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Abstract

Consumers have been known to favour headline companies and strong brands in their purchasing
decisions. Recent events have shown that socially responsible companies that are at a competitive
disadvantage are more likely to gain consumer support for their purchases. However, few scholars
have studied this issue in existing research. Therefore, this paper takes the phenomenon of com-
petitively disadvantaged but socially responsible enterprises are more likely to obtain consumers’
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purchase support as the entry point, and takes the underdog effect as the starting point to explore
the mechanism of the influence of the perception of corporate disadvantage on consumers’ pur-
chase intention, and finds that the perception of corporate disadvantage positively affects con-
sumers’ purchase intention, with self-projection playing a mediator role, and that corporate social
responsibility positively regulates this effect. The mechanism of the effect of perceived corporate
disadvantage on consumers’ purchase intention suggests that firms with a strong sense of social
responsibility but in a disadvantaged position can win consumers’ purchase support through the
underdog effect. As a result, disadvantaged companies should not be complacent, but should
maintain a positive attitude, establish a positive and firm brand image and effectively communi-
cate it to consumers, and actively undertake social responsibility to reverse the disadvantageous
situation.
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1. 518

BB TR RS, MNE P W S M R O o i 5 2B R . AATEH %R
IR A AN, — e ek i SRR AL B RS KA R . OIS “ i
KA BRI, AU B A LB SR, SRS R S AL ATE SR [1]. MRAE e AT 5 BRI R, A
PR Z BT CAIE AL W i, R BRIy T SRR RE R At N A 5 MBI 45 B (2], Fe A SR AL AL [3]. 2022
FRITFHR =— LSRN “ RHURE” FF, ERSHEEFRLSTT BTV p[4]. BIEQ RIS
CRIGE W S H T W Ul A, (HEESER RS B E W [/ E], 2 AEORBURITE A 1
] 7 it B P 7 (ST, LR 20 SR i o ) I8 57 S RN 2 A ERAT s RARIRAT T AR RO R
SO T UK AU AR [ [S], (ERACENAEDS S R oR e e Oy NS, TSRS T E R
AERFHARAEA WM E . B0 NS, T FIREE R & dh 2 e Fh, HE A BERARAFRSE?
AMERIL,  FRANE T VIR EEAMAE T P IR h 2 b T 95 3 A

%5 %% (underdog) RIFE 8 4+ AR TR X, HAGEA MM —RAMEN S, — KBS NHES &
0[6]. FERTFMERFYIAA R EM AT, = UIRAIRO 0 28 F BRI 5% . [, £ =20
TUCT BRI R B T VR, AR NGRS ST, RIS I e 2 B B S ot . ARIP
S R AT BLACEIL L Aol K 95 343 X — iy P4 £ HLRC AT [ A= sl XURH L P A T E B

ERBIRRI], AT 5 S AL AL B B 5y 3R 9 ISR, X S A AR —— I A
FEFEAT W SR SR AR AT T 17 T 22 S iy o 42 B P54 i o S AR OB B, RIS B A X 4
b B B RS R AL i RS B SRS I OGTE . 1954 4R, SR T BB E RN, (HE N AMESCHT Y
EEEPTHAH GMRVEIRTT, KT ZBNAAE RIS BLSER B R0 7E M AN 2. 20k,
ASCHGEE ALK BB MAIX @ YE, P HE ORI, F238 HXS T3 938 W S S iR R M AL
ARTEELFN TS BEERSGE, AT B SR — E B Rk, T80T A
X5 Al B 5 ARAF I BB TR E G T . ANBUIRAS 7R TN T B E RN RIERIER K, FE TR
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ORI T RIS F TG UK 1T 37 P b 5 9 98 ) A MU AR T — S R 2 B
2. MEKEIBRS R/

%33 %% (underdog effect)$i ANITEE 36 4+ h ZBE 55— 7 R EME 2R /N . BRI Z AR 2, ikt
ABATTHEAT IR BEAN SO I — PRI G . TEE 2008, AR MR T 2RI B R e e 6 35 Bk
PR B EER RV AN, IR ABEIMCUSCRE[7]. MRS E BA RSl JUFA AW
R FR L ok & A4, A S MICRA IR 2], BT REKER, AMURE SR, R
A1 53438 IR MEAREE o AATTX 55 2 (103 38 5 RIS I A oA S PP i Re . SCRFSSE AR S5, X R AT LA
TR AT IR TR (8] S e T B (RN AP IE LI 4Ed, v L2 AT AT IE LI R EATE
FNGGHFAWOE R KT, WA E CAERMEE S T RIS HHEE R BRI HEE, FAEA .
SN B M [9] o

2.1 NS B MARRANSHEEWLER

T B W ST S AR AR T 90 R R I 1] Tl WY SR RE ot o™ it (B2 T P[0T 17 19 95 38
777 it RS PR 2 I 9 ) K R SR F ) R R 3 2 — [10] o Al 55 35 b 7 Jak e e e it 2 T i 2 3 ) Al i
B, SR RE MWKk — U5, NI RIS S E ARGE[L2]. d ARt SR, 103
WL “ H SAESMB B IR DL T AR TS 5 o0 ” (R R ECSE[6],  RE TR B8 Xt il it
WIS IEEN,  BE— PGSR 5wl LR A 15 TR S, 3R THE 9 IO SE [T o — i, AT N
USRI R FTAR B, AN AR 55 35 B 03 AN BERZ A B8 0 T 59 8 b L 4, DON E B T 39 5 A
(K13 B S 5 [ R SCHR 39 98 R RR[13] o HH T8 55953 (10 B B WA [RL RS 95 3 i Ll i S (R, 2 A
W A T 5 A, ARSI H

BRABE 1 (HL): T e 0t Aboolb 95 3t (o S R I 1) 5 70 5 98 & OO T SE M

2.2. BRSNS NER

H K(the self) 2 th o L HZ AL MM S, R—MERZ A O, MEHSIFEAML SR A[14]. BT
S} (self projection) & F87H &K A SRR B R R IS E B/ — N A B, T eds 1 A fRiX
AN NES RIS E . NS RAE A G0 R & K H T H S 1% mim TR S HE A e[12], ik
THBHALII AN, LS ORI 97 3 (15 T HEAT B3RS, ¥ B S35 % S0 iR AR AL 55
P AL RN, BRI BT 59N, LA R SE . S5, AR S RS B, AR
TERA AP WIHCTT, T4 238 REAE LI 20T 2 1E SR G BB 3K, AT WSO R Bk 7= ot A B (14155 26 ¢ (B[ 15] o
ERHER G LS AR R AT OBERRSMAE, UESE T A% A A E 2% 3 BB sz m[16].

TEVH BB AT N T, B FURE R SR IR B i, AR AR RS B, e
MR B M — BN, 7 s AT AR R AR B ERAE AR [17]. HeF 2, T B e T AR R S
TR S AR, HE4ERE AR B RS A FR18]. Rk, RA 40 E AR S WS, S
AT F EMEEN FR[19]. £ T HRMS S S AR R T, WRSEN S EMIRET B
B8, HEHEARRRBETE P fh e £ S B RN — B . MM EREMEEE, A
BB bR B3R T W A A NMES SN 2 7] 132451 [20], RIVH 9% B BME& 5 b L2 R DT
FCFESE . DERT BB MBI E O R 2] “ W S I H B 5 WA 75 T Rl e e
RS FH 38 T R 2 A0 R UCEEFE RS [21] MARPEERVEAT e, ARSI T S 1T N R e
B PSR E A 2 IS [22] o MO BREIR I A B R, e i B AR B I i 2, il
REMOR B 5 2 S R
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PRIE, A SCHR U BB
e 2 (H2):  E FBEAE AR 5 F bt 7 BN A 9 25 W SE B ) A A AR H

2.3. M S REEHIER

Al A 2 TR 5 SO E T B, Rl RIS o 150 (1953) SR AR B N KIT AR AL 2 DU (E
BT CLR RURIE R B H AR . Carroll 84 3TEMRY, RIS RIRFERT B A2 E SO0 Tk AE 1
B, A, RS RIZGE I [23]. Mohr AT Webb (2005) 545 i Ml At 2% 5 AT Aol DRtk BB ORRR 2 1 91 Bon
A2 A RN, SCHLAE 2 P38 K A R [24] o BRIR 5595 OS2 4 T 9 1) 1 AR S 3 i it v K
B, AHAZAE R R EEAEAN R b AL 2 SRR T AR SR EF Y, X T A FESERL A MR,
HGHE RN DR A — 2 X))o 2016 4, Kirmani &34 168 77 A 2 HIEER L R 4 4k,
%%%ﬂF%W%MEE&*AEﬁm%Bﬂ H TS IE SCHTE SR, T 38 & e Bk w2 TR A

T AL A (7 b AT SK[26] o [FIIN, 7 9038 2ok A 2 DUAR IR HL R R o 2 g DA T 5 0 v
ﬁ%TE@AﬂFWMWJEF B B e VA SR A AL 2 ST RO ST R, U2 3 3 3 AR TR o
TR, FBORA AT IR IBAR, BRI SE R [27] 0 Ak ko SR GRS 233 Ui 2 35 A T 1 K
il B A AR

PRIk, A SCHR Y U AR B

fBBE 3 (H3): Al At 2 TR I 1) 8 7 olk 25 Ht i 5 B BB KR

I P R AN AL 2 TR BB T, Al 25 F L R AR 9 E FRAR 0 1E 1A A b AL
AT SRAT B i A SR e IRZ, 4 B e ol & DUR ORI, fbolk 25 St S RN 2
WA BRI g5, W P 0 KR I AR

LR PR, ASCHIRT FHEZRAME AN P 1 o

dl i 2 T

EEiEre ]

Ailb 25 st 7 BN

Figure 1. Modeling the impact of perceived firm inferiority on consumer purchase intentions
B 1. el S35t AN H e T LR E A 72 I iR BY

3. ARt
3.1. &gt

AWFFCRHZ Bl SR A, W8 EARF R A 5 STV, I “1” B “57 , Rl
“CUEEARE” B HEERIRT o ARTREERIAME R R W, ASCRE THE RSB AF, il
T SR 77 ST P R . N ORIEBAE (5 B S8R, AU 55K F 1B P9 A g s R0 A8 &
BT, BAWE, I BHAMAIRMEREERE Pahari S AT, FEEQEIMNTLAMEIES
Rl o WYL RN 2% Ng Christy [10]181 (4 %22[28] 5 Parasuraman 25 [29] FIHF 7T, H BRI 22 MRl
HE AT, MR, R SUR — SO S5 T TH R B2 9 9 2 10 B RS o Al b2 BT s an g B 5 W
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YH[30]40 Berens SE[3L]AIER, T EMBENHIH otk & A a.
32. BARIRRERF

TEIER A S RATET, B SCRENUE T 66 44 N AT /NG Bl 10346 R0 xR S i s Je 7
15 3805 S AT LARA O A E 0 Rk . RIRS S R N RO R 6 52 U7 38 5 R IR A2, LIS RV ¥ 3R R gk 47
oAk, B2 R A AT . BORAF IS R BoR, G &R R RS 2RI KT 0.7, HHEAR
FRIUE IE 5 (305 S MO E(CITC) K T 0.4, ABL T ERBIFHIEE, WEm TR ER ., SrExt
FRBI A BT B SUE, ERRELE E L RICH 2R 45 261 1.

FEIX 261 1343 R 1a) 6 B0 5 B 39.5%, Zotk b 60.5%. i 20 2 LLUR A 6.9%, 21~30 % it
46.7%, 31~40 % 5Lt 17.2%, 41~50 % fitt 21.5%, 50 % A b LG 7.7%. #iRWTA R E R AEARR 21,
fi b 56.7%, LRFEPT G 13.0%, B4 & DL BTG 25.3%, R R PA R LG 5.0%. A
H A SRS B 4ok G, 1000 JTLA R A EE 4.6%, 1000~2000 7G5 Lk 33.3%, 2000~3000 G 5 Lt 28.4%,
3000~5000 JC /7L 21.5%, 5000 JGLA E A7 b 12.3%. BARRIREARRITER . EES . 2207573 B o] i
WEBUNE 1 iR,

Table 1. Basic information about the respondents

F1 ZMEBELKRER

RER R 25 HEARE() B4 E(%)
e 5 103 39.46
s 158 60.54
20 ZLLF 18 6.90
21~30 % 122 46.74
R 31~40 % 45 17.24
41~50 % 56 21.46
50 % Ll E 20 7.66
mT R LT 13 4.98
2 34 13.03
2 AF 148 56.70
i+ 54 20.69
LS 12 4.60
1000 JGLA T 12 4.60
1000~2000 75 87 33.33
P H A SRS _
e 2000~3000 7 74 28.35
3000~5000 75 56 21.46
5000 JtLL I 32 12.26

4. SBEGRSHR
4.1 FRUESHEIEER T I

B, RSO PTSEESR R TR R MR, SR SR, BN ERLIH A IS 1 MAET,
HEAH 10 2E30KT 05, Fra KR 2 ZMBERKT 60%, mRAA RIFFKSE. KMO =
0.897, >0.6, p < 0.001, RPEREFRITHNE. BERBITE TN, LRI 4MHFERERT 15
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7, HRF7EMBER N 64.499%, RUIFTEN 4 NHEFHRE R BB, T
RUFRARRERCR . [RIRT, AR4E Harman SRR 7L, 55— AT ZMBEZEN 20.732% KT 40%,
DR LA FUANAEAE P B (W L R 7V m 22 [0 f . 2 J5 , ASHIE SRt AMOS 22 XA 5% Firish S A% & X405 R
JEFFREG . S5 REOR, BRA RIS X2 /df =1.641<2.0 , RMSEA = 0.050 < 0.08, CFI = 0.955,
GFI1=0.895, NFI=0.893, AGFI=0.871 KT 0.85 krifk, Il AL LS AN EFEEE
4.2. RS SHEX ST

TESERUBRE . R LR mERL S, DT &R EZ MM, SEENHME. M
KA. WHEER DI RAE 2 fioR. @5RERW, A HARALE . & TR B IR
W) ST R IR [RIAFAE 0.0 7K CUU) b S35 ARG, v il 25 34 i 7 J e 5 0 72 7 B X2 3 1EAH 26 (r = 0.528,
p<0.01); HIRIZH5WILEIE T E LA (r = 0.514, p < 0.01)FF &AM BTN, && LT
EVER; 2T

Table 2. Means, standard deviations and correlation coefficients of the main variables

F2 BEETENHYME. FWEEFEXRY
FHE EE AR EmARm AHESTHERS  BREN WIERE

A BHAIEA 3.014 0.909 1
Al &3 EEA 3.008 0.880 0.347* 1
EEi €3] 3.130 0.900 0.328™ 0.266™ 1
T S 3.007 0.899 0.528™ 0.280™ 0.514™ 1

E: **p <0.01.

4.3. EEPERIHT

431 FHHEEPNBE

RS R EoR, B 1 F A 99.887 (p < 0.001), FKGIRIET . Al 25 3 A7 B £ o] 19 Z 4k
0.522 (t = 9.994, p < 0.001)ilF B i V. 25 55 A7 8 Jen oo g I e B = AR S35 IE ) s, B HL Bor. 7 2
) F BN 31.276 (p < 0.001), F K3&iEad . £k 55 3 A7 18 A 11 9 £ %5 0.325(t = 5.593, p < 0.001)iiF A 4ix
V5 S AT B FR G P AR S IR R . kb, BEAY 3 1 F {E > 92.853 (p < 0.001), FRrIGimELt.
b 2 A A7 B (1 [ V5 22 %K 0.513 (t = 9.636, p < 0.00L)iE WY [ FRoA% 5 el 0y S 25 B = A S 35 IE 1m) il .
BN ] I 45 R LK 3

Table 3. Main effects linear regression analysis results
3. EHHMLMEYANER

AEbritEfl 2% FRAEAL 25

P B FrifE iR Beta ! P VIF
(i 1.434 0.164 - 8.726  0.000™
Mk BAHAI ST 0.522 0.052 0.528 9.994  0.000™ 1
(ol 534 Re 0.278
— L R) T R 0.276
F F(1, 259) = 99.887, p < 0.001
D-W {H 1.105
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WA 2.151 0.183 - 11.757 0.000™ -
Mk H AR 0.325 0.058 0.328 5.593 0.000* 1
R M2 R2 0.108
(m%ﬂéiﬁﬁéﬂ T R? 0.104
F F(1, 259) = 31.276, p < 0.001
D-W & 0.917
WA 1.401 0.173 - 8.075 0.000™ -
EEIEiE ] 0.513 0.053 0.514 9.636 0.000™ 1
M3 R2 0.264
(B BA — KR ) %% R2 0.261
F F(1, 259) = 92.853, p < 0.001
D-W {# 0.397

¥E: “p<0.005, "p <0.001.

4.3.2. PR RLE
ASOF A 2 FARIR AR R IFIAE, W# 4 FioR. fEbdf, B 1 R a2 Eal

S AL IS F TSI A0 AL 2 IR T AR R AL 2 BT, B TS A 5 4 IR R A
bk 23 ST [ R BH ARm; BEA 3 FEREA 2 BFERE B 51N Al A MU IR S0 5 Ak £ AT IR )
PRGN HIR, W HA R, W AR E L IR . EAZ TR, R EZE
(1 p /T 0.05, UiHAAL 25 A AT B B ARG =L B R, FRRIRUERTRES 18 . T T 08 3=
EOET AR 3 PR E IR E . MW 5 A, Ak 5 T R Al £ T AT RN 1 A8 L R

(t=2.985, p = 0.003 < 0.05), Mk bt 23 FTARIRLE Al 25 34 i A7 I S 6T 1] 345 BT 10 B2 iy w1 1) 3 5
YEM, MBI H3 BROL.

Table 4. Moderating effect analysis results (n = 261)
4. TR ER (N = 261)

e 1 i 2 A 3
B bRtk t p B B iRt p B B iRt p B
¥ 3.130 0.053 59.376 0.000" - 3.130 0.052 60.153 0.000™ - 3.074 0.055 56.319 0.000" -
POl  0.325 0.058 5.593 0.000™ 0.328 0.266 0.061 4.342 0.000™ 0.268 0.267 0.060 4.430 0.000"* 0.270
CSR 0.177 0.063 2.797 0.006™ 0.173 0.166 0.062 2.655 0.008™ 0.162
POI*CSR 0.203 0.068 2.985 0.003™ 0.171
R2 0.108 0.134 0.163
T R2 0.104 0.127 0.153
F1H F(1, 259) = 31.276. p < 0.001 F(2, 258) = 19.961. p < 0.001 F(3, 257) = 16.686. p < 0.001
AR? 0.108 0.026 0.029
AF {f F(1, 259) = 31.276. p < 0.001 F(1, 258) = 7.822. p < 0.001 F(1, 257) = 8.912. p < 0.001

AR BB

¥E: “p<0.005, "p <0.001.
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433, ETH R ABELEE
B P R AR A AR R TR UE, BRI S B I [l A A (R AR g ) S R SR
AR R A g, B OB R AR B H RIS R R A A A . AR 5, AL
BT e 1) 2 MBI
W) S 75 R = 0.614 + 0.398* 5 #4351 + 0.381* BN M
AT = 3.648—0.361* 95 H4 A1 — 0.445* A b At 2% DA I A
+0.203* 5 435 A * A bt 2 ST I A

Table 5. A summary table of regression models

F 5. EFERBELC BRI

W T R EE%s )
B SE t1E p 1E B SE t {4 p 1E
WA 0.614 0.185 3.326  0.001™ 3648 0.663 5505 0.000”
Al 55 F A IR 0.398 0.050 7935  0.000° -0.361 0.218 -1.652  0.100
At e DA IR AN —-0.445 0217 -2.047  0.042"
il 25 A A SR S il A 2 SRAT AR A 0.203 0.068 2985  0.003™
EEET) 0.381 0.051 7.528  0.000™
HAR 261 261
R2 0.408 0.163
i R 0.401 0.150
F 18 F(2, 258) = 89.014. p < 0.001 F(3, 257) = 16.686. p < 0.001

¥E: “p<0.005, "p <0.001.

SFA TR BB 3 B 45 SR 7% 6 o, H o A A ER AR s AER S . 2 Z BCFIKH(Z =
3.098)H, Bootstrap 95% {5 [X [ 9[0.058, 0.148)ANEHE 0, ULHATEFH47KF T~ B JILHTE k55 F i fir
TR 55 ) S & SR R R AE TR E T . 7E Z BUR/KFA(Z = 2.218)F, Bootstrap 95% & 15 [X [8] 4[-0.036, 0.095]
BFE 0, BEHITEARAK R H R B ANTE Ak 25 FA b A7 S8 R 50 S 2 SR R R AE R A EF - 24 Z BUEKFA(Z =
3.978)H}, Bootstrap 95% & {5 X [1]4[0.106, 0.243) AN 45 0, UiHATE m/KF T H RSP MERH . 25 L,
FEARACTRS, BRI A AE AL, PP AR, B RBH R A ERAAEE. =FoK
P BRI R AE BN, WIS AR A E AR, FIREE T H2 AT H3.

Table 6. Conditional indirect effects test

6. FEHR N

HA A Z Effect BootSE BootLLClI BootULCI
{K/K>F(-1SD): 2.218 0.034 0.033 -0.036 0.095

EEiEiie ) TH{E: 3.098 0.102 0.023 0.058 0.148
/K (+1SD): 3.978 0.170 0.035 0.106 0.243

#¥: BootLLCI #& Bootstrap ¥ 95%I[X [/l N R, BootULCI $& Bootstrap i 95% X ] _L-FR .
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5. & 5R+=
5.1. fiRLEL

AHIF FE BT 28 1) 4 1 2 B 3RAR T Al 95 34 M SRR 6 S R 3 W SE R R RS L . B TS SRR
o

(1) 1 %o Al 1) 95 A b A SR R L [ S ) JE 00 S R R o Y 2 3 %o A 1 £l 5 34 b AN i %o T S
E%h@%@E%ﬁﬁow&ﬁﬂ%@ﬂ%mm,%%ﬁk%%ﬂﬂ@ﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁ%%%%ﬁ%w%m
WETAE R, JLAE B 220 T A0 A% AN JE RV R AR s 9 A A7 5 SRR ) e 3 0 1) o
ﬁ%%ﬁﬁﬂ%¢%wu@ﬂtm,ﬁﬂﬂﬁﬂ#mﬁ%%mWJ%th,k%uﬁ%mmﬁhm
RN H A ff

(2) HIRILSIAE A 5 35 M A B AR SE = R A EH . & [R1H 50 B F0 bootstrap £246, AT LAIE
S FRAR I TE Al 55 A M A7 B 5 9 9 T SE R R 2 AT R A 28, HLARNLR R R . X B, T R
Bt AP A AL B AL IRA G, REBSHE R O Z AL ) B RS, SRR A= SRR 45 AT
N o ) S R

(3) AlbAt 2 BT Al 55 A A BN 5 1 BALS OC R R AE R R o GBI B8, T LA
o m A AR 2 ST IR A 65 A 25 34 M A B S B FRAS T () I e 1 s R R e R A A 2 B
AT TR R0 ) 2 A5 i Ml 25 35 i A Bt P R B ) IE R S M B AG . DERH,  3AE RN AR R I R R 52 )
A2 THATRAT NI . A EE T RA AN, AT B BMAL LRI AE 2 SRR LT P R Z RIE 2
M ZRRIER, 0 SO AR R0 AL S IR E 8, XM E BRI o R B 2 I BAME, W2
TIH PR XA SCIE R, AT B8 Red& FHIH 9 3 B B (R A e

52. BEEER

ﬁ“ﬁ%ﬁ%,%“ﬁﬂfﬁ%%?*fﬁ%*ﬁﬁim%uﬁh_,%EE%%%@&EE%,
BRI 2 DUE, I RIGIE R 398 B AR T Bl i IX 557y, 5354k mT BAFE 73 P i A5 2%
H ISR, SEHL 2R AR .

(1) REFB A B0 515 &

S B B LG ORFFRIR A RO AME & A FCEEIRA s 7RI

B AEMIHTEFH, AT 5 H AL Al S T B2 S IR B (KW SESERE, ATRI T AR el h il 2
) T R S SR A A . B BRI R ST T T AR AL, EAX T
AN, HIRER G IRGH R H ISR Hik, W THEBMEMmE, RS aie s s, 5%
A NI R FEORFERMK 18] BRI E, T AN AE SRS SR AT IR R — IR, [0 B 3.

(2) KiEH SRR E RS EE

BAE S HE RN LA TR KA, N EME SRR RER S Rk B, eI AT 5
Moo R RAE S EH RN AT IR L — o ARTT, DU — 2R AR AN L AU T 338 (KIS RF . N 83 N
R FIALE R AT A, W 9 B S R AR A I, AV R R S S e,
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