under 18, “18-24 years old”,
“25-34 years old”, “35-44 years old”, “45-54 years old”, “55-64 years old”, or “65+
years old”; categorical ordinal variable.

- Employment Status — the type of employment, which can be one of the following:
“Employed Full-Time”, “Employed Part-Time”, “Student”, “Retired”, “Unemployed”,
or “Other”; categorical nominal variable.

- Individual Monthly Gross Income — individual monthly gross income, which can be
one of the following: “Less than €1,000”, “€1,001 - €2,000”, “€2,001 - €3,0007,
“€3,001 - €4,0007, “€4,001 - €5,000”, “Above €5,000”, or “Prefer not to answer”;
categorical ordinal variable.

- Supply Chain Information (SCI) — the type of supply chain information displayed for
the product (scenario), which can be one of the following: “No Transparency, No
Sustainability”, “Transparency, No Sustainability”, or “Transparency, Sustainability”;

categorical nominal variable.

Moderator
- Luxury Level (LL) — the luxury level that the product presented in the stimuli
represents, which can be one of the following: “Accessible” (for the perfume) or

“Inaccessible” (for the high-end jewelry); categorical nominal variable.

Dependent Variables
- Brand Trust (BT) — score of brand trust for the participant; continuous (numerical)

variable.

3.3.2 Data Preparation

494 responses were collected from the survey, of which 432 were female, 425 knew the brand
Dior, 418 didn’t choose the option “strongly dislike” for the question about feelings for the
brand Dior, and 289 were complete. Therefore, there were 289 initial observations. Then, only
the ones that passed the attention test question were considered (282) and those with duplicate
IPs were removed (remaining 275). After that, the observations that didn’t pass at least one of

the manipulation questions were discarded. For this, extreme answers that were the opposite of
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what was intended were chosen (“strongly agree” or “strongly disagree”), e.g., answering
“strongly agree” to the question “This product (perfume) is an inaccessible luxury.”. This
resulted in 246 observations. Finally, outliers were deleted, leaving 243 observations in total to

analyze. Table 3 resumes the data preparation process.

BT scores were calculated for each observation using the level of agreement (7 items Likert-
type scale) with each of the 5 items. Therefore, an observation could have a minimum BT score
of 5 (1x5), i.e., by choosing “1 — strongly disagree” for all 5 items, and a maximum of 35 (7x5),

i.e., by choosing “7 — strongly agree” for all 5 items.

For the identification of outliers, the normality of the data was assumed. The distribution of the
BT score was analyzed for each stimulus, to correctly identify the outliers considering the
relationship between the BT score and the variables LL and Supply Chain Transparency at the
same time. The Z-score method assumes that the data follows a normal distribution and does
not work so well for a small sample size (Iglewicz & Hoaglin, 1993), whereas the 3-standard
deviation (3SD) method does not assume that the data follows a normal distribution and is less
sensitive than the Z-score to extreme values. Since the BT score distribution for each stimulus
was slightly skewed in some cases and the sample size ranged from 37 to 50 (rather small), both
methods were applied to each stimulus and compared. It turns out that both detected the same

outliers.

Table 3 - Data Preparation

Stimulus Stimulus Stimulus Stimulus Stimulus
i | 2 3 4 5
Initial Observations 55 48 48 50 43 45 289
" Failed Attention Test | 0| T T 2 ol 3]
 RepeatedPs | 2| T 30 o] o] 17
””” Failed Manipulation | 3| s 7| 7| 3| a4 29
”””” Outies | 1  1«f o o 1|l o 3
Valid Observations 49 40 37 41 39 37 243

3.3.3 Data Preparation

The hypotheses and respective null and alternative hypotheses were defined:
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Impact of Supply Chain Information on Brand Trust
H1: Supply Chain Information impacts Brand Trust.

Hla: Brand Trust is significantly higher for a scenario of Supply Chain Information in
which transparency, but no sustainability is present than for a case in which no transparency
and no sustainability are present.

Hoi1a: The mean Brand Trust score for the group “Supply Chain Information =
Transparency, No Sustainability” is equal to or lower than for the group “Supply Chain
Information = No Transparency, No Sustainability”.

U Transp, NoSust < [LNoTransp, NoSust

Hiia: The mean Brand Trust score for the group “Supply Chain Information =
Transparency, No Sustainability” is significantly higher than for the group “Supply Chain
Information = No Transparency, No Sustainability”.

U Transp, NoSust > UNoTransp, NoSust

H1b: Brand Trust is significantly higher for a scenario of Supply Chain Information in
which transparency and sustainability are present than for a case in which transparency, but
no sustainability is present.

Hoip: The mean Brand Trust score for the group “Supply Chain Information =
Transparency, Sustainability” is equal to or lower than for the group “Supply Chain Information
= Transparency, No Sustainability”.

W Transp, Sust < W Transp, NoSust

Hiip: The mean Brand Trust score for the group “Supply Chain Information =
Transparency, Sustainability” is significantly higher than for the group “Supply Chain
Information = Transparency, No Sustainability”.

W Transp, Sust > M Transp, NoSust

Hlc: Brand Trust is significantly higher for a scenario of Supply Chain Information in
which transparency and sustainability are present than for a case in which no transparency
and no sustainability are present.

Hoie: The mean Brand Trust score for the group “Supply Chain Information =
Transparency, Sustainability” is equal to or lower than for the group “Supply Chain Information
= No Transparency, No Sustainability”.

WU Transp, Sust < WNoTransp, NoSust
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Hiic: The mean Brand Trust score for the group “Supply Chain Information =
Transparency, Sustainability¢” is significantly higher than for the group “Supply Chain
Information = No Transparency, No Sustainability”.

U Transp, Sust > U NoTransp, NoSust

Hl1d: Presenting transparency but no sustainability has a significant positive effect on
the Brand Trust score (has a higher Brand Trust score) compared to a scenario without
transparency or sustainability.

Ho1a: The coefficient for “Supply Chain Information = Transparency, No Sustainability”
is equal to or lower than zero.

B1<0

Hi14: The coefficient for “Supply Chain Information = Transparency, No Sustainability”
is significantly higher than zero.

B1>0

Hle: Presenting transparency and sustainability has a significant positive effect on the
Brand Trust score (has a higher Brand Trust score) compared to a scenario without
transparency or sustainability.

Hoie: The coefficient for “Supply Chain Information = Transparency, Sustainability” is
equal to or lower than zero.

B2<0

Hite: The coefficient for “Supply Chain Information = Transparency, Sustainability” is
significantly higher than zero.

B2>0

HIf: Presenting transparency and sustainability has a significant positive effect on the
Brand Trust score (has a higher Brand Trust score) compared to a scenario with transparency
but no sustainability.

Ho1t: The coefficient for “Supply Chain Information = Transparency, Sustainability” is
equal to or lower than the coefficient for “Supply Chain Information = Transparency, No
Sustainability”.

B2 <P

Hiit: The coefficient for “Supply Chain Information = Transparency, Sustainability” is

significantly higher than for “Supply Chain Information = Transparency, No Sustainability”.
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Hiie: B2 > Pi

Impact of Luxury Level on Brand Trust
H2: Luxury Level impacts Brand Trust.

H2a: Brand Trust is significantly different between accessible luxury products and
inaccessible luxury ones.

Ho2a: There is no difference in the mean Brand Trust score between “Luxury Level =
Accessible” and “Luxury Level = Inaccessible”.

Uina = HAce

Hi2a: The mean Brand Trust score for “Luxury Level = Accessible” is significantly
different from “Luxury Level = Inaccessible”.

MIna * HAce

H2b: The type of Luxury Level has a significant effect on Brand Trust.
Hozv: The coefficient for Luxury Level is not different from zero.

P1=0

Hi2n: The coefficient for Luxury Level is significantly different from zero.

B1#0

Impact of Interaction between Supply Chain Information and Luxury Level on Brand
Trust
H3: The effect of Supply Chain Information on Brand Trust is moderated by the Luxury Level.
H3a: Brand Trust is significantly different between each of the six stimuli (combinations
of Supply Chain Information and Luxury Level).
Hosa: There is no difference in the mean Brand Trust score between each stimulus.
Msti_1 = MUSt_2 = 1St 3 = USt_4 = Msti_5 = 1St 6

Hisa: At least one pairwise comparison of means is significantly different.

H3b: There is a significant interaction effect between Supply Chain Information and
Luxury Level on Brand Trust (moderation of Luxury Level.

Hosb: The interaction coefficients are not different from zero.

Bs=Ps=0

Hisp: At least one of the interaction coefficients is significantly different from zero: B4

# 0 and/or Bs # 0.
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CHAPTER 4: RESULTS

4.1 Sample Characterization

Figure 7 shows that the sample consists of 125 responses (51.4%) of a scenario with an
accessible luxury product and 118 responses (48.6%) of a scenario with an inaccessible luxury
product (N=243). Although there are slightly more cases with the accessible LL, it seems that

there is a balance between both levels.

Frequency of Luxury Level

Frequency Percent (%) Cumulative Percent (%)
Accessible 125 51.4 51.4
Inaccessible 118 48.6 100.0
Total 243 ' 100.0

essible
& liiaccessible

48.6% 51.4%

Figure 7 - Frequency of LL

Figure 8 shows that there are 89 responses (36.6%) of a scenario with SCI showcasing no
transparency and no sustainability, 78 responses (32.1%) of a scenario showcasing transparency
but no sustainability, and 76 responses (31.3%) of a scenario showcasing both transparency and
sustainability. Even though there are slightly more responses for stimuli 1 and 2 (89), the

distribution of responses among each type of scenario is still balanced.
The most prevalent age group is between 18 and 24 years old (49%), almost half of the sample

(Figure 9). After that, it is between 25 and 34 years old (39.1%), making almost 90% of the
sample (89.3%) covered by people under 35 years of age.
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Frequency of Supply Chain Information

Frequency Percent (%) Cumulative Percent (%)
No Transparency, No Sustainability 89 36.6 36.6
Transparency, No Sustainability 78 32.1 68.7
Transparency, Sustainability 76 31.3 100.0
Total 243 100.0

o Transparency, No Sustainability
B Transparency, No Sustainability
M Transparency, Sustainability

Figure 8 - Frequency of SCI

Almost 50% of the sample is covered by people working full-time (49.4%), while nearly half
is made up of students (44.9%) (Figure 10).

More than a quarter of the sample earns less than €1,000 (27.6%) and almost 60% earn up to
€2,000 (59.3%) (Figure 11).

Almost 65% of respondents (64.2%) like the brand Dior. 30% are neutral toward the brand and
only around 6% (5.8%) dislike it (Figure 12).

More than 50% of the participants (56.3%) feel familiar with the concept of supply chain
transparency, around 30% are unfamiliar (34.2%) and 10% are neutral (9.5%) (Figure 13).

Almost 70% of the respondents (69.6%) feel familiar with the concept of supply chain

sustainability, which is a considerable difference compared to the familiarity with the concept

of supply chain transparency (56.3%) (Figure 14).
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Frequency of Age

Frequency Percent (%) Cumulative Percent (%)

Under 18 years old 3 1.2 1.2

18-24 years old 119 49.0 50.2

25-34 years old 95 39.1 89.3

35-44 years old 8 33 92.6

45-54 years old 11 4.5 97.1

55-64 years old 7 2.9 100.0

65+ years old 0 0.0 100.0

Total 243 100.0

cy of Age

50

40

30

Percent (%o)

20

Under 18 18-24 years 25-34 years 35-44 years 45-54 years 55-64 years
old old old old old

Age

Figure 9 - Frequency of Age



Frequency of Employment Status

Frequency Percent (%) Cumulative Percent (%)
Employed Full-Time 118 48.6 48.6
Employed Part-Time 2 0.8 494
Student 109 44.9 94.2
Retired 1 0.4 94.7
Unemployed 5 2.1 96.7
Other 8 33 100.0
Total 243 100.0
Frequency of Employment Status

S0

a0
g 30
5
5
0. 20

10

Employed Full-
Time

Employed Student Retired Unemployed Other
Part-Time

Employment Status

Figure 10 - Frequency of Employment Status
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Frequency of Individual Monthly Gross Income

Frequency Percent (%)

Cumulative Percent (%)

Less than €1,000 67 27.6 27.6
€1,001 - €2,000 747/ 31.7 59.3
€2,001 - €3,000 31 12.8 72.0
€3,001 - €4,000 18 7.4 79.4
€4,001 - €3,000 11 4.5 84.0
Above €5,000 12 4.9 88.9
Prefer not to answer 27 11.1 100.0
Total 243 100.0

Frequency of Individual Monthly Gross Income

40

Percent (%o)

Less than €1,001 -
£€1,000 £€2000

£2.001- €3001 - £€4,001 -
€3.000 £4.000 €5.000

Individual Monthly Gross Income

Above Prefer not to
€5,000 answer

Figure 11 — Frequency of Individual Monthly Gross Income
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Frequency of Feeling for Dior

Frequency Percent (%) Cumulative Percent (%)

2 = dislike 2 0.8 0.8
3 = slightly dislike 12 4.9 5.8
4 = neutral 73 30.0 35.8
5 = slightly like 47 19.3 55.1
6 = like 83 34.2 89.3
7 = strongly like 26 10.7 100.0
Total 243 100.0

Frequency of Feeling for Dior

40

30

20

Percent (%)

Dislike Slightly dislike MNeutral Slightly like Like Strongly like

Feeling for Dior

Figure 12 - Frequency of Feeling for Dior



Frequency of Familiarity with “Supply Chain Transparency”

Frequency Percent (%) Cumulative Percent (%)

1 = strongly unfamiliar 17 7.0 7.0
2 = unfamiliar 41 16.9 239
3 = slightly unfamiliar 25 10.3 34.2
4 = peutral 23 9.5 43.6
5 = slightly familiar 65 26.7 70.4
6 = familiar 56 23.0 93.4
7 = strongly familiar 16 6.6 100.0
Total 243 100.0

Frequency of Familiary with "Supply Chain Transparency"

30

Percent (%)

Strongly Unfamiliar Slightly MNeutral Slightly Familiar Strongly
unfamiliar unfamiliar familiar familiar

Familiary with "Supply Chain Transparency"

Figure 13 - Frequency of Familiarity with "Supply Chain Transparency"



Frequency of Familiarity with “Supply Chain Sustainability”

Frequency Percent (%) Cumulative Percent (%)

1 = strongly unfamiliar 11 4.5 4.5
2 = unfamiliar 24 9.9 14.4
3 = slightly unfamiliar 18 7.4 21.8
4 = neutral 21 8.6 30.5
5 = slightly familiar 83 34.2 64.6
6 = familiar 62 25.5 90.1
7 = strongly familiar 24 9.9 100.0
Total 243 100.0

Frequency of Familiary with "Supply Chain Sustainability"

40

30

20

Percent (%)

Strongly Unfamiliar Slightly MNeutral Slighthy Familiar Strongly
unfamiliar unfamiliar familiar familiar

Familiary with "Supply Chain Sustainability"

Figure 14 — Frequency of Familiarity with “Supply Chain Sustainability”

BT score ranges from 5 to 35, and the average is around 21.79 (SD = 5.464) (Figure 15). The
median (M = 22) being close to the mean (Mdn = 21.79) is a characteristic of a normally

distributed variable.

A sample characterization was also done for each of the six stimuli, which are independent
samples (Table 4). Most respondents are either between 18 and 24 or 25 and 34, employed full-
time or students, earn either less than €1,000 or between €1,001 and €2,000, like Dior, and feel

familiar with the concepts of “Supply Chain Transparency” and “Supply Chain Sustainability”.
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Frequency

10

Statistics for BT

N 243
Mean 21.79
Std. Error of Mean 0.351
Median 22.00
Mode 20
Std. Deviation 5.464
Variance 29.861
Range 30
Minimum 5
Maximum 35
Sum 5295

25 19.00
Percentiles 50 22.00

75 25.00

Distribution of BT

10

20

Brand Trust

Figure 15 - Distribution of BT

30

40
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Table 4 - Frequency of each variable for each stimulus

Stimulus Stimulus Stimulus  ~ Stimulus  ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus

1 2 R} 4 5 6
Age # % | # % | # % | # % | # % | # %
Under 18 1 2 0 0 1 3 1 2 0 0 0 0
18-24 years old 20 592116 40.0| 17 459|20 488 |15 385|22 595
25-34 years old 15 30622 55016 432 |15 36.6|19 487| 8 21.6
35-44 years old 1 201 25 |1 27 (2 492 51 |1 27
45-54 years old 30 6.1 |00 00 |10 27 |30 73 |20 51|20 54
55-64 years old 00 00 (1.0 25 (1.0 27 (0.0 0.0 1.0 26 |4.0 10.8
64+ years old 0.0 00 (0O 00 [0O 00 (00 00 [0.0 00 (0.0 0.0
Total 49 100.0| 40 100.0| 37 100.0| 41 100.0| 39 100.0| 37 100.0

Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus

1 2 R} 4 5 6
EmploymentStatus | # % | # % | # % | # % |# % |# %
Employed Full-Time | 22 45 |23 58 | 17 46 |20 488 |20 513 | 16 432
Employed Part-Time [ 1 20 | O 00| 1 270 00]0 00| 0 00
Student 25 51.0(14 350(15 405|19 463 |17 43.6|19 514
Retired O 00f0O O0OO|O O0OO]O OO|O oO00¢}1 27
Unemployed 00 00 (1.0 25|20 54 |10 24 |10 26 [0.0 0.0
Other 1.0 20 {20 50 |20 54|10 24 1.0 26 |10 27
Total 49.0 100.0{40.0 100.0{37.0 100.0|{41.0 100.0{39.0 100.0(37.0 100.0

Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus

1 p R} 4 5 6
IndividualMonthly | 01w 1% a | % % | % % |4 %
Gross Income
Less than €1,000 18 367 8 200 6 162 | 7 17.1|14 359 |14 378
€1,001 - €2,000 14 28.6 |17 425|114 378 |16 39.0| 8 205| 8 21.6
€2,001 - €3,000 5 1025 125 4 108| 5 122 8 205| 4 108
€3,001 - €4,000 4 82|12 50|12 54 |5 1222 51| 3 81
€4,001 - €5,000 30 6.1 (30 75 (20 54 |00 00 |10 26 |20 54
Above €5,000 1.0 20 (30 75|10 27 |30 73 |30 7.7 (1.0 27
Prefer not to answer | 4.0 82 (20 50 |80 216|50 122 (3.0 7.7 [50 135
Total 49.0 100.0{40.0 100.0{37.0 100.0|41.0 100.0|39.0 100.0(37.0 100.0




Stimulus Stimulus  Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus

1 2 3 4 5 6
Feeling for Dior # % | # % | H % | # % | # %D | H %D
Dislike o 00O O0OO|1 270 00| 1 26| 0 00
Slightly dislike 2 41 (3 75|13 81 (3 7310 00| 1 27
Neutral 12 245117 425| 8 21613 31.7|10 256 13 35.1
Slightly like 8 1633 75| 7 189 9 220|12 30.8| 8 21.6
Like 21.0 429 {12.0 30.0 {14.0 37.8 |13.0 31.7 |11.0 28.2 [12.0 32.4
Strongly like 6.0 12250 12540 108 (30 73 |50 12.8|3.0 8.1
Total 49.0 100.0|40.0 100.0{37.0 100.0(41.0 100.0|39.0 100.0{37.0 100.0

Stimulus  Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus

1 2 R} 4 5 6
Familiarity with
""Suppy Chain # % | # % | # 9% | # % | # 9% | # %0
Transparency''
Strongly unfamiliar 2 41 |5 12514 1083 73 |1 26| 2 54
Unfamiliar 7 1434 100|10 270 6 146| 7 179 7 189
Slightly unfamiliar 4 826 1503 81 |3 73 |4 103| 5 135
Neutral 4 824 1003 81 |7 1713 77| 2 54
Slightly familiar 18.0 36.7 9.0 225|8.0 21.6(11.0 26.8 {11.0 28.2|8.0 21.6
Familiar 10.0 204 |11.0 27.5|6.0 16.2 [{10.0 24.4 |[10.0 25.6 | 9.0 24.3
Strongly familiar 4 82 (1 253 81 |1 24 |3 77| 4 108
Total 49.0 100.0|40.0 100.0{37.0 100.0({41.0 100.0({39.0 100.0|37.0 100.0

Stimulus  Stimulus  Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus ~ Stimulus

1 2 3 4 5 6
Familiarity with
""Suppy Chain # % | # % | # % | # % | # % | # %0
Sustainability"'
Strongly unfamiliar 1 20(2 5013 &1 (3 7310 00| 2 54
Unfamiliar 4 82 |4 1007 1892 49 |3 77| 4 108
Slightly unfamiliar 5 1022 503 81 |1 24|14 103 3 8.1
Neutral 3 613 7513 81 |3 73 |7 179| 2 54
Slightly familiar 17.0 34.7 |16.0 40.0 |10.0 27.0 |17.0 41.5 |10.0 25.6 |13.0 35.1
Familiar 13.0 26.5|11.0 27.5|6.0 16.2 |13.0 31.7 |10.0 25.6 | 9.0 24.3
Strongly familiar 6 1222 50| 5 13512 49| 5 128| 4 1038
Total 49.0 100.0(40.0 100.0(37.0 100.0(41.0 100.0|39.0 100.0|37.0 100.0

Next, the distribution of the BT score for each stimulus was analyzed. Table 5 summarizes the

statistics.



Table 5 - Statistics of BT for each stimulus

Mean
Median
Mode

Std.
Deviation
Skewness
Minimum
Maximum
Z

Total

Stimulus 1  Stimulus2  Stimulus 3
22.633 20.775 20.973
23.000 20.000 20.000
24.000 20.000 20.000

5.024 4215 5.857
0.010 0.771 -0.030
11.000 13.000 9.000
35.000 33.000 35.000
0.029 1.990 0.075
49 40 37

Stimulus 4
20.780
20.000
16.000

6.905

0.006
5.000
35.000
0.015
41

Stimulus 5

23.564
24.000
25.000

4.477

-0.639
10.000
30.000
1.628
39

Stimulus 6

21.838
22.000
24.000

5.659

0.208
11.000
35.000
0.515
37

It is possible to conclude that the BT score for each stimulus follows a somewhat normal

distribution:

Frequency

Distribution of Brand Trust for Stimulus 1

15

20 25

Brand Trust

30

They roughly present a symmetric bell-shaped curve (Figure 16).

The mean, median, and mode are relatively close to each other.

35

For smaller samples (n<50), when the absolute z-score for skewness (Z) is larger
than 1.96, the distribution is not considered normal (H.-Y. Kim, 2013). Z is

calculated as Skewness/Standard Error of Skewness, where Standard Error of

Skewness = v/6/n and n = sample size. Only stimulus 2 slightly deviates.

40
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Frequency

Frequency

o

Distribution of Brand Trust for Stimulus 2

30 35

Brand Trust

Distribution of Brand Trust for Stimulus 3

10

20 30 40

Brand Trust
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Frequency

Frequency

15

10

wmn

Distribution of Brand Trust for Stimulus 4

10 20 30 40

Brand Trust

Distribution of Brand Trust for Stimulus 5

10 15 20 23 30 33

Brand Trust
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Distribution of Brand Trust for Stimulus 6

Frequency

4

10 15 20 25 30 3% 40

Brand Trust

Figure 16 - Distribution of BT for each stimulus

4.2 Relationships between variables
As expected, the more respondents like Dior, the more they trust the brand. The average BT
score for respondents who “strongly like” Dior is 28.15, and for the ones who “dislike” the

brand is 17 (Table 6).

Table 6 - Relationship between BT and Feeling for Dior

Brand Trust & Feeling for Dior

Feeling for Dior Mean N Std. Deviation % of Total N
2 = dislike 17.00 2 11314 0.8%

3 =slightly dislike ~ 16.00 12 4.690 | 4.9%

4 = neutral [ 1921 | 73 | 4.450 O 30.0%

5 = slightly like 21.13 47 4342 19.3%

6 = like 2340 83 4.643 S 342%

7 = strongly like 28.15 26 4.781 ' 10.7%
Total 21.79 243 5.464 100.0%
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Older respondents presented higher BT than younger ones (Table 7).

Table 7 - Relationship between BT and Age

Brand Trust & Age

Age Mean N Std. Deviation % of Total N
Under 18 22.00 3 5.568 1.2%
18-24 years old 21.84 118 5.186 49.0%
25-34 years old 21.13 95 5.292 39.1%
35-44 years old 22.25 8 8.681 3.3%
45-54 years old 24.09 11 6.906 4.5%
55-64 years old 25.71 i 4.889 2.9%
Total 21.79 243 5.464 100.0%

Trust increases with a higher income, peaks at the range of €2,001 to €3,000 (23.19), and then

decreases again (Table 8).

Table 8 - Relationship between BT and Individual Monthly Gross Income

Individual Monthly Gross Income Mean N  Std. Deviation % of Total N

Less than 1.000€ 2139 67 5.826 27.6%
€1.000 - €2.000 22.00 77 4.928 31.7%
€2.001 - €3.000 23.19 51 6.145 12.8%
€3.001 - €4.000 21.89 18 5.389 7.4%
€4.001 - €5.000 21.09 11 4.230 4.5%
Above €5.000 21.58 12 5125 4.9%
Prefer not to answer 20.89 21 6.021 11.1%
Total 21.79 243 5.464 100.0%

Table 9 summarizes the relationship between the three main variables: BT, SCI, and LL. The
average BT for the accessible LL is 22.43 (SD=5.189), while for the inaccessible LL is lower,
21.11 (SD=5.685). The average BT for the scenarios where SCI presents both transparency and
sustainability (stimuli 5 and 6) is 22.72 (SD=5.127), while for the scenarios where there is only

transparency, but no sustainability (stimuli 3 and 4) is lower, 20.87 (SD=6.389), which was
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expected. However, the sample with the scenarios showcasing no transparency or sustainability
(stimuli 1 and 2) has generically a higher BT, 21.80 (SD=4.744) than the one with only
transparency, but no sustainability (20.87), which is not what was expected. Nevertheless, the
score for transparency but no sustainability (21.80) is still lower than for both transparency and

sustainability (22.72).

Figure 17 visually summarizes the BT score for each stimulus, where each line (representing
each LL) was expected to increase between each SCI category (with the addition of
transparency and sustainability). Instead, for the accessible LL, the average BT is 22.63 for the
scenarios displaying no transparency or sustainability, which is higher than for only
transparency, but no sustainability (20.97), which was not expected. However, 20.97 is lower
than the score for both transparency and sustainability (23.56), which was expected. For the
inaccessible LL, the average BT is 20.78 for the cases without transparency or sustainability,
which is equal to the scenarios with only transparency, but no sustainability, which was not
expected. However, 20.78 is lower than the score for both transparency and sustainability

(21.84), which was expected.

Table 9 - Relationship between the three main variables: BT, SCI, and LL

Luxury Level Supply Chain Information Mean N Std. Deviation
No Transparency, No Sustainability | 22.63 49 5.024
Accessible Transparency, No Sl.lstaiflfdbility 20.97 37 5.857
Transparency, Sustainability 23.56 39 4.477
Total 22.43 125 5.189
No Transparency, No Sustainability [20.78 40 4.215
) Transparency, No Sustainability 20.78 41 6.905
Inaccessible T
Transparency, Sustainability 21.84 37 5.659
Total 21.11 118 5.685
No Transparency, No Sustainability [21.80 89 4.744
Total Transparency, No Sustainability 20.87 78 6.389
Transparency, Sustainability 22.72 76 5.127
Total 21.79 243 5.464
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Estimated Marginal Means of Brand Trust
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24 Level

— Accessible
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Mo Transparency, No Transparency, No Transparency,
Sustainability Sustainability Sustainability

Supply Chain Information

Figure 17 - BT scores for each stimulus

The distribution of BT for each category of both SCI and LL was also analyzed, to ensure that
they were close to a normal distribution:

- Symmetric bell-shaped curve (Figure 18 and Figure 19).

- Close mean, median, and mode (Table 10 and Table 11).

- Z <1.96. Only the accessible LL slightly deviates.

Distribution of Brand Trust
Supply Chain Information: No Transparency, No Sustainability

20

Frequency

10 15 20 25 30 35 40

Brand Trust
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20

Distribution of Brand Trust
Supply Chain Information: Transparency, No Sustainability

w

20

w

10 20 30 40
Brand Trust
Distribution of Brand Trust
Supply Chain Information: Transparency, Sustainability
10 20 30 40
Brand Trust

Figure 18 - Distribution of BT for each category of SCI
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Figure 19 - Distribution of BT for each category of LL
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4.3 Reliability

Table 10 - Summary statistics of BT for each category of SCI

Brand Trust & Supply Chain Information

NoT,No S T,No S T,S

Mean 21.798 20.872 22.724
Median 22.000 20.000 23.000
Mode 20.000 20.000 20.000
]S)t;i\.fiation 4.744 6.389 5.127
Skewness 0.337 -0.014 -0.196
Minimum 11.000 5.000 10.000
Maximum 35.000 35.000 35.000
Z 1.834 0.074 0.988
Total 89 78 76

Table 11 - Summary statistics of BT for each category of LL

Brand Trust & Luxury Level

Accessible Inaccessible

Mean 22.432 21.110
Median 23.000 21.000
Mode 25.000 20.000
Std.

Deviation 5.189 5.685

Skewness -0.256 0.163

Minimum 9.000 5.000

Maximum 35.000 35.000
Z 2.022 1.249

Total 125 118

Despite the BT scale used in this study having been validated by previous literature, a
Cronbach’s alpha test was conducted on the construct, to measure its reliability. A value of
0.864 (very close to 0.9) indicates that the 5 items used on this scale are highly reliable measures
for predicting the actual variable BT. The Cronbach’s alpha, if an item is deleted, ranges from
0.803 to 0.853 for the 5 items, indicating stability in case an item is removed, contributing to

the high reliability of the scale.
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4.4 Manipulation Check
A manipulation check was conducted to assess if the independent variables SCI and LL were
effectively “manipulated”, i.e., if the stimuli were perceived by the respondents the way they

were supposed to be.

For the LL, an independent samples t-test was performed, resulting in a statistically significant
difference between the two categories for both manipulation questions (p < 0.001), meaning
that the manipulation check was successful. i.e., the participants were able to distinguish

between both LLs.

When it comes to SCI, One-Way ANOV A was conducted, revealing partial success: while most
stimuli were perceived as intended (p < 0.001), for the manipulation question “The information
on the product showcases supply chain transparency but no sustainability.”, there was no
statistically significant difference between the conditions “No Transparency, No Sustainability”
and “Transparency, Sustainability” (p = 0.626), suggesting that participants may have struggled

to distinguish between these two scenarios.

4.5 Hypotheses Testing

In this section, the hypotheses will be answered. Inferences about the population were
performed based on the sample data. Both ANOVA, to compare different group means, and
linear regression analysis, to model relationships between variables and assess the effect/impact
of the independent variables on the dependent variable, were used. A moderated regression

analysis was performed to examine the moderating role of the LL.

For the hypotheses:
- MNoTransp, Nosust = 21.80 represents the mean BT for the group with no transparency
and no sustainability.
- HUTransp, Nosust = 20.87 represents the mean BT for the group with transparency but no
sustainability.
- MTransp, Sust = 22.72 represents the mean BT for the group with both transparency and
sustainability.

- Mace = 22.43 represents the mean BT for the group with the perfume.
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- Mma=21.11 represents the mean BT for the group with the high-end jewelry.
- Msi_1 = 22.63 represents the mean BT for the group with stimulus 1.
- usi 2 = 20.78 represents the mean BT for the group with stimulus 2.
- usi_3 = 20.97 represents the mean BT for the group with stimulus 3.
- Usi 4 = 20.78 represents the mean BT for the group with stimulus 4.
- Msi_s = 23.56 represents the mean BT for the group with stimulus 5.

- usi_6 = 21.84 represents the mean BT for the group with stimulus 6.

UNoTransp, NoSust < MUTransp, NoSust < MTransp, sust Was expected. However, the observed data showed
M Transp, NoSust < MNoTransp, NoSust < U Transp, Sust, 1.€., U Transp, NoSust < NoTransp, NoSust, Which 1s the opposite
of Hi1a’s assumption. Nevertheless, we cannot reject Hoia since the results for ANOVA were
not significant. A One-Way ANOVA was conducted to assess if there was a statistically
significant difference in BT score among the three different scenarios (groups) of the SCI. The
result for Levene’s Test was not significant (F (2, 240) = 1.894, p = 0.153), i.e., homogeneity
of variances across groups was assumed. The ANOVA results show no statistically significant
difference in BT across the three groups: F (2, 240) = 2.233, p = 0.109. Therefore, we also do
not reject Hoip or Hore. Hence, there is a suggestion that these different scenarios of SCI do not

have an impact on BT.

Since the results from ANOVA were not significant for hypotheses Hla, H1lb, and Hlc, there
is already a suggestion that there will be no significant effects of SCI on BT. However, a linear
regression analysis was conducted to confirm expectations. To answer hypotheses H1d, H1f,
and Hle, two dummy variables were created for SCI:
- “Dummy_Transparency No_ Sustainability, which is “1” when “SCI = Transparency,
No Sustainability” and “0” otherwise,
- “Dummy_Transparency Sustainability”, which is “1” when “SCI = Transparency,

Sustainability” and “0” otherwise.

Linear regression analysis was performed with the following Model 1:

Model 1:
BT =fo +
B1(Dummy_Transparency_No_Sustainability) +

B2(Dummy_Transparency_Sustainability)
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The following beta coefficients and significance levels resulted, which led to the conclusions:

- PBo=21.798 (CI [20.662, 2.933]) and p < 0.001 means that the average BT when “No
Transparency, No Sustainability” is 21.798, and the high statistical significance
suggests that this coefficient is significantly different from zero, and the dependent
variable BT is reliably estimated by it.

- B1=-0.926 (CI[-2.587, 0.735]), p= 0.273, standardized beta = - 0.079, means that BT
is, on average, 0.926 lower when “Transparency, No Sustainability” than when “No
Transparency, No Sustainability” (not what was expected). Since the coefficient is not
statistically significant, it is not possible to conclude that BT is indeed lower.

- B2=0.926 (CI[-0.747, 2.599]), p = 0.277, standardized beta = 0.079, means that BT is,
on average, 0.926 higher when “Transparency, Sustainability” than when “No
Transparency, No Sustainability”. Since the coefficient is not statistically significant, it

is not possible to conclude that BT is indeed higher.

The model does not fit the data well, since the results show a non-significant F-statistic, a low
R? and Adjusted R?, and a high standard error of the estimate:
- F(2,240)=2.233, p=0.109.
- R2?2=0.018 (SCI explains only 1.8% of the variance in BT).
- Adjusted R? = 0.010 (SCI explains only 1% of the variance in BT when accounting for
the number of predictors).

- The standard error of the estimate = 5.437.

It is possible to conclude that the independent variable SCI does not significantly explain the
variation in the dependent variable BT, thus, it is not a good predictor of it. This conclusion
already suggests that there is no necessity to investigate the possible moderating effect of LL
on the relationship between Supply Chain Transparency and BT. However, out of curiosity, this
will be done to complete the analysis. Therefore, we cannot reject Hoiq or Hore, i.€., there is not
enough evidence that SCI with transparency but without sustainability or SCI with transparency
and sustainability have a more positive impact on BT compared to the absence of both
transparency and sustainability. Since neither B1 nor B2 is significantly different from zero (there
is no need to assess if the difference between each coefficient is significant), we also cannot
reject Hoir, meaning that there is not enough evidence that SCI with transparency and
sustainability has a significantly greater positive effect on BT compared to SCI with

transparency and no sustainability.
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To answer H2a, an independent samples t-test was performed. Homogeneity of variances was
assumed since the result for Levene’s test was F (1, 241) = 0.193, p = 0.661. The outcome of
the t-test suggests a statistically significant difference between the two groups, the accessible
(M =22.43, SD = 5.189) and the inaccessible (M = 21.11, SD = 5.685): t (241) = 1.895, p =
0.030, and the mean difference was 1.322 (CI [-0.052, 2.696]). However, Cohen’s d of 0.243
(CI [-0.010, 0.495]) suggests a small effect size. Therefore, Hooa is rejected, meaning that it is
unlikely that this difference in means occurred by chance. There is an indication that, on
average, participants demonstrate a higher BT for accessible luxury products than for

inaccessible luxury ones.

To answer H2b, running a linear regression allowed exploring if LL had a significant effect on
BT. A dummy variable was created for LL (“Dummy _Inaccessible”, which is “1” when LL =
Inaccessible and “0” otherwise), and a regression analysis was conducted with the following

model 2:

Model 2:
BT = Bo +

B1(Dummy_Inaccessible)

The following beta coefficients and significance levels resulted, which led to the conclusions:

- Po=22.432 (CI1[21.474, 23.390]) and p < 0.001 means that the average BT when “LL
= Accessible” is 22.432, and the high statistical significance suggests that this
coefficient is significantly different from zero, and the dependent variable BT is reliably
estimated by it.

- Bi1=-1.322 (CI[- 2.696, 0.052]), p = 0.059, standardized beta = - 0.121, which means
that BT is, on average, 1.322 units lower for “Inaccessible” than for “Accessible”. Since
the coefficient is not statistically significant, it is not possible to conclude that BT is

indeed lower.

The model does not fit the data well, since the results show a non-significant F-statistic, a low
R? and Adjusted R?, and a high standard error of the estimate:

- F(,241)=3.590, p = 0.059.

- R2=0.015 (only 1.5% of the variance in BT is explained by the LL).

54



- Adjusted R?2 = 0.011 (only 1.1% of the variance in BT is explained by the LL, when
accounting for the number of predictors).

- The standard error of the estimate = 5.435.

It is not possible to conclude that the independent variable LL significantly explains the
variation in the dependent variable BT, thus, it is not a good predictor of it. Therefore, we cannot

reject Hozp.

For H3a, a Two-Way ANOVA was conducted to assess if there was a statistically significant
difference in BT among the six stimuli (possible combinations of SCI and LL). The result for
Levene’s Test was not significant (F (3, 239) = 2,400, p = 0.068), meaning that homogeneity
of variances across groups could be assumed. The results for the ANOVA show that:
- There was no statistically significant difference in BT for the SCI: F (2, 237) =2.182, p
=0.115, and n2 = 0.018 reflected a small effect.
- There was no statistically significant difference in BT for the LL: F (2, 237) = 3.248, p
=0.073, and n2= .014 reflected a small effect.
- There was no statistically significant difference in BT for the interaction term SCI*LL:

F (2,237) =0.581, p = 0.560, and n’>= .005 reflected a very small effect.

Hence, there is a suggestion that the different stimuli do not have an impact on BT. Therefore,
we do not reject Hosa. It seems that the LL does not influence how SCI impacts BT. Thus, there
is already a suggestion that there will be no significant effects of the interaction between SCI
and LL on BT. However, to answer H3b, H3c, and H3d, and confirm expectations, a linear

regression analysis (with an interaction effect) was conducted with the following model 3:

Model 3:

BT =po +

B1(Dummy_Transparency_No_Sustainability) +
B2(Dummy_Transparency_Sustainability) +

B3(Dummy_Inaccessible) +
B4(Dummy_Transparency_No_Sustainability x Dummy_Inaccessible) +

Bs(Dummy_Transparency_Sustainability x Dummy_Inaccessible)

The following beta coefficients and significance levels resulted, which led to the conclusions:
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Bo = 22.633 (CI [21.107, 24.158]) and p < 0.001 means that the average BT for
“Accessible” and “No Transparency, No Sustainability” is 22.633, and the high
statistical significance suggests that this coefficient is significantly different from zero,
and the dependent variable BT is reliably estimated by it.

B1=-1.660 (CI [- 3.985, 0.666]), p=0.161, standardized beta = - 0.142, means that the
BT for “Accessible” is, on average, 1.660 units lower when “Transparency, No
Sustainability” than when “No Transparency, No Sustainability” (not what was
expected). Since the coefficient is not statistically significant, it is not possible to
conclude that BT is indeed lower.

B2 =0.931 (CI [- 1.360, 3.223]), p = 0.424, standardized beta = 0.079, means that the
BT for “Accessible” is, on average, 0.931 units higher when “Transparency,
Sustainability” than when “No Transparency, No Sustainability”. Since the coefficient
is not statistically significant, it is not possible to conclude that BT is indeed higher.
B3=-1.858 (CI[-4.133,0.417]), p =0.109, standardized beta = - 0.170, means that the
BT score is, on average, 1.858 units lower for “Inaccessible” than for “Accessible” when
“No Transparency, No Sustainability”. Since the coefficient is not statistically
significant, it is not possible to conclude that BT is indeed lower.

B4 = 1.665 (CI [- 1.657, 4.987]), p = 0.324, standardized beta = 0.114, means that BT
for a situation where “Transparency, No Sustainability” is, on average, 1.665 units
higher for “Inaccessible” than “Accessible”. Since the coefficient is not statistically
significant, it is not possible to conclude that BT is indeed higher.

Bs =0.131 (CI [- 3.212, 3.475]), p = 0.938, standardized beta = 0.009, means that BT
for a situation where “Transparency, Sustainability” is, on average, 0.131 units higher
for “Inaccessible” than “Accessible”. Since the coefficient is not statistically significant,

it is not possible to conclude that BT is indeed higher.

The model does not fit the data well, since the results show a non-significant F-statistic, a low

R? and Adjusted R?, and a high standard error of the estimate:

F (5,237)=1.807, p=0.112.

R2 = 0.037 (only 3.7% of the variance in BT is explained by the SCI, LL, and their
interactions).

Adjusted R2=0.016 (only 1.6% of the variance in BT is explained by the SCI, LL, and
their interactions when accounting for the number of predictors).

The standard error of the estimate = 5.420.
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It is possible to conclude that the independent variables SCI, LL, and their interactions do not
significantly explain the variation in the dependent variable BT, thus, they are not good
predictors of it. Therefore, we cannot reject Hoap, i.e., there is not enough evidence that the LL

has a moderating effect on the relationship between SCI and BT, as expected.

The assumptions to analyze the hypotheses with parametric methods were met for all three

models (Appendix C):

- Normal distribution of the data — n>30, i.e., the Central Limit Theorem (CLT) applies.
This guarantees robustness for the application of parametric methods, even when one
test suggests some deviation from normality.

- Normal distribution of residuals — The Q-Q plot shows that residuals closely follow the
diagonal line, and the histogram of residuals reveals a shape similar to a normal
distribution.

- Linearity of residuals — The scatterplot of the Residuals versus the Predicted Values
presents residuals randomly scattered around zero for each category.

- Homoscedasticity of residuals — The variance of residuals across each level of the
predicted variables is not exactly constant, suggesting some heteroscedasticity.
However, since CLT applies and all the other analyses indicate an approximation to a
normal distribution, there is no reason for concern.

- Independence of observations — The Durbin-Watson test resulted in 1.918 for model 1,
1.909 for model 2, and 1.959 for model 3 (all close to 2), meaning no autocorrelation.

- No multicollinearity — The VIF and Tolerance for each dummy variable showed no

concerns.

Haye’s PROCESS Macro analysis tool (Hayes, 2018) for SPSS was also used to explore the
possible moderating role of LL on the relationship between SCI and BT, by analyzing
PROCESS Model 1, corresponding to a simple moderation (Figure 20). X1 corresponds to the
dummy variable “Dummy_Transparency No Sustainability” and X2 to

“Dummy_Transparency Sustainability”. Table 12 presents a summary of the results of the

PROCESS analysis.
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Statistical Model

X1
b,
X2 b,
b,
W Y
b,
X1*W bs
X2*W

Figure 20 — Statistical model with regression coefficients

The results are the following (Appendix D):

- R?=10.0367 means that the model explains only 3.67% of the change in BT.

- F (5,237) = 1.8067, p = 0.1122 suggests that the model is not statistically significant.

Hence, the main effects of the independent variables SCI (X1, X2) and LL (W), and
their interaction effects (X1*W, X2*W), do not predict BT (Y).

- No path has a statistically significant effect on BT:
o by =-3.3248 (CI [- 8.5458, 1.8961]), p = 0.2109 indicates a lower non-

o

significant BT for “Transparency, No Sustainability” than for “No
Transparency, No Sustainability” by 3.3248 points.

b2=0.8001 (CI [-4.3891, 5.9892]), p=0.7616 indicates a higher non-significant
BT for “Transparency, Sustainability” than for “No Transparency, No
Sustainability” by 0.8001 points.

bs = - 1.8577 (CI [- 4.1327, 0.4174]), p = 0.1090 indicates a lower non-
significant BT for “Inaccessible” luxury products than for “Accessible” ones by
1.8577 points.

bs = 1.6652 (CI [- 1.6570, 4.9874]), p = 0.3244 indicates that the effect of

“Transparency, No Sustainability” is stronger for “Inaccessible” luxury products
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than for “Accessible” ones by 1.6652 points. However, since the result is non-
significant, it suggests that there is no real difference.

o bs =0.1314 (CI [- 3.2122, 3.4750]), p = 0.9384 indicates that the effect of
“Transparency, Sustainability” is stronger for “Inaccessible” luxury products
than for “Accessible” ones by .1314 points. However, since the result is non-

significant, it suggests that there is no real difference.

Thus, there is not enough evidence to assume that the LL. moderates the relationship between
SCI and BT. Additionally, the non-significant result for R? change = 0.0367 (p = 0.5601)
suggests that the interactions between SCI and LL do not contribute to predicting BT.

Table 12 — PROCESS Model 1 results summary.

Variable Path Coefficient | t-value p-value
X1 b -3.3248 -1.2546 2109
X2 b2 .8001 3037 7616
w b3 -1.8577 -1.6086 .1090
X1*W by 1.6652 9874 3244
X2*W bs 1314 0774 9384

Table 13 sums up the results for each hypothesis in this study.
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Table 13 — Overview of hypotheses
Hypothesis Result Conclusion
Hla Not significant — Hy,, not | The presence of transparency |SCI (transparency and
rejected. does not increase BT sustainability) does not have an
compared to the absence of it. |impact on BT and is not a
HIb Not significant — Hyy, not  |Adding sustainability to strong predictor of it.
rejected. transparency does not increase
BT compared to transparency
alone.
Hic Not significant — Hy,, not  |Exhibiting both transparency
rejected. and sustainability does not
increase BT compared to
showcasing neither.
Hld Not significant — Hyy not | The presence of transparency
rejected. does not enhance BT
compared to the absence of it.
Hle Not significant — Hy,, not |Exhibiting both transparency
rejected. and sustainability does not
enhance BT compared to
showcasing neither.
HIf Not significant — Hy;;not  |Adding sustainability to
rejected. transparency does not enhance
BT compared to transparency
alone.

H2a Significant — Hy,, rejected. |BT is higher for accessible LL has an impact on BT, where
luxury products compared to  |accessible luxury products
inaccessible ones. exhibit a higher BT than

inaccessible ones. However,
LL is not a strong predictor of
BT.
H2b Not significant — Hyy, not |Changing between LLs does
rejected. not enhance/weaken BT.
H3a Not significant — Hy;, not  |BT is not different between  |The interaction between SCI
rejected. each stimulus. and LL does not have an impact
on BT (the impact of SCI on
BT does not differ between
accessible luxury products and
inaccessible ones) and is not a
strong predictor of it.
H3b Not significant — Hyy, not |Changing between different

rejected.

stimuli does not

enhance/weaken BT.
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CHAPTER 5: CONCLUSIONS AND LIMITATIONS

5.1 Main Findings & Conclusions

5.1.1 Impact of Supply Chain Information on Brand Trust

Hypotheses Hla to H1f were not supported, and these results propose that including supply
chain transparency or sustainability in the description of luxury products does not significantly
impact consumers’ trust. Also, these two attributes are not decisive predictors of trust in a
luxury brand. Thus, when it comes to forming trust around a luxury brand, consumers may

think of other factors as more important.

5.1.2 Impact of Luxury Level on Brand Trust

The rejection of the null hypothesis for H2a points out a significant impact of the LL of a
product on BT, where accessible luxury products have a significantly higher BT than
inaccessible ones, suggesting that less exclusivity can result in more trust. However, H2b was
not supported, meaning that the LL of a product does not play a critical role in predicting BT.
These results suggest that, although accessible luxury products are seen as more trustworthy

than inaccessible luxury ones, the impact of LL on BT might depend on other factors.

5.1.3 Moderating role of Luxury Level on the relationship between Supply Chain
Information and Brand Trust

Hypotheses H3a and H3b were supported, which implied the absence of a significant interaction
effect between SCI (transparency and sustainability) and LL on BT. This suggests that the
influence of supply chain transparency and/or sustainability in the description of a luxury
product on BT does not vary significantly between accessible luxury products and inaccessible
ones. Hence, the combined effect of the SCI and LL does not produce an additional impact on
BT beyond their individual contributions, i.e., the LL does not moderate the relationship

between SCI and BT.

5.2 Managerial Implications
Although this study found BT to be significantly higher for accessible luxury in comparison to
inaccessible luxury, the LL does not have a meaningful overall influence on BT. This means

that, despite consumers valuing accessibility, they do not regulate their trust in a brand based
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on it, other factors are involved. Considering how maintaining a sense of exclusivity and
scarcity can be so important for a luxury brand to sustain its elevated positioning in the market,
increasing accessibility can harm its image (J. N. Kapferer, 2012). This is not to say that a
luxury brand can in no situation add some more accessible offerings to its portfolio. However,
this should be done with extreme selectivity to avoid increasing the risk of losing the allure that
comes with the feeling of rarity. Doing collaborations with brands in a lower price positioning,
or even step-down line extensions (SDLE) can negatively affect BT for a luxury brand
(Magnoni & Roux, 2012). Nonetheless, there is the suggestion that luxury brands can lose
opportunities to tackle other profitable markets by not engaging in inclusivity, which is

associated with accessibility (Patrick & Hollenbeck, 2021).

As for supply chain transparency and sustainability, since they did not impact BT and were not
a strong predictor of it, luxury brand managers should reassess the importance of these two
attributes. Still, engaging in supply chain transparency and sustainability can have other
benefits, such as ensuring regulatory compliance and preventing scandals (Sodhi & Tang,
2019), improving CSR and stakeholder satisfaction (Tate et al., 2010), operational efficiency
(Garcia-Torres et al., 2019), and decision-making optimization (Montecchi et al., 2021). Given
the results, luxury brands may be better off by emphasizing supply chain transparency and
sustainability within their CSR initiatives, and not considering them so much as fundamental
tools for building trust in the brand. This might allow luxury brands to safeguard their luxury
positioning while meeting ethical and regulatory standards at the same time. Still, in light of
recent studies about younger generations of consumers like Millennials and Generation Z
presenting a growing concern for supply chain transparency and sustainability (Su et al., 2019);
Gazzola et al., 2017), luxury brands should remain flexible and monitor the market and

consumer sentiment.
Therefore, luxury brand managers should keep their focus on the fundamental principles of

luxury brands such as brand prestige (Jin et al., 2016), heritage (Rose et al., 2016), and

prioritization of symbolic values (Tong et al., 2018), which are already known to enhance BT.
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5.3 Academic Implications

This work presents some important academic implications, challenging current literature on the
role of supply chain transparency and sustainability in building BT in the luxury sector. The
findings suggest that the impact of supply chain transparency and sustainability on BT may not
be strong in the luxury industry compared to other ones previously studied, such as the apparel

industry and food sector (Sodhi & Tang, 2019).

The higher mean BT score for accessible luxury compared to inaccessible suggests that the first
one, with characteristics further away from the idea of luxury, has the potential to increase trust
in the brand. This could be traced back to the incompatibility proposed by Schwartz (1992)
between the self-enhancement and self-transcendence systems since the accessible luxury
product has fewer luxury attributes than the inaccessible one, which can lead to lower potential

conflict. However, the non-rejection of H2b indicates that the LL cannot predict BT.

As for the influence of the interaction between supply chain transparency and sustainability on
BT, the results propose that the connection between these variables may be more complex than
what was originally assumed, accentuating the urge for more advanced models that can

represent the intricacies of luxury BT building.

5.4 Limitations and Further Research

One thing that can be seen as a clear limitation of this work is the misrepresentation of the target
population, due to almost 90% of the sample being covered by people under 35 years old, close
to 50% of students. Thus, the conclusions coming from these responses may not represent the
perceptions of a diverse population, since age can substantially influence views on luxury, and
concepts like supply chain transparency and sustainability. Plus, having only respondents who
identify as female when it comes to gender identity also limits the results to the female

population, making the implications valid for women's luxury products only.

Additionally, the low sample size might have led to an underpowered study, i.e., it did not have
a large enough size to detect significant differences that would otherwise be there.
Unfortunately, many answers had to be discarded due to the manipulation questions failing,

limiting the amount of valid data to analyze. Still, to have the minimum number of 30 responses
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per stimulus (so that CLT could apply), the criteria to pass the manipulation questions about
the variables LL and SCI meant excluding only “strongly agree” or “strongly disagree” when
in reality more rigid standards should have been applied. The partial success of the manipulation

check analysis suggests a need for further refinement of the manipulation.

The difference in BT between accessible and inaccessible luxury products creates opportunities
for additional research on how distinct segments in the luxury market can generate different
perceptions of consumers, and how these can in turn impact BT. Further investigation into the
possible contexts in which supply chain transparency and sustainability could have a significant
impact on luxury BT would be interesting, such as the interplay of other factors. In light of the
absence of significant interaction effects between SCI (transparency and sustainability) and LL
on BT formation, future work should explore the combination of numerous factors that can
influence BT within a luxury context by using more sophisticated statistical techniques to

analyze more complex models.
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APPENDICES

Appendix A: Pilot Study

Block 1: Introduction

Hello @

Thank you for participating in this short survey, which is part of the early research stage of my
Master's thesis at Cat6lica Lisbon SBE §.%

Your participation is very important to help me refine my research methodology for the main study,

which means that I will need your help again to participate in the next survey for my main study J\,

Please answer the questions honestly, there are no correct or incorrect answers. The survey should take
approximately 5 minutes to complete. All responses are anonymous and will only be used for
research purposes. Participation in this study is voluntary.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, feel free to contact me: s-
bjramalho@ucp.pt

Thanks a lot for your support G{]

Block 2: Female?

Q1: With which gender do you identify yourself?
Female
Male
Non-Binary
Other
Prefer not to answer

Block 3: Brand?

Q1: To what extent are you familiar with the following luxury brands (1 = strongly unfamiliar to 7 =
strongly familiar)?

VIII



1=
strongly
unfamiliar

_ 3=
2= slightly

unfamiliar .
unfamiliar

neutral

5=
slightly

familiar

7=
strongly

familiar familiar

Balenciaga
Chanel
Dior
Dolce&Gabbana
Elie Saab
Fendi
Givenchy
Jean Paul Gaultier
Maison Margiela
Schiaparelli
Valentino
Versace

Viktor & Rolf

Block 4: Manipulation Questions — Levels Explanation

Q1: Imagine a pyramid with 3 levels: Accessible, Intermediate, and Inaccessible, where Accessible is
the base and Inaccessible is the top.

e Inaccessible luxury products have extremely high prices and superior quality,
inaccessible to most people.

e Intermediate luxury products are in the middle of accessible and inaccessible in terms
of price and quality.
e Accessible luxury products are still affordable and accessible to many people.

Inaccessible

Intermediate

IX



Block 5: Manipulation Questions - Inaccessible (couture piece)

Q1: Please consider the following luxury products (couture piece).

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?

st.rongly disagree s.hghtly neutral slightly agree strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

This product (couture
piece) is inaccessible
luxury.

This product (couture
piece) is intermediate
luxury.

This product (couture
piece) is accessible luxury.

Block 6: Manipulation Questions - Inaccessible (high-end jewelry piece)

Q1: Please consider the following luxury products (high-end jewelry piece).

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?



1 = 3 =
strongly slightly
disagree disagree

disagree

This product (high-
end jewelry piece) is
inaccessible luxury.

This product (high-
end jewelry piece) is
intermediate luxury.

This product (high-
end jewelry piece) is
accessible luxury.

4= 5= 7=
neutral slightly 6 =agree  strongly
agree agree

Block 7: Manipulation Questions - Intermediate (ready-to-wear clothing)

Q1: Please consider the following luxury products (ready-to-wear clothing).

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly

agree)?

1 = _ 3 =
st.rongly disagree s.hghtly
disagree disagree

This product (ready-

to-wear clothing) is
inaccessible luxury.

This product (ready-
to-wear clothing) is
intermediate luxury.

This product (ready-
to-wear clothing) is
accessible luxury.

4= 5= 7=
neutral  Slightly  6=agree  strongly
agree agree

Block 8: Manipulation Questions - Intermediate (handbag)

XI



Q1: Please consider the following luxury products (handbag).

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?

1 = 2 _ 3 = _ 5 = 7 =
st'rongly disagree s.hghtly neutral slightly =~ 6 =agree  strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

This product
(handbag) is
inaccessible luxury.

This product
(handbag) is
intermediate luxury.

This product
(handbag) is
accessible luxury.

Block 9: Manipulation Questions - Intermediate (watch)

Q1: Please consider the following luxury products (watch).

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?
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1: 3: 5:

strongly 2= slightly ne‘tltzral slightly 6 = agree
disagree

disagree .
disagree agree

This product
(watch) is
inaccessible luxury.

This product
(watch) is
intermediate luxury.

This product
(watch) is
accessible luxury.

Block 10: Attention Test
Q1: This is an attention question. Please select "3 = slightly disagree".
1 = strongly disagree
2 = disagree
3 =slightly disagree
4 = neutral
5 = slightly agree
6 = agree

7 = strongly agree

Block 11: Manipulation Questions - Accessible (perfume)

Q1: Please consider the following luxury products (perfume).

CHANEL AMin Dicn

7=
strongly
agree
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To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly

agree)?
1= 5= 3=
st~rongly disagree s.hghtly
disagree disagree
This product

(perfume) is
inaccessible luxury.

This product
(perfume) is
intermediate luxury.

This product
(perfume) is
accessible luxury.

5 = 7 —
neutral slightly 6 =agree  strongly
agree agree

Block 12: Manipulation Questions - Accessible (eyewear)

Q1: Please consider the following luxury products (eyewear).

W=

v

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly

agree)?
1= 5= 3=
st.rongly disagree s.hghtly
disagree disagree
This product

(eyewear) is
inaccessible luxury.

This product
(eyewear) is
intermediate luxury.

This product
(eyewear) is
accessible luxury.

Block 13: Demographics

4= 5= 7=
neutral slightly 6 =agree  strongly
agree agree
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Q1: To finalize, just some quick demographic questions ©
How old are you?

Under 18

18-24 years old
25-34 years old
35-44 years old
45-54 years old
55-64 years old
65+ years old

Q2: Which of the following categories best describes your employment status?

Employed Full-Time
Employed Part-Time
Student

Retired

Unemployed

Other

Q3: What is your household income on average per year?

Less than €10,000
€10,000 - €24,999
€25,000 - €49,999
€50,000 - €74,999
€75,000 - €99,999
€100,000 - €124,999
€125,000 - €149,999
€150,000 or more

Prefer not to answer.
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Appendix B: Final Survey

Block 1: Introduction
Hello @

Thank you for participating in this short survey, which is part of my Master's thesis at Catdlica
Lisbon SBE 4.2

The study aims to evaluate consumers' trust in brands according to the level of supply chain
transparency and sustainability of its products.

Your participation is very important JJ\ Please answer the questions honestly, there are no correct or
incorrect answers. The survey should take approximately 5 minutes to complete. All responses are
anonymous and will only be used for research purposes. Participation in this study is voluntary.

If you have any questions or concerns regarding this study, feel free to contact me: s-
bjramalho@ucp.pt

By continuing you agree to participate. Thanks a lot for your support, and if you could also pass this
survey along I would be very grateful (83)

Block 2: Female?
Q1: With which gender do you identify yourself?

Female
Male
Non-Binary
Other

Prefer not to answer.

Block 3: Screening Test

Q1: Have you heard of the brand Dior?
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Yes
No

Q2: How do you feel about the brand Dior?
1 = strongly dislike
2 =dislike
3 = slightly dislike
4 = neutral
5 = slightly like
6 = like

7 = strongly like

Block 4: Supply Chain Transparency?

Q1: To what extent are you familiar with the concept of supply chain transparency (1 = strongly

unfamiliar to 7 = strongly familiar)?

1 = strongly unfamiliar
2 = unfamiliar

3 = slightly unfamiliar
4 = neutral

5 = slightly familiar

6 = familiar

7 = strongly familiar

Block 5: Supply Chain Sustainability?
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Q1: To what extent are you familiar with the concept of supply chain sustainability (1 = strongly
unfamiliar to 7 = strongly familiar)?

1 = strongly unfamiliar
2 = unfamiliar

3 = slightly unfamiliar
4 = neutral

5 = slightly familiar

6 = familiar

7 = strongly familiar

Block 6: Attention Test

Q1: This is an attention question. Please select "3 = slightly disagree".
1 = strongly disagree
2 = disagree
3 = slightly disagree
4 = neutral
5 = slightly agree
6 = agree

7 = strongly agree

Block 7: Stimulus 1 — Accessible, without Transparency and without Sustainability

Q1: Please consider the following luxury product from Dior (perfume).

s :‘Z?{/-z

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?
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1= 7= .3 = 4= .5 = 7=
strongly disagree slightly neutral slightly =~ 6 =agree  strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

This product
(perfume) is
inaccessible luxury.

This product
(perfume) is
intermediate luxury.

This product
(perfume) is
accessible luxury.

Q2: You will now be presented with 1 scenario, where you will have an image of a product from the
brand Dior and a text with some information about that product.

You will be asked questions about it. Please try to concentrate and be honest about how you feel
about the brand in this situation.

Miss Dior Parfum
Parfum - Intense Floral, Fruity and Woody Notes

i |

ANiss Din

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?

1= B 3= B 5= B 7=
strongly disagree slightly neutral slightly agree strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

The information on the
product doesn't showcase
any supply chain
transparency or
sustainability.

The information on the
product showcases supply
chain transparency but no

sustainability.

The information on the
product showcases both
supply chain transparency
and sustainability.
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Q3: To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?

1 = 2 = 3 = = 5 = 6 = 7 =
strongly disagree slightly neutral slightly agrec strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

I am confident in Dior's
ability to perform well.

I trust Dior.
I rely on Dior.

Dior is safe.

Dior delivers what it
promises.

Block 8: Stimulus 2 — Inaccessible, without Transparency and without Sustainability

Q1: Please consider the following luxury product from Dior (high-end jewelry piece).

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?

2= , = . _
strongly disagree slightly neutral slightly 6 =agree  strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

This product (high-
end jewelry piece) is
inaccessible luxury.

This product (high-
end jewelry piece) is
intermediate luxury.

This product (high-
end jewelry piece) is
accessible luxury.

Q2: You will now be presented with 1 scenario, where you will have an image of a product from the
brand Dior and a text with some information about that product.
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You will be asked questions about it. Please try to concentrate and be honest about how you feel
about the brand in this situation.

Dior High Jewelry Necklace
Les Jardins de la Couture High Jewelry Collection
Materials: yellow gold, diamonds, Paraiba type tourmalines, tsavorite and white pearls.

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly

agree)?
1 — 2 — .3 = — .5 = 6 — 7 —
strongly disagree slightly neutral slightly agree strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

The information on
the product doesn't
showcase any supply
chain transparency
or sustainability.

The information on
the product
showcases supply
chain transparency
but no sustainability.

The information on
the product
showcases both
supply chain
transparency and
sustainability.

Q3: To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?
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1= _ 3=
strongly slightly

: disagree :
disagree g disagree

I am confident in
Dior's ability to
perform well.

I trust Dior.
I rely on Dior.

Dior is safe.

Dior delivers what it
promises.

4= 5= 7=
neut_ral slightly 6 = agree strongly
agree agree

Block 9: Stimulus 3 — Accessible, with Transparency and without Sustainability

Q1: Please consider the following luxury product from Dior (perfume).

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly

agree)?
1= 2= 3=
strongly disagree slightly
disagree disagree
This product

(perfume) is
inaccessible luxury.

This product
(perfume) is
intermediate luxury.

This product
(perfume) is
accessible luxury.

= 5= 6= 7=
neutral Sggiletéy agree st;z?eg;y

Q2: You will now be presented with 1 scenario, where you will have an image of a product from the

brand Dior and a text with some information about that product.
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You will be asked questions about it. Please try to concentrate and be honest about how you feel
about the brand in this situation.

Miss Dior Parfum
Parfum - Intense Floral, Fruity and Woody Notes

1. Sourcing and Treatment of Materials & Ingredients:
Materials: Flask: glass (France - "Verre de France" factory)
Lid: plastic (France - "Plastique Création" factory)

Ingredients

Flowers: sourced in Grasse, France ("Fleurs de Grasse" factory)
Woods: sourced in Indonesia ("IndoWood" factory)

2. Perfume creation at Dior factory in Saint Jean de Braye, France
Perfume created by Francois Demachy.

3. Packaging
Cardboard manufactured at Dior factory in Saint Jean de Braye, France.

4. Distribution
G4S International Logistics ensures secure transportation, storing, and handling.

i |

Aiss Drien

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?
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1 = _ 3 =
strongly disagree slightly
disagree disagree

The information on
the product doesn't
showcase any supply
chain transparency or
sustainability.

The information on
the product showcases
supply chain
transparency but no
sustainability.

The information on
the product showcases
both supply chain
transparency and
sustainability.

5 = _ 7 =
slightly strongly
agree agree

4=

neutral agree

Q3: To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly

agree)?
1= 2= 3=
strongly disagree slightly
disagree disagree

I am confident in
Dior's ability to
perform well.

I trust Dior.
I rely on Dior.

Dior is safe.

Dior delivers what it
promises.

4= S= 6= 7=
neutral slightly agree strongly
agree agree

Block 10: Stimulus 4 — Inaccessible, with Transparency and without Sustainability

Q1: Please consider the following luxury product from Dior (high-end jewelry piece).
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To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?

2= . = . B
strongly disagree slightly neutral slightly =~ 6 =agree  strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

This product (high-
end jewelry piece) is
inaccessible luxury.

This product (high-
end jewelry piece) is
intermediate luxury.

This product (high-
end jewelry piece) is
accessible luxury.

Q2: You will now be presented with 1 scenario, where you will have an image of a product from the
brand Dior and a text with some information about that product.

You will be asked questions about it. Please try to concentrate and be honest about how you feel
about the brand in this situation.

1. Sourcing and Treatment of Materials:

18 carats (75% pure) yellow gold (Turkey - "Mira Gold" factory),

1.25 carats diamonds (Canada - "CanaDiamond" factory),

2.50 carats paraiba type tourmalines (Brazil - "Brilho do Brazil" factory),
3 carats tsavorite (Tanzania - "Savanna Gemstones" factory),

White pearls (Australia - "Pacific Pearl" factory).

2. Design and Craftsmanship at Christian Dior Atelier in Paris, France
Skilled artisans ensure the highest quality craftsmanship.

3. Packaging

Case made of ebony wood (Sri Lanka, India - "Wood Affair" factory) and silk velvet (Lake Como,
Italy - "Silk Desire" factory).

4. Distribution
G4S International Logistics ensures secure transportation, storing, and handling.
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To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly

agree)?
1= - 3= 4= S= 6= 7=
strongly disagree slightly neutral slightly agree strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

The information on the
product doesn't showcase
any supply chain
transparency or
sustainability.

The information on the
product showcases supply
chain transparency but no

sustainability.

The information on the
product showcases both
supply chain transparency
and sustainability.

Q3: To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly

agree)?
1= _ 3=
Zt'rongly disagree slightly
isagree disagree

I am confident in
Dior's ability to
perform well.

I trust Dior.
I rely on Dior.

Dior is safe.

Dior delivers what
it promises.

4 — 5 = 7 =
- slightly 6 =agree  strongly
neutral agree agree

Block 11: Stimulus 5 — Accessible, with Transparency and with Sustainability

Q1: Please consider the following luxury product from Dior (perfume).
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To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?

1= 2= 3= 4= S= 7=
strongly disagree slightly neutral slightly 6 =agree  strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

This product
(perfume) is
inaccessible luxury.

This product
(perfume) is
intermediate luxury.

This product
(perfume) is
accessible luxury.

Q2: You will now be presented with 1 scenario, where you will have an image of a product from the
brand Dior and a text with some information about that product.

You will be asked questions about it. Please try to concentrate and be honest about how you feel
about the brand in this situation.

Miss Dior Parfum
Parfum - Intense Floral, Fruity and Woody Notes

1. Sourcing and Treatment of Materials & Ingredients:
Materials: Flask: recycled glass (France - "Verre de France" factory)
Lid: recycled plastic (France - "Plastique Création" factory)
Ingredients

Flowers: sourced in Grasse, France ("Fleurs de Grasse" factory)
Woods: sourced in Indonesia ("IndoWood" factory)

2. Perfume creation at Dior factory in Saint Jean de Braye, France
Perfume created by Francois Demachy.
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3. Packaging
Recycled cardboard manufactured at Dior factory in Saint Jean de Braye, France.

4. Distribution
G4S International Logistics ensures secure transportation, storing, and handling.

Environmental & Social Certifications:

- Certified B Corporation (high social and environmental performance, legal commitment to
accountability to all stakeholders),

- Fair Labor Accreditation (humane working conditions for workers, prohibition of child labor),

- Rainforest Alliance Certified (farming - protection of forests, climate, human rights, livelihoods),
- Leaping Bunny (cruelty-free: no animal testing).

|

i Dien

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?

1 = 2 — .3 = 4 — .5 = 6 — 7 =
strongly disagree slightly neutral slightly agree strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

The information on the
product doesn't showcase
any supply chain
transparency or
sustainability.

The information on the
product showcases supply
chain transparency but no

sustainability.

The information on the
product showcases both
supply chain transparency
and sustainability.
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Q3: To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?

= . 4= .
strongly disagree slightly neutral slightly =~ 6 =agree  strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

I am confident in
Dior's ability to
perform well.

I trust Dior.
I rely on Dior.

Dior is safe.

Dior delivers what
it promises.

Block 12: Stimulus 6 — Inaccessible, with Transparency and with Sustainability

Q1: Please consider the following luxury product from Dior (high-end jewelry piece).

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly

agree)?
1= 3= 5= 7=
2= . = . _
zgrongly disagree slightly neutral slightly =~ 6 =agree  strongly
isagree disagree agree agree
This product (high-

end jewelry piece) is
inaccessible luxury.

This product (high-
end jewelry piece) is
intermediate luxury.

This product (high-
end jewelry piece) is
accessible luxury.

Q2: You will now be presented with 1 scenario, where you will have an image of a product from the
brand Dior and a text with some information about that product.
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You will be asked questions about it. Please try to concentrate and be honest about how you feel
about the brand in this situation.

1. Sourcing and Treatment of Materials:

18 carats (75% pure) recycled yellow gold (Turkey - "Mira Gold" factory),
1.25 carats diamonds (Canada - "CanaDiamond" factory),

2.50 carats paraiba type tourmalines (Brazil - "Brilho do Brazil" factory),
3 carats tsavorite (Tanzania - "Savanna Gemstones" factory),

White pearls (Australia - "Pacific Pearl" factory).

2. Design and Craftsmanship at Christian Dior Atelier in Paris, France
Skilled artisans ensure the highest quality craftsmanship.

3. Packaging

Case made of ebony wood (Sri Lanka, India - "Wood Affair" factory) and silk velvet (Lake Como,
Italy - "Silk Desire" factory - organic and cruelty-free).

4. Distribution
G4S International Logistics ensures secure transportation, storing, and handling.

Environmental & Social Certifications:

- Certified B Corporation (high social and environmental performance, legal commitment to
accountability to all stakeholders),

- Fair Labor Accreditation (humane working conditions for workers, prohibition of child labor),

- Responsible Jewelry Council (RJC) (trust, transparency, and sustainability across the entire jewelry
and watch supply chain, ultimately benefiting consumers, communities, and the environment),

- Alliance for Responsible Mining (ARM) (to transform the sector into a socially and environmentally
responsible activity, while improving the quality of life of artisanal miners, their families and
communities).

To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly
agree)?
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2 = . = . =
strongly disagree slightly neutral slightly agrec strongly
disagree disagree agree agree

The information on the
product doesn't showcase
any supply chain
transparency or
sustainability.

The information on the
product showcases supply
chain transparency but no

sustainability.

The information on the
product showcases both
supply chain transparency
and sustainability.

Q3: To what extent do you agree with the following statements (1 = strongly disagree to 7 = strongly

agree)?
1= _ 3=
strongly disagree slightly
disagree disagree

I am confident in
Dior's ability to
perform well.

I trust Dior.
I rely on Dior.

Dior is safe.

Dior delivers what
it promises.

Block 13: Demographics

4 — 5 = 7 =
. slightly =~ 6 =agree  strongly
neutral agree agree

Q1: To finalize, just some quick demographic questions @

How old are you?

Under 18

18-24 years old
25-34 years old
35-44 years old
45-54 years old
55-64 years old

65+ years old
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Q2: Which of the following categories best describes your employment status?

Employed Full-Time
Employed Part-Time
Student

Retired

Unemployed

Other

Q3: What is your individual monthly gross income?

Less than €1,000
€1,001 - €2,000
€2,001 - €3,000
€3,001 - €4.000
€4,001 - €5,000
Above €5,000

Prefer not to answer.
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Appendix C: Analysis of normality of linear regression models

Theoretical Quantiles

Frequency

Residuals

Q-Q Plot of Residuals for Model 1
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Theoretical Quartiles

Frequency

Residuals

Q-Q Plot of Residuals for Model 2
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Sample Quartiles

Distribution of Residuals for Model 2

-1 0 1
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Residuals vs Predicted Values for Model 2
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XXXIV



Q-Q Plot of Residuals for Model 3

a

]

£

£ .

Sample Quartiles
Distribution of Residuals for Model 3
E‘ 30
g
Residuals
Residuals vs Predicted Values for Model 3
2 . ; .
% . : : :
g | 3¢ : : :
i : : :
4 > . H H
Predicted Values
VIF and Tolerance for each dummy variable

Dummy Variable VIF Tolerance
Dummy_Transparency_No_Sustainability 2.512 0.398
Dummy_Transparency_Sustainability 2.405 416
Dummy_Inaccessible 2.756 363
Interaction_Transparency_No_Sustainability_Inaccessible 3.300 .303
Interaction_Transparency_Sustainability_Inaccessible 3.076 325
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Appendix D - Matrix PROCESS Model 1 Result

Run MATRIX procedure:
KAk hk Ak Ak Ak Kk kA kA kA kk,x PROCESS Procedure for SPSS Version 4-2 KAk Ak kA kA kA Ak Kk kKk*k

Written by Andrew F. Hayes, Ph.D. www.afhayes.com
Documentation available in Hayes (2022). www.guilford.com/p/hayes3

Ak kA hk kA hhkhk kA hkhk A hhkhhkhkrhkhkhkhhAhkhkrhhkhkhkhkrhkhkhkhhkhkhkrhdkhkhhkrhkhkhkhkrhkhkrhkkhkhkhkhkhxkkhkxkhkkxk%k

Model : 1
Y : BT
X ¢ SCInum
W : LLnum
Sample
Size: 243

Coding of categorical X variable for analysis:

SCInum X1 X2
1.000 .000 .000
2.000 1.000 .000
3.000 .000 1.000

Ak kA hhkrhkhkhkhhkhhkrhhkhhhkrhkhkhhhAhkhkrhhkhkhhkrhkhkhkhhkhhkrhhkhkhhkhhkhkhhkrhkkhkrhkhkhkhkhkrkhxhkxkkxk*x

OUTCOME VARIABLE:
BT

Model Summary

R R-sqg MSE F dfl df2 o)
.1916 .0367 29.3712 1.8067 5.0000 237.0000 1122
Model

coeff se t js) LLCI ULCI
constant 24.4903 1.7697 13.8385 .0000 21.0039 27.9767
X1 -3.3248 2.6502 -1.2546 .2109 -8.5458 1.8961
X2 .8001 2.6340 .3037 .7616 -4.3891 5.9892
LLnum -1.8577 1.1549 -1.6086 .1090 -4.1327 L4174
Int 1 1.6652 1.6864 .9874 .3244 -1.6570 4.9874
Int 2 .1314 1.6972 .0774 .9384 -3.2122 3.4750

Product terms key:
Int 1 : X1 b LLnum
Int 2 : X2 x LLnum

Test (s) of highest order unconditional interaction(s):

R2-chng F dfl df2 o)
X*W .0047 .5810 2.0000 237.0000 .5601

Krx XKk hkkxkkhkhkxxkkrkrxxkkxx ANALYSIS NOTES AND ERRORS **x*xkkhkkxkkhhrxkkhhrxkkhrx

Level of confidence for all confidence intervals in output:
95.0000
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