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Little scholarship has empirically tested the effects of CSR and focused on how to 

create effective CSR communication. The purpose of this study is to test the 

effectiveness of the CSR logo that is widely used in corporate communication and to fill 

the gap between the CSR theories and practices. This research’s theoretical 

background is rooted in CSR, especially the stakeholder approach and dual process 

model of persuasion.  

The study tested the corporate social responsibility (CSR) logo, focusing on 

whether the CSR logo is effective in terms of subjects’ evaluation of the CSR, attitude to 

the corporation, supportive behavioral intention, and generation of positive cognitive 

responses. In addition, the subjects’ different levels of involvement were measured and 

analyzed to see whether they generated interaction effects with the CSR logo effects. 

To test the hypotheses of the study, a posttest-only experiment with two conditions 

(CSR logo presence condition vs. absence condition) was designed and conducted. 

Involvement was treated as a measured variable by asking questions about the 

participants’ product involvement. The current study executed an online experiment by 
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adopting a national panel company, and finally, a total of 157 subjects across the United 

States completed the experiment. 

 The results showed that the main effects of the CSR logo were on all the 

dependent variables, with the exception of the cognitive responses. The results 

indicated that the presence of the CSR logo in the annual report was more effective in 

generating better perceived CSR evaluation, positive attitude toward the corporation, 

and behavior intention among the subjects than the absence of the CSR logo in the 

annual report. Regardless of the product involvement level of the subjects, the CSR 

logo was found to be an effective method for communication and persuasion. However, 

in terms of generating thought responses, the main effect of the CSR logo was not 

found. 

 Secondly, interaction effects of involvement levels and the CSR logo were not 

found for all dependent variables. However, the several t-tests indicated that the low 

involvement group was more affected by the CSR logo presence than the high 

involvement group in terms of attitude toward the corporation and behavior intention, 

while the high involvement group was more affected by the CSR logo in terms of 

generating thought responses. 

This study also included theoretical and practical implications and suggestions for 

future research.  
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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

Background 

LEED certification plate at the entrance of the buildings in our city, fair trade logo 

on a coffee package or chocolate bar, USDA logo on fruits and vegetables, and energy 

star logo on air conditioners and other electronic appliances…These logos may quickly 

remind us of our daily life, but what do they imply?  

This type of logo (here called corporate social responsibility logo) expresses 

corporate concern for the environment and society and indicates that logo-carrying 

products are produced ethically so as to meet the expectations of socially responsible 

consumers (Bower & Grau, 2009). Corporate social responsibility (CSR) logos may 

suggest product merit and appeal, create positive feelings toward the organization, or 

just make consumers feel better when they turn on the air conditioner. These logos may 

motivate consumers to engage in the organization’s activities or just make them happy 

in the moment when they see them.  

This study was inspired by the researcher’s curiosity about and observation of 

daily life. As we could easily testify based on our own daily routines, it seems clear that 

many organizations are paying attention to socially responsible activities and adopting 

recognizable logos that acknowledge their CSR activities on their products and other 

types of visible items. Following data supports this phenomenon more clearly.  

Prevalence of Corporate Social Responsibility 

Abundant outcomes have demonstrated the importance of CSR activities from 

both a corporate and a consumer perspective. For example, Kotler and Lee (2005) 

showed that 90% of Fortune 500 companies have CSR initiatives, and a recent survey 
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conducted by The Economist (2008) revealed that 95% of companies are aware that the 

public expects them to be socially responsible. Indeed, consumers do pay attention to 

companies’ CSR activities. According to Perez (2009), who cited Market and Opinion 

Research International (MORI) (2004), 46% of European customers said that 

companies’ socially responsible acts might affect their purchasing intention very 

significantly, and 38% of consumers indicated that they are somewhat influenced by 

companies’ social commitments.  

Stakeholders ask corporations to act in a socially responsible manner and also 

want corporations to communicate with them (Pomering & Dolnicar, 2008; Madrigal & 

Boush, 2008). According to Cone, Inc. (2010), American consumers are motivated to 

engage in corporate business practices (85%), products and packaging (83%), and 

social/environmental efforts (81%). The Cone research indicated that current 

corporations’ communication regarding their social and environmental efforts is 

ineffective because it does not satisfy consumers’ expectations; more than half of 

Americans (67%) are confused by CSR information from corporations. Consumers form 

a favorable attitude toward a company and purchase its products only when they are 

aware of the company’s CSR activities (Pomering & Dolnicar, 2008). Therefore, it is 

important for stakeholders (i.e., consumers) to receive clear and accurate messages 

about companies’ CSR initiatives. 

Corporate Social Responsibility 

There are various definitions of CSR (Dahlsrud, 2008; Reeves & Ferguson-

DeThorne, 1980). Generally, it refers to a corporation’s obligation to society and the 

need to meet expectations. In light of this definition, what kind of obligation does a 

corporation hold, and to whom it is obliged? The object of obligation can be various; 
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from a narrower view to a wider term. Following the economic background, the 

corporation has a limited obligation, and it benefits society economically. In this view, 

the corporation’s obligation is only to its shareholder, not to others in the society 

(Friedman, 1970). However, others argue that corporations should broaden their 

obligation to surrounding stakeholders such as employees, consumers, and the 

community. This view is seen as more normative due to the principle that all 

stakeholders have equal interest in the corporation (Freeman, 1984). Several other 

scholars have tried to integrate various views of CSR (Carroll, 1979). 

Dahlsrud (2008) gathered various definitions of CSR and analyzed them in an 

attempt to find a more general definition of CSR. The content analysis indicated that 

there are five dimensions of CSR in existing definitions from literatures and practices: 

the environmental dimension, the social dimension, the economic dimension, the 

stakeholder dimension, and the voluntariness dimension. The environmental dimension 

focuses on the keeping and saving of the environment in its practice; the social 

dimension is concerned with the corporation’s relationship with society and pursuit of a 

better society; the economic dimension emphasizes the financial aspect, such as 

contribution to economic development; the stakeholder dimension approaches CSR in 

terms of interacting with its various stakeholders; and lastly, the voluntariness 

dimension refers to business CSR practices without the law, ―beyond legal obligations‖ 

(Dahlsrud, 2008, p. 4). In counting the frequency, Dahlsrud (2008) found the most used 

definition of CSR, the definition by the Commission of the European Communities 

(2001): CSR is the free-willed corporation’s responsible behavior as it conducts its 
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business with the integration of social and environmental care and interact with 

stakeholders. 

Several studies attempted to show the effects of CSR. A prominent research trend 

examines CSR activities related to the attitude and behavior intention of various 

stakeholders. Reeves and Ferguson-DeThorne (1980) measured the effects of CSR 

messages with three different approaches to CSR among college students. CSR also 

relates to college students who may become future employees of the firm (Kim & Park, 

2009) and it has been tested in different countries such as the study Tian, Wang, and 

Yang (2011) conducted concerning the effects of CSR among Chinese consumers. Liao 

(1992) tested CSR with four different types of message appeals, and Lin (2005) tested 

the effects of CSR messages in terms of message-sidedness. These studies tested 

CSR in terms of manipulation of message factors. Most studies mentioned above were 

conducted among college students, but one study (Tian et al., 2011) used a convenient 

sample. There were no doubts about the studies that adopted a student sample for its 

internal validity; however, it seems that testing CSR activities needs to be done among 

broader populations for the sake of the development of our field.  

Increasing Use of CSR Logo and Stakeholder Demand 

Today, nonprofit organizations and governmental organizations create their own 

standards and logo and certify external organizations that meet the standard (e.g., 

USDA logo for organics, fair trade logo). Then, corporations could use the CSR logo in 

their business practice and communication. Eco-friendly products, such as organic 

products, are produced with a view toward a sustainable environment. In this respect, 

organic products can be considered the socially responsible efforts of corporations and 

organizations. Increasingly, consumers are adopting a philosophy of ethical 
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consumption and aiming to purchase ethically produced products. For example, as a 

result of the growing interest in organics, the United States Department of Agriculture 

(USDA) established national standards for organics and created a logo for organics in 

2002. This logo allows consumers to identify organic products easily (Dimitri & Venezia, 

2007).  

Dimitri and Venezia (2007) found that the increasing consumer interest in organic 

food led to a demand for organic milk. The data revealed that 60% of the organic milk 

found in supermarkets carries the USDA seal for organics, is sold at a premium price, 

and is branded. They argued that organic products are attracting consumers either by 

using the word organic or including the USDA logo in their marketing. Also, the authors 

stated that awareness of the USDA logo is growing significantly among consumers 

(Dimitri & Venezia, 2007). Interestingly, Whole Foods Market (2005) reported that 40% 

of US consumers recognize the USDA logo for organics.  

While the USDA logo for organics focuses on environmental issues, another CSR 

logo certifies organizations’ activities that benefit communities and affect human 

resources and social issues. CSR encompasses not only environmental but also human 

resources and their sustainability. Fair trade falls into this category. Some studies have 

revealed that, compared with other issues of ethical consumption (e.g., environmental 

issues), fair trade is considered the most salient (Shaw & Clarke, 1999). Figure 1-1 

displays the two types of CSR logos. 

A CSR logo, due to its easily recognized visual characteristics, can be effective in 

alerting consumers to a corporation’s CSR activities. This may be because a logo in 

general is widely used to help consumers easily distinguish the corporation’s products 
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(Aaker, 1991; Walsh, 2005); corporations use CSR initiatives to differentiate themselves 

from their competitors (Becker-Olsen, Cudmore, & Hill, 2006). In this perspective, CSR 

is seen as more strategic program that corporation attracts consumers. Due to the 

general logo is considered as brand component (Aaker, 1991), most of studies related 

with logo have been done with marketing perspectives, however relatively few empirical 

studies on logos exist in marketing journals (Kohli, Suri, & Thakor, 2002; Pittard, Ewing, 

& Jevons, 2007). A few studies empirically tested the effects of CSR logos such as the 

effects of Green Seal logo (Board, Crighton, Kostka, Spack, & Ivory, 2010), Eco-labels 

(Tang, Fryxell, & Chow, 2004), and fair trade logo (De Pelsmacker, Driesen & Rayp, 

2005) and one study did an meta analysis on energy efficiency labels (Banerjee & 

Solomon, 2003). 

CSR Logo Based on the Elaboration Likelihood Model 

An important theoretical framework for this study is based on Petty and Cacioppo’s 

(1986b) elaboration likelihood model (ELM) and Chaiken’s (1980) Heuristic-Systematic 

Model (HSM). After more than 20 years of plentiful research into understanding 

consumers’ cognitive processes, two different persuasion processes have been 

identified. First, when members of the public are initially exposed to a certain kind of 

persuasive message, they either think about the message’s logic and reasoning using 

central routes or process the message using peripheral routes; if they use peripheral 

routes, factors such as mood, feelings, and other simple cues contribute to their 

decisions (Petty & Cacciopo, 1986b). The routes are selected depending on personal 

relevance to the issues in the messages: when the recipient has high personal 

relevance, they choose central route and elaborate thoughts while processing the 

information, but when the personal relevance is low, they process the information based 
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on simple cue (Petty & Cacioppo, 1981). Based on ELM, central cue or peripheral cue is 

determined by the amount of thoughts induced by the cue (Petty, Cacioppo, & 

Schumann, 1983). In other words, if the cue generates active thinking, it will be 

considered as central cue. ELM has been studied in CSR contexts (Liao, 1992; Lin, 

2005) and both studies focused on the message manipulation. 

Statement of the Problem 

Generally, previous literature in communication has tended to focus more on 

testing message content and its effects on attitude and behavior than on testing visual 

content (Mitchell, 1986; Wyer, Hung, & Jiang, 2008). Mitchell (1986) argued that in 

reality many persuasive messages such as advertisements include both visual 

components and verbal components; however, studies using experimental design often 

stress strong verbal message stimuli. Wyer et al. (2008) also argued that in social and 

consumer psychology ―most research that has been conducted in these areas has 

relied upon responses to verbal information alone‖ (p. 244). Even though researchers in 

consumer psychology realized the importance of pictures on judgments and used 

stimuli that contain both pictures and verbal information to test the effects of 

advertisements, it has not been shown clearly how different types of information affect 

to decision making process (Wyer et al., 2008). Therefore, the current study makes a 

meaningful attempt to test how the visual component, specifically the CSR logo, 

operates differently from verbal cues in the persuasion process.  

Previous studies regarding the CSR logo and its effects on various stakeholders 

have emphasized logos that relate to environmental concerns. For example, Board et 

al. (2010) tested the Green Seal logo, Banerjee and Solomon (2003) conducted a meta-

analysis of energy efficiency labels, and Tang et al. (2004) studied eco-labels. As Tang 
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et al. (2004) mentioned, there are shortfalls in studies focused on the ―eco-label.‖ 

Moreover, studies testing other CSR logos, such as the fair trade logo and USDA logo, 

are scarce in communication and marketing literature; one study has been conducted 

by De Pelsmacker et al. (2005) to examine consumers’ purchasing intention with regard 

to fair trade coffee.   

Meanwhile, several studies have tested general impacts of CSR programs, 

including examining the attitude toward CSR activities by presenting message factors 

(Lin, 2005 ; Liao, 1992 ; Reeves & Ferguson-DeThorne, 1980). These studies often 

involved asking participants about their attitude toward products, programs, or purchase 

intention using message factors, not by testing the CSR logo per se.  

The impact of fair trade and other types of CSR logos on purchase intention is 

quite important, especially among ethical consumers; however, this area has not been 

sufficiently studied (De Pelsmacker et al., 2005). Therefore, this research is intended to 

scrutinize the effects of CSR logo on stakeholders; these effects have not been 

evaluated in the existing literature on stakeholder reaction. 

Purpose of the Study 

After observing the widespread use of CSR logos in current business practices, 

the researcher had questions about the mechanics of these logos. However, relatively 

few researchers have provided a theoretical background for use of a CSR logo or 

attempted to analyze how a CSR logo works (that is, influences stakeholders). The 

present research will focus exclusively on testing the CSR logo. Based on the 

theoretical framework of ELM and HSM, the present research will examine the CSR 

logo presence and its effects on stakeholder perception. Questions that will guide the 

present study include: 
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 Will the CSR logo play an important role on people’s decision making?  

 What is the role of the CSR logo and in what circumstances can it affect 

stakeholder perception? 
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A    B 
 
Figure 1-1.  Example of CSR logos. A) Environmental issue CSR logo. B) Social issue 

CSR logo. Bird Friendly indicates that the coffee is produced with an effort to 
protect the environment and not damage trees and migratory birds. (Source: 
http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/MigratoryBirds/Coffee 
/default.cfm Last accessed July, 2011). Fair Trade certified logo (Source: 
http://www.transfairusa.org Last accessed July, 2011) ensures that the 
product is produced under high standards of economic, social, and 
environmental rules. 

 

 

 

http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/MigratoryBirds/Coffee/default.cfm
http://nationalzoo.si.edu/scbi/MigratoryBirds/Coffee/default.cfm
http://www.transfairusa.org/
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

Corporate Social Responsibility 

History and Conceptions of Corporate Social Responsibility 

Corporate social responsibility (CSR) as a concept has been around for a long 

time—since the late 1800s and early 1900s when philanthropy served as the starting 

point for the concept of CSR (Carroll, 1999, 2010; Clark, 2000). Carroll (2010) argued 

that CSR arose from philanthropy in the late 1800s, but during that time no distinction 

was made between benevolence from an individual and benevolence from a 

corporation. Clark (2000) noted that charity was an early form of CSR in the early 1900s 

and said that philanthropy was practiced by rich individuals, not by corporations. Murphy 

labeled the time earlier than 1950 as the philanthropic era.  

During the 1950s, CSR was defined as an obligation to society (Bowen, 1953; 

Maignan & Ferrell, 2004). Bowen was an early scholar who developed the concept of 

CSR, and he was called the ―Father of Corporate Social Responsibility‖ (Carroll, 1999, 

p. 270). Frederick (2006) stated that three ideas explained CSR in the 1950s: 

management as trustee, balance of power, and philanthropy. Specifically, corporate 

managers themselves act as public trustees, so they should care about public interests 

and balance corporate resources and powers. Because this period was the starting 

point of talk about the concept of CSR, Murphy (1978) called this period the awareness 

era. 

 In the 1960s, discussion of CSR increased and grew mainly through social 

movements (e.g., civil rights, women’s rights, consumer’s rights, the environmental 

movement) (Carroll & Shabana, 2010). Broader views on obligations and relationships 
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between the corporation and society were developed in the literature of this time 

(Carroll, 2010). Carroll introduced Davis (1960), who explained the two obligations of 

the corporation: Promote economic values and promote human values. Davis (1960) 

argued that businesses possess power in society; when businesses behave responsibly 

according to their power, they will maintain their power in society and, if not, they will 

lose it. Carroll (2010) concluded that in the 1960s, CSR included ―philanthropy, 

employee improvements (working conditions, industrial relations, personnel policies), 

customer relations, and stockholder relations‖ (p. 28).  

In the 1970s, the idea of CSR as a strategic tool for corporate economic growth to 

benefit the shareholder was developed (Garriga & Melé, 2004). Here, Freidman’s 

(1970) view can be representative: Business has only one responsibility to society―to 

increase profits as much as possible for as many stakeholders as possible using legal 

and ethical practices. During this period, many businesses were responding to social 

problems that they themselves had caused (Clark, 2000; Murphy, 1978; Wood, 1991). 

These responses seemed to arise in answer to society, which had asked businesses to 

do something about the problems they had created and, in some cases, even forced 

them to take action (Wood, 1991). Murphy (1978) called this time the responsive era.  

In the 1980s, theories about ethics appeared (Clark, 2000). Freeman’s (1984) 

normative stakeholder theory suggested that not only shareholders’ but also other 

stakeholders’ expectations should be fulfilled (e.g., those of employees, customers, 

suppliers, the community).  

In the 1990s and 2000s, corporate citizenship became the major discussion 

among scholars (Carroll, 2010). McWilliams, Siegel, and Wright (2006) stated that 
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notable theories of the 1990s included the stewardship theory and the institutional 

theory, in addition to an extension of stakeholder theory. In the early 2000s, the theory 

of the firm was developed (McWilliams et al., 2006). The theory of the firm perspective 

suggests strategic CSR such as CSR activities that could either bring benefit or 

competitive advantage to the corporation or attract consumers. In this view, CSR 

activities are seen as calculable, so a firm could find the appropriate level of CSR 

activities (McWilliams et al., 2006). Perhaps most interesting was that during this time 

the scope of CSR was enlarged to the global level. Frederick (2008) stated that the 

1990s through the 2000s can be considered the stage of ―corporate global citizenship‖ 

(p. 527). Frederick (2008) commented on the meaning of corporate citizenship: 

―Corporations, as legal entities, have the same duties and obligations as other members 

of civil society: to obey the law, contribute to the commonweal, participate in 

governance, and demonstrate respect for other citizens‖ (p. 527).  

 Corporations today find that the solutions to ever more complicated problems 

consist of long-term sustainability; cooperative dialogue with stakeholders, 

governments, and non-governmental organizations; and respect for global codes of 

conduct (Frederick, 2008).  

Definition of Corporate Social Responsibility 

Corporate social responsibility has evolved throughout history and various 

approaches have been taken toward its definition. In the public relations area, Carroll 

(1979) defined CSR by outlining the range of obligations that corporations have to 

society. Those obligations were divided into four categories: ―the economic, legal, 

ethical, and discretionary categories of business performance‖ (p. 499). First, business 

has core economic responsibilities to create goods and services and to sell them for the 
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creation of profit. Second, society asks businesses to act according to laws and 

regulations while performing their economic responsibilities. Third, society expects 

corporations to behave ethically, even though corporations’ behavior is dictated by 

regulations. Fourth, discretionary responsibilities involve voluntary CSR corporate 

actions that are not legally or ethically mandated. Finally, Carroll defined CSR as ―[t]he 

social responsibility of business encompass[ing] the economic, legal, ethical, and 

discretionary expectations that society has of organizations at a given point in time‖ (p. 

500). Carroll (1991) also developed ―the pyramid of corporate social responsibilities‖ 

(p.42). Carroll’s CSR approaches were widely adopted by many scholars (Dahlsrud, 

2008; Schwartz & Carroll, 2003; Tian et al., 2011). Later the four domains were 

modified, and finally three domains remain: the economic domain, the legal domain, and 

the ethical domain. These three domains are equally important and are related to each 

other, as modeled in a Venn diagram.  

Wood (1991) defined CSR with three levels: institutional, organizational, and 

individual. One important argument associated with this view is that the responsibility of 

the business is only limited to causes that arise through business activity (Wood, 1991). 

Specific explanation of this perspective is provided later in the corporate social 

performance (CSP) model.  

Defining universal CSR is difficult due to the various approaches to this concept 

(Dahlsrud, 2008; Garriga & Melé, 2004; Liao, 1992; Reeves & Ferguson-DeThorne, 

1980). To further define CSR, additional discussion of theories of CSR is necessary. 

Theories of CSR 

Corporate social responsibility theories can be categorized as ethical responsibility 

theory, economic responsibility theory, and corporate citizenship (Windsor, 2006). First, 
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ethical CSR theories have three key values (Windsor, 2006): wide acceptance of public 

policy supporting stakeholders, business operations that include powerful self-restraint, 

and altruism. Altruism is based on voluntary activities of the corporation to provide 

benefits to society and its stakeholders, and self-restraint involves corporations’ choice 

to behave morally and implement appropriate policies where no regulations exist. 

Second, economic CSR theories follow Adam Smith’s (1776) argument emphasizing a 

minimalist public policy; within that environment, businesses create maximum profits, 

which in turn enhances the welfare of the whole society. This view tends to reject 

voluntary responsible activities of corporations (Windsor, 2006). Third, the notion of 

corporate citizenship came from a political metaphor and argued that corporation has 

both duties and rights in society similar to individual citizens. Here, philanthropy is 

considered to be a strategic lever that creates a positive reputation and provides market 

opportunities. 

Other scholars have categorized CSR theories slightly differently than Windsor 

(2006). Garriga and Melé (2004) categorized CSR theories into the following four types: 

instrumental theories, political theories, integrative theories, and ethical theories. First, 

instrumental theories are similar to Windsor’s (2006) economic theories. Here, the 

corporation is considered to be a profit-creation instrument and corporations’ resources 

and decisions should be allocated only to profit making: ―So any supposed social 

activity is accepted if, and only if, it is consistent with wealth creation‖ (Garriga & Melé, 

2004, p. 51). Political theories, the second category, suggest that corporations have 

power in society and should influence society’s political environment with this power. 

Third, integrative theories argue that corporations should respond and fulfill social 
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demands: ―[B]usiness depends on society for its continuity and growth and even for the 

existence of business itself‖ (Garriga & Melé, 2004, p. 52). Fourth, ethical theories 

emphasize corporations’ moral responsibilities to society. 

Based on previous literature reviews, Melé (2008) pinpointed four CSR theories 

that are considered ―mainstream‖ (p. 48) in the current literature: corporate social 

performance, shareholder value theory, stakeholder theory, and corporate citizenship 

theory. The current research will review these four major theories of CSR in the context 

of previously mentioned CSR theory categories.  

Corporate Social Performance 

Corporate social performance (CSP) is an integrative theory that focuses on social 

demand. Garriga and Melé (2004) and Wartick and Cochran (1985) argued that in 

integrative theories, corporations recognize and respond to social demands in exchange 

for legitimacy and prestige in society. Carroll (1979) is considered the pioneer of CSP 

(Garriga & Melé, 2004; Melé, 2008) because he introduced the CSR model that 

embraces the economic, legal, ethical, and discretionary categories of business 

performance. Carroll (1979) incorporated the three dimensions of social responsibility, 

social responsiveness, and social issues. Wartick and Cochran (1985) developed 

Carroll’s CSP model and explained corporate involvement as conceptualized with ―the 

principles of social responsibility, the process of social responsiveness and the policies 

of issues management‖ (p. 767).  

Wood (1991) reconstructed CSP with the three dimensions of ―principles of 

corporate social responsibility,‖ ―process of corporate social responsiveness,‖ and 

―outcomes of corporate behavior‖ (p. 691). This model was perceived as the most 

developed CSP model (Melé, 2008). Wood (1991) argued that ―corporate social 
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responsibility is that business and society are interwoven rather than distinct entities; 

therefore, society has certain expectations for appropriate business behavior and 

outcomes‖ (p. 695). The first component in the CSP model involves three levels of CSR. 

The corporation receives its legitimacy and power from society (Wood, 1991) based on 

Davis’s (1973) view that corporations with power will loose that power if they do not act 

in a socially responsible manner. This is the institution-level principle that provides 

―generic obligations‖ (p. 696) for any corporation. Second, public responsibility is the 

organizational level that takes into consideration the particular environment of the 

corporation. Wood (1991) stated that this is the basis for the Preston and Post (1975) 

view that business is responsible only for the area or society to which it belongs. In 

addition, business is responsible only for any negative consequences that result from its 

activities, not all problems of society (Wood, 1991). The third level of corporate social 

responsibility is the individual manager’s moral decisions and actions. Wood (1991) 

argued that:  

According to the principle of managerial discretion, the individual's right and 

responsibility to decide and to act are affirmed within the bounds of economic, 

legal, and ethical constraints. This principle is based on human choice and will, 

focusing on the options and opportunities available to individual actors within their 

organizational and institutional contexts. (p. 700) 

Corporate social responsiveness is the second pillar of Wood’s (1991) CSP model; 

it prescribes the ways to act and fills the gap between normative CSR and business 

practice. Wood (1991) stated that she followed Frederick’s (1978) definition of corporate 

social responsiveness: the capability of a business to reply to social demand. She 
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pointed out that the term social responsiveness does not replace CSR, but operates as 

an action-driven term. Corporations should scan and monitor the environment to adapt 

to changing society. In addition, they must identify their stakeholders, build relationships 

with them, and constantly engage in issue management, which requires identifying 

issues, analyzing them, and developing a response (Wood, 1991).  

The third part of Wood’s CSP model is outcomes that carry a social impact, such 

as social programs and social policies. Corporations often have negative social impacts 

on society (e.g., pollution) and, to reduce/resolve these impacts, they create programs 

like one-time sponsorship of certain events and cause-related marketing; they also set 

policy to address these impacts when issues are repeated or important (Wood, 1991). 

All in one, CSP is an integrative theory that encompasses the normative view of CSR, it 

activities, and the outcomes of those activities.  

Corporate Citizenship Theory 

Corporate citizenship theory derives from political theory (Garriga & Melé, 2004; 

Melé, 2008). In this view, corporations have both rights and duties, just like individuals 

in society (Wood & Logsdon, 2002). Importantly, corporations’ voluntary contributions to 

their communities, such as philanthropic activities, should be considered good 

citizenship (Melé, 2008; Wood & Logsdon, 2002). Although there slight different 

definition to the corporate citizenship, it is generally accepted as follows: ―business 

responsibility toward the local community, partnerships, which are the specific ways of 

formalizing the willingness to improve the local community, and for consideration for the 

environment.‖ (Garriga & Melé, 2004, p. 57). Corporate citizenship is a narrower term 

than CSR and means a ―voluntaristic concept of community relations and philanthropy‖ 

(Logsdon & Wood, 2002, p. 158). Windsor (2006) argued that corporate citizenship 
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appears to reconcile economic theories and ethics theories; however, it is not the 

middle ground between them. As Logsdon and Wood (2002) mentioned, citizenship can 

be divided into instrumental, communitarian, and universal rights approaches. The first 

is rooted in a minimalist view that prioritizes individual liberty. Here, the corporation as 

citizen may perform for maximization of shareholder profits and self-interest. The 

second emphasizes community and ―social identity based upon common historical 

experience and cultural values‖ (p. 162). Here, businesses can be considered to be 

individual citizens playing a significant role in society (e.g., solving community problems, 

providing welfare). In addition, corporate citizenship involves different subsets of 

elements that are exclusive to each other. Universal rights approaches are essential to 

contemporary global corporations (Melé, 2008). The United Nations Universal 

Declaration of Human Rights emphasized equal treatment for all human beings and 

established common meanings for certain rights (Logsdon & Wood, 2002). Ideal 

corporate citizenship directs managers to respect universal human rights over 

regulations that affect the business (Windsor, 2006). 

Shareholder Value Theory 

According to Garriga and Melé (2004), instrumental theories generally have three 

objectives: maximization of shareholder value, implementation of strategic goals in the 

market, and use of cause-related marketing. Shareholder value theory is an 

instrumental theory and an economic CSR theory (Windsor, 2006). As the theory name 

indicates, shareholder benefit is the most important goal of the corporation and socially 

responsible activities are used when they are known to return profit to the company 

(Garriga & Melé, 2004; Melé, 2008). Friedman (1970) is the one researcher who 

defends this view of CSR (Garriga & Melé, 2004; Melé, 2008); Friedman famously said 
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that ―there is one and only one social responsibility of business―to use its resources 

and engage in activities designed to increase its profits so long as it stays within the 

rules of the game, which is to say, engages in open and free competition without 

deception or fraud‖ (Friedman & Friedman, 1961, p. 133). Here, philanthropic 

contribution to society occurs because of tax deductions; provision of facilities or 

education programs is the result of a calculation of costs (e.g., reducing damage to 

corporate property or hiring costs) that may appeal to employees (Friedman, 1970). 

Even though shareholder value theory seems to consider both long-term profits and 

short-term profits, in reality it seems to be oriented toward short-term profits (i.e., stock 

price) (Garriga & Melé, 2004). 

Stakeholder Theory 

Garriga and Melé (2004) put stakeholder theory among ethical theories whose 

core value is the ―right thing to do or the necessity to achieve a good society‖ (p. 60). 

Freeman (1984) brought the idea of stakeholder theory into the strategic management 

arena. He argued that managers of corporations have a fiduciary duty to stakeholders, 

not just a responsibility to shareholders. He said that management should satisfy 

corporate stakeholders, who are defined as ―all and only those groups who have a stake 

in the business‖ (p. 31). Under this definition, stakeholders include shareholders, 

employees, customers, suppliers, communities, and others affecting or affected by the 

corporation (Freeman, 1984). Donaldson and Preston (1995) viewed stakeholder theory 

as a normative theory. They proposed that corporations follow two principles: (a) 

Corporations identify stakeholders based on stakeholders’ interest in the corporation, 

not on corporations’ interest in the stakeholders and (b) all stakeholders’ interests have 

intrinsic value so that businesses must consider each stakeholder’s own benefits. The 
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second principle is not intended to yield benefits for specific stakeholders: ―[E]ach group 

of stakeholders merits consideration for its own sake and not merely because of its 

ability to further the interests of some other group, such as the shareowners‖ 

(Donaldson & Preston, 1995, p. 67).  

Stakeholder theory is based on Kantian philosophy (Bowie, 1991; Donaldson & 

Preston, 1995; Evan & Freeman, 1988). Bowie (1991) argued that business must act as 

a moral community in which ―all of the stakeholders would both create the rules that 

govern them and be bound to one another by these same rules‖ (p. 61). This means 

that both corporations and all stakeholders must observe their duties and create 

corresponding relationships (Bowie, 1991). 

Conceptual Basis of the Study 

The present study’s approach of corporate social responsibility (CSR) is more 

closely related to the stakeholder theory. Bowie’s (1991) argument that ―moral relations 

are reciprocal‖ (p. 61) particularly follows the Kantian principle that a corporation is a 

moral entity in society in which all stakeholders set the rules and regulate them. The 

study of measuring social responsibility messages by Reeves and Ferguson-DeThorne 

(1980) saw social responsibility as ―occurring on a continuum with the Adam Smith Free 

Enterprise view at one end, and the Business-Government-Cooperation view at the 

other end. Central to these views… is Good Citizen view‖ (p. 42).  

According to the first view, a corporation that focuses its practice on profit 

maximization is seen as a Free Enterprise that has an obligation to stockholders. 

However, when a business is considered a Good Citizen, it considers the input of 

broader stakeholders in society beyond the shareholder. Lastly, within the Leader view, 

a corporation solves social problems and accepts government regulations for the 
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betterment of society. The result indicated that the second view, which incorporates 

stakeholders, was the most positively considered by participants. Similar to the second 

view, stakeholder theories argue that the corporation has moral relations with various 

stakeholders. It does not, however, act through a one-way direction from corporations, 

outlined as follows: ―Social responsibility under a stakeholder model requires that each 

stakeholder has reciprocal duties with others. Thus, if an employee has a duty of loyalty 

to an employer, an employer has a duty of loyalty to an employee‖ (Bowie, 1991, p. 62).  

In other words, consumers or other stakeholders also have obligations to 

corporations. For example, consumers buy or subscribe the products or services from 

corporations that create environmentally friendly products. Other stakeholders are the 

same—they should not just want a company to practice in a socially responsible 

manner, but they also need to support CSR by consuming socially responsible 

products, investing in the corporations and so on.  

The present study measures specifically the effects of CSR logos that are widely 

adopted in the product packages, printed message, and displayed on the corporations’ 

websites. On one hand, placing a CSR logo on a product could be seen as a strategic 

action to create the market advantage. However, this is not the only purpose of CSR 

logos. As Bowie (1991) argued, a corporation behaves socially responsibly with its 

stakeholders in two-way direction. By presenting logos, the corporation provides 

opportunities for stakeholders to support its CSR activities, which are stakeholder’s 

duties. When stakeholders respond to the CSR activities, relationships between 

corporations and stakeholders became mutual and maintained (Bowie, 1991). 

Moreover, environmentalists—another stakeholder of the business—should ask 
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consumers to buy socially responsible products. The following statement made by 

Bowie (1991) concludes this view: 

If environmentalists want businesses to produce products that are more friendly to 

the environment, they must convince Americans to purchase them. Businesses 

will respond to the market. It is the consuming public that has the obligation to 

make the trade-off between cost and environmental integrity. (p. 62) 

Empirical Studies of CSR 

Probably one of the earliest studies in measuring the effects of CSR messages 

was conducted by Reeves and Ferguson-DeThorne (1980). The study specifically 

tested the influence of CSR messages as a form of annual report for public relations 

outputs on the participants’ attitude and behavior intention. Here, three conditions were 

prepared based on the CSR types: (a) profit—social responsibility is achieved when 

corporations facilitate economic system and maximize profits; (b) good citizen—this 

CSR approach considers many groups in society; and (c) leader—corporations are 

seen as leaders in this approach, so they need to solve society’s problems by promoting 

responsible activities (Reeves & Ferguson-DeThorne, 1980). Each approach was 

randomly distributed among students. The result of this study indicated that the good 

citizen approach generated most favorable attitudes, while the profit approach was the 

least favorable. 

Tian et al. (2011) found that, when Chinese consumers have a high level of 

awareness and trust of CSR, they are likely to have positive attitudes toward the 

corporation and product and demonstrate more purchase intention than consumers with 

low CSR information and trust. In addition, they found that specific product categories 

showed more positive response of CSR activities by the consumer: experience products 
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(e.g., automobiles) received more positive product association and intention to buy 

among consumers than search and credence products. Experience products are those 

that are purchased and used by the consumers throughout this process, and the 

consumer gains information on the product and determines the quality (Nelson, 1970). 

In short, product information is obtained based on consumers’ real experience with 

products. However, searching products are those about which the consumer learns the 

quality before purchasing. Credence products are products that do not easily reveal 

their quality before and after consumers purchase and experience them. 

Kim & Park (2009) found that CSR is a crucial factor for recruiting future 

employees. A 2 (corporate ability: good vs. poor) X 2 (CSR: good vs. poor) between-

subjects experiment was conducted among college students. Here, corporate ability 

was defined as corporation’s innovativeness and its ability to produce quality products 

and service. CSR was presented as a corporation’s philanthropy and contributions to 

the community. The findings suggested that, when the CSR record is good, students 

are more likely to response that their personal ethic is highly fitted with the corporation 

and showed more positive activity and intention to apply than in the case of no CSR 

condition. Typically, CSR is a crucial factor when corporations are low in ability.  

Marketing literature, considers CSR to be one of the brand dimensions (Madrigal & 

Boush, 2008). In the Madrigal and Boush (2008) study, consumers who were reportedly 

more willing to reward a corporation showed more positive attitudes toward the product, 

advertisement, and brand when a CSR message was embedded in the condition. They 

argued that ―consumers use willingness to reward as a means of reciprocating for the 

good deeds of a brand‖ (p. 558). 
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Cause-related marketing (CRM), a common CSR activity in the economic theories, 

has been studied since its first appearance in 1983 (Nan & Heo, 2007). CRM typically is 

considered a CSR practice, in marketing literature (Kotler & Lee, 2005). CRM highly 

depends on consumers’ buying behavior because its purpose is to advocate a specific 

cause through promises to make corporate donations to that cause based on products 

sold (Kotler & Lee, 2005). Nan and Heo said that, generally, consumers show positive 

attitudes toward corporations’ CRM (Webb & Mohr, 1998), perceive such corporations 

as being more responsible (Ross, Patterson, & Strutts, 1992), and are willing to 

purchase products made by CRM corporations (Smith & Alcorn, 1991). In their 

experimental study, Nan and Heo (2007) found that no matter the level of fit, advertising 

messages containing CRM generate a more positive attitude toward the company, 

regardless of the brand or message, than does an advertising message without a CRM 

statement. In that sense, CRM messages in advertisements are helpful in creating 

positive attitudes toward the corporations that use them.  

Role of CSR Logo in Persuasion 

Definition of Logo 

Generally, a logo was defined by Bennett (1995) as a visual object that identifies 

an organization or brand and researches on logos were from marketing literatures. 

Colman, Wober, and Norris (1995) defined logos as ―corporate emblems or symbols of 

identity that are designed to convey an organization identity to its members and to 

outsiders‖ (p. 405). In the marketing literature, a logo is a brand element, which is 

defined as a ―graphic representation or image that triggers memory associations of the 

target brand‖ (Walsh, Winterich, & Mittal, 2010, p. 76). In another view, a logo is a 

graphic design used to differentiate a company’s identity from that of other companies 



 

38 

(Bennett, 1995; Giberson & Hulland, 1994; Henderson & Cote; 1998). Many scholars 

have agreed that a logo is not only a key component of brand identity (Kohli et al., 2002; 

Pittard et al., 2007), but also an important part of the communication process for 

organizations (Kohli et al., 2002). Walsh (2005) also argued that, with a logo, a brand 

differentiates itself from others and affects consumer choice. In particular, the graphic 

aspect of a logo gives it the benefit of overcoming language barriers and making 

products capable of moving beyond national markets (Kohli et al., 2002).  

 According to Kohli et al. (2002), a logo carries two advantages: First, its visual 

character is associated with the name and increases memorability and speed of 

recognition; second, a logo can replace the name and can be used as an alternative 

when time and space are limited. Also, a logo represents quality assurance and assists 

consumers in their purchase decisions.  

A fair amount of literature, particularly from the marketing perspective, indicates 

that a logo is a key component of brand equity and can therefore influence 

stakeholders’ decision-making processes (Keller, 2009; Zakia & Nadin, 1987; Snyder, 

1993; Henderson & Cote; 1998). For example, Keller (2009) pointed out that symbols 

and logos are core components of a brand and can help to embody abstract concepts 

or the core values of a product. Snyder (1993) considered the logo to be a signature of 

the company and product. Henderson and Cote (1998) also claimed that designing and 

developing an appropriate logo is a key factor in building a corporate image. 

However, these marketing studies mainly focused on the effectiveness of logo use 

(i.e., Keller, 2009; Henderson & Cote, 1998) and failed to fully illustrate its process and 

implications of logos, although Zakia and Nadin (1987) briefly mentioned the importance 
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of using a logo for both internal and external stakeholders as a part of communication. 

All in one, previous logo literatures are talking about logo as a brand component, which 

creates unique identity of a corporations/brand and strategic emphasis on the use of 

logo. Corporations strategically use logos in their marketing communication and put 

great effort into creating their own logo; however, relatively few empirical studies on 

logos exist in marketing journals (Kohli et al., 2002; Pittard et al., 2007), and hardly any 

can be found in communication journals. The lack of logo studies in communication 

area is quite understood due to the logo was originally seen as marketing strategies or 

brand identity concept. However, when it comes to the CSR logo, it may be different 

from the general brand logo. Few researchers started to enlighten of CSR logo studies, 

recently (Board et al., 2010; Banerjee & Solomon, 2003; Tang et al., 2004; De 

Pelsmacker et al., 2005). The one major reason for the lack of study in this area may be 

that the wide use of CSR logos has only recently been adopted in current practice. It 

was not until 2002 that the United States Department of Agriculture (USDA) first created 

its official logo and certified organic products, as the demand for organic foods had 

grown. Since then, other types of CSR-certified organizations have been established to 

provide CSR certification to manufacturers (e.g., Bird Friendly, California Sustainable 

Winegrowing Alliance, Demeter USA, Fair Trade, FishWise, Food Alliance, Forest 

Stewardship Council, Marine Stewardship Council, Rainforest Alliance, Salmon Safe). 

The second reason is that this phenomenon is derived from practice not theory, so 

not many scholars in academia have expressed interest in this topic. A few studies have 

been conducted from the marketing perspective (e.g., effects of fair trade logo), but not 

from the perspective of communication targeting stakeholders. However, the CSR logo 
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is not solely intended to enhance product sales; it may also be used as a means of 

communication to inform stakeholders about CSR initiatives. The present study would 

contribute to the current CSR logo studies development by discovering underlining logic 

of CSR logo practice that is driven from practice phenomenon.  

Definition of CSR Logo in Third-Party Organization Endorsement Theory 

Due the nature of exploratory studies on the CSR logo, the CSR logo is not clearly 

defined in previous literatures. The concept of a CSR logo in current research is similar 

to that of a seal of approval in third-party endorsement theory. 

 Third-party organization (TPO) endorsements are widely used in communication 

(Dean & Biswas, 2001). Dean and Biswas (2001) argued that TPO advertisement is 

effective because it pinpoints the quality of the product with the high credibility of a third 

party. There are three types of TPO endorsement: representational ranking of the 

products that is higher than the competitor, a seal confirmed by TPO, and an appraisal 

statement based on self-evaluation of the product traits (Dean & Biswas, 2001). Among 

them, the most visually distinctive type is the seal of approval when the TPO logo is 

used as the visualized seal on the product or in a message that captures customer 

attention (Dean & Biswas, 2001). In addition, a seal of approval often is used by the 

endorsing organization’s logo (Daw, 2006; Dean & Biswas, 2001). This is a different 

concept from licensing agreements that means corporations are allowed to use 

nonprofits’ ―legally protected trademark, name, graphic, logo, slogan, likeness, or other 

similar intellectual property in conjunction with a product or service for a royalty of fee‖ 

(Daw, 2006, p. 80). Most importantly, a seal of approval is a sign that the product has 

passed standards set by the endorsing organization and is recommended (Daw, 2006). 
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Based on this concepts, a CSR logo will be defined as: (a) A visualized logo of an 

endorsing organization that is independent from the endorsed organization; (b) A logo 

given when the corporation has passed certain standards of the endorsing organization; 

and (c) Meeting standards based on social responsibility concepts, so it advocates 

various stakeholders’ benefits and attempts to minimize harms to stakeholders. Overall, 

a CSR logo will be seen as approval of the corporations’ social responsibility, such as 

environmental safety and other societal concerns, from an independent organization. 

In particular, in a CSR context, several companies have adopted the third-party 

endorsement concept for use in their CSR initiatives (Bower & Grau, 2009). Kamins and 

Marks (1991) revealed that third-party certification greatly influences consumers’ 

positive product evaluation and purchase intention. For example, the pink ribbon 

initiatives are used by VISA to guarantee a donation of the consumer’s credit card 

bonus points to the Susan G. Komen breast cancer foundation (Bank of America, 2010) 

based on an assumption that CSR initiatives lead to a favorable attitude toward 

consumers’ firm evaluation (Bower & Grau, 2009).  

Brown and Dacin (1997) argued that CSR associations have an impact on 

corporate evaluation, which in turn affects product evaluation. In their study of corporate 

associations (i.e., corporate image), Brown and Dacin (1997) examined two types of 

corporate associations: corporate ability, defined as the competence of a corporation to 

produce and deliver products, and service and corporate social responsibility. While 

they found that corporate ability affected perceptions of product and corporate 

evaluation, CSR association only affected the overall corporate evaluation and through 

that indirectly affected to product evaluation. On the other hand, Fireworker and 
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Friedman (1977) argued that endorsements by experts, celebrities, and consumers 

greatly influence the overall attitude toward products and expected price, but not 

purchase intention. 

Empirical Studies of Logo 

Jun, Cho, and Kwon (2008) conducted a study on the corporate visual identity 

(CVI) of a logo; specifically, they examined the role of affect and cognition of consumers 

for the CVI logo in different countries. The results confirmed that affect and cognition 

are the two main factors associated with use of a CVI logo; these two factors are 

influencing the attitude toward the CVI logo, and CVI logo attitude influences attitude 

toward the company, which subsequently influences purchase intention (Jun et al., 

2008). Also, purchase intention is directly influenced by attitude toward the CVI logo. 

The researchers concluded that the CVI logo is important because it directly and 

indirectly influences attitude toward the company and purchase intention. 

Studies have tested the effect of logo presence in several contexts (e.g., religious 

symbols, green imagery, brand logos). (Table 2-1). Taylor, Halstead, and Haynes 

(2010) conducted experimental research to test religious symbols, and their results 

showed that for a non-student sample, those who have religious beliefs were highly 

influenced by the symbol. Another study on religious symbols and product fit, conducted 

by Henley, Philhours, Ranganathan, & Bush (2009), reported that religious symbols with 

relevant product fits are more favorable in terms of attitude toward the advertisement, 

attitude toward the brand, and purchase intention than religious symbols with low 

product fits.  

Stafford, Tripp, and Bienstock (2004) conducted a survey on logo attractiveness, 

theatrical performance, and perception of the organization. Their results demonstrated 
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that significant correlations exist among perceived image of logo, perception of an 

organization, and logo attractiveness. In addition, the experimental study conducted by 

Henderson and Cote (1998) regarding logo recognition, meaning, and perceived 

familiarity provided an analysis of ways to create an effective logo and categorized the 

characteristics necessary in logo development. More specifically, they suggested three 

types of logos based on organizations’ objectives and resources: ―high-recognition 

logos,‖ ―low-investment logos,‖ and ―high-image logos‖ (p. 24). To increase the accuracy 

of recognition, logos should have a high degree of natural and harmonious 

characteristics and moderate elaboration. These high-recognition logos are suggested 

for organizations that have many resources, while low-investment logos can be used by 

organizations with fewer resources. High-image logos create highly positive images of 

the organizations, and elaboration should be slightly high (Henderson & Cote, 1998). 

Empirical Studies of CSR Logo 

Board et al. (2010) conducted a study to test the effects of argument strength and 

the visual component of the package―Green Seal logo―on consumers’ perceptions of 

the green product and their purchase intention. Specifically, they measured credibility of 

the product package, product environmental friendliness, attitude toward the product, 

and purchase intention. The study was designed as a 3 (argument strengths: strong, 

weak, or no argument) X 2 (visual component: present or absent) factorial experiment 

and used prepared stimuli about a laundry detergent product packaging. Findings 

indicated that a strong argument was effective in increasing credibility, product 

greenness, and attitude. However, in terms of purchase intention, both weak and strong 

arguments were effective. Another main effect was found with the Green Seal logo’s 

influence on purchase intention. Board et al. (2010) concluded that just presenting a 
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green argument or logo is effective to influence purchasing intention with consumers 

who seem to discount the quality of argument or credibility of logo. 

Banerjee and Solomon (2003) conducted a meta-analysis on the energy efficiency 

labeling which was introduced in the United States. They argued that the labeling 

system is not new in business, but the encouraging use of labels in terms of 

sustainability is recent. They analyzed the Green Seal, Scientific Certification System, 

energy guide, energy star, and green-e labels based on consumer and business 

response. The findings indicated that government-supported programs such as the 

energy guide and energy star had more credibility, were economically supported, and 

had been in long-term practice compared to private labels. The analysis pointed out that 

consumers tend to prefer simple logos over complex information-based labels: ―Seal-of-

approval labels are usually better understood by consumers than information-disclosure 

labels. While seal-of-approval labels may be oversimplified and judgmental, experience 

has shown that the proportion of informed consumers who are willing and able to use 

technical information effectively is low‖ (p. 120). They argued that this may be the 

reason that even though the energy guide label is widely adopted, the energy star label 

is considered preferable among consumers (Banerjee & Solomon, 2003). (Figure 2-1). 

Tang et al. (2004) studied the effects of the visual and verbal component of the 

eco-labels on consumers’ purchase intention. They conducted a 2 (visual cue presence 

vs. absence) X 2 (verbal cue presence vs. absence) experiment in the context of online 

shopping in a college student sample. Here, they used the visual logo as it contains a 

visual component and sometimes abstract words that do not foster meaning. Verbal cue 

means that the logo contains a meaningful word or phrase. They found two main effects 
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of visual cue logo and verbal cue logo on purchase intention. Also, presentation of both 

visual and verbal cues was the most powerful predictor of purchase intention (Tang et 

al., 2004). This study simply confirmed the effects of logo presence on consumers’ 

purchase intention.  

De Pelsmacker et al. (2005) conducted a study on consumers’ perceptions about 

fair trade coffee among 800 Belgians. In this study, the fair trade logo (presence vs. 

absence), brand (market leader vs. private), blending (100% Arabica or mixed), 

package tone (warm vs. cold), and flavor (mocha, dessert, decaffeinated) were 

manipulated. Here, fair trade includes both social responsibility and environmental 

concerns of the business. The results indicated that brand was considered the most 

important attribute in purchasing behavior, followed by the fair trade logo and flavor. 

They measured purchase intention and the results indicated that about 10% of the 

survey participants would pay for coffee with an average premium. 

Theoretical and Methodological Background 

Logo in the Dual Process Model 

Focusing on the importance of logo use, another theoretical framework of this 

study is Petty and Cacioppo’s (1986a) elaboration likelihood model (ELM), which 

examined an individual’s different cognitive processes as a dual-process model. Perloff 

(2010) provided a clear explanation on the term elaboration and likelihood used in ELM: 

Elaboration refers to the extent to which the individual thinks about or mentally 

modifies arguments contained in the communication. Likelihood, referring to the 

probability that an event will occur, is used to point out the fact that elaboration can 

be either likely or unlikely. (p. 130) 
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Petty and Cacioppo (1986a) indicated that it is necessary to understand the exact 

communication process by which a message influences attitude. Examining the concept 

of ELM, Petty and Cacioppo (1981) demonstrated that the persuasion process could 

take two different routes: central or peripheral. The central route can be explained by 

cognitive elaboration likelihood is high (Petty et al., 1983). This route of persuasion 

occurs when individuals rely on the central or cognitive component, such as an 

argument, an issue, or a person. When people focus on the information centrally, they 

are affected by message arguments, the characteristics of ideas, and their prior 

knowledge and values (Perloff, 2010). However, when people have relatively low 

involvement (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986b), they will use the peripheral route, focusing on 

the spokesperson’s attractiveness, expertise, or even more heuristic components such 

as music, background, or other information sources: ―In the peripheral route, attitudes 

change because of the presence of simple positive or negative cues, or because of the 

invocation of simple decision rules which obviate the need for thinking about issue-

relevant arguments‖ (Petty et al., 1983).  

Here, Petty and Cacioppo (1981) accepted a general view of involvement and 

defined it as: ―[I]n high involvement situations, the persuasive message under 

consideration has a high degree of personal relevance to the recipient, whereas in low 

involvement situations, the personal relevance of the message is rather trivial‖ (p. 20). 

They argued that involvement (or personal relevance as synonym) is an essential factor 

for changing attitude by utilizing either the central or peripheral process route; however, 

this is not the only factor that affects the persuasion process (Petty & Cacioppo, 1981). 

In addition to involvement, the message receiver should have ―motivation to think about 
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issue-relevant argumentation‖ and also ―the ability to process the message if change via 

the central route is to occur‖ (Petty & Cacioppo, 1981, p. 23). For example, even though 

one has high involvement and motivation to process a certain message, if the message 

is too complex or generates distractions, then one would not process using the central 

route.  

The heuristic-systematic model (HSM) (Chaiken, 1980; Chaiken, Liberman, & 

Eagly, 1989) is another process model of persuasion that complements the ELM 

(Perloff, 2010). Similar to the ELM, the HSM suggests that there are ―two processing 

modes‖ (Chaiken et al., 1989, p. 212) whereby persuasion occurs. In the HSM, 

systematic and heuristic modes replace the concept of central and peripheral routes of 

the ELM. According to Chaiken et al. (1989), systematic processing is defined as: ―a 

comprehensive, analytic orientation in which perceivers access and scrutinize all 

informational input for its relevance and importance to their judgment task, and integrate 

all useful information in forming their judgments‖ (p. 212).  

The heuristic mode, another processing mode of HSM, is processing that does not 

require much thinking effort (Chaiken et al., 1989). Here, receivers often pay attention to 

the subsidiary information so they can ―use simple inferential rules, schemata, or 

cognitive heuristics‖ (p. 213) to evaluate and make a decision (Chaiken et al., 1989). 

Some examples of simple decision rules are: ―Experts’ statements can be trusted,‖ 

―Consensus implies correctness,‖ and ―Length implies strength‖ (p. 216). The 

researcher argued that the heuristic processing is based on previous experience and 

stored memory and these should be activated and accessible (Chaiken, 1980; Chaiken 

et al., 1989).  
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Different from the ELM, the HSM emphasizes that the heuristic and systematic 

processing modes may not coincide at all times (Chaiken et al., 1989). More 

specifically, when people are motivated and able to process messages systematically, 

heuristic cues will be less important for the receivers; however, they still use the 

heuristic cues as extra information to check the validity of the message.  

Issue/Product Involvement Definition 

Leippe and Elkin (1987) argued that there are two different involvements that 

affect persuasion. One is called issue involvement, and the other is response 

involvement. Issue involvement was typically used in Petty and Cacioppo (1980, 1986b) 

ELM study. Petty and Cacioppo (1979) and Petty et al. (1983) used the term issue or 

product involvement as corresponding concepts for increasing personal relevance: ―the 

attitude issue or the product itself has some direct personal relevance or consequence, 

and people are concerned with forming a reasoned opinion‖ (Petty et al., 1983, p. 136). 

Here, high personal relevance will induce a central route of thinking; meanwhile, when 

personal relevance is low, participants will take a peripheral route in processing a 

message. In their study, they manipulated product involvement by introducing either a 

razor (high involvement) or toothpaste (low involvement). 

Petty et al. (1983) argued that when product involvement is high, people are more 

likely engage in a cognitive process to examine the central merits of a product. In other 

words, the high involvement group uses a central route to process the message. 

Issue involvement is defined as one’s creation of attitude toward the object based 

on one’s current important value or goal (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979; Johnson & Eagly, 

1989). Johnson and Eagly (1989) suggested that it is seen as outcome-relevant 

involvement, because issue involvements often manipulate the consequences of the 
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situation that would impact the subject’s current status. For example, among the student 

sample, if subjects were told that their university policy would change next year, this 

would have a significant impact on their academic lives, so they would have high 

involvement. 

Response involvement is more focused on the consequences of the subjects’ 

responses to the persuasion message. It is defined broadly as one’s motivation to 

develop the reactions (i.e., attitudes) toward the object with knowledge of the results to 

be made available for others who might judge them (Gotlieb & Sarel, 1991; Johnson & 

Eagly, 1989; Leippe & Elkin, 1987). Response involvement is increased when the 

participants’ concerns on social approval are increased; for example, subjects would be 

told that they would discuss the issue all together (Chaiken, 1980). Leippe and Elkin 

(1987) stated that motivated involvement is one type of issue involvement that arises 

when the participants have no prior attitude toward an object. Soon, the participants 

think that it is essential for them to create an attitude toward the object following, 

congruent with their personal values. The current study adopted ELM as its 

methodological framework, the concept of issue involvement/product involvement was 

used for the term involvement. 

Logo as a Peripheral Cue 

Applying this dual process of persuasion, therefore, a logo in general would be 

classified as a peripheral rather than a central cue since logos and symbols give people 

a sign of value and emotional significance (Perloff, 2010) and transfer abstract 

meanings to certain products (Goldman & Papson, 1996). The traditional logo effect is 

considered to be the peripheral cue in the advertising literature, as well (Jun et al., 

2008). However, there are some arguments that the role of logo should be considered 



 

50 

differently depending on the components of the logo (Bone and France, 2001; Jun et al., 

2008). Bone and France (2001) who differentiated the graphical component containing 

information (i.e., nutrition label) from peripheral cues argued that logos containing 

pictures are considered as a peripheral cue. Jun et al. (2008) argued a CVI logo that 

contains pictorial components were considered as peripheral cue that lead less 

cognitive thought process.   

The present study revisited traditional ELM literatures and found critical points that 

support the argument that logos can evoke the peripheral route of the thinking process. 

Petty et al. (1983) emphasized in their study of ELM that central and peripheral cues are 

divided based on whether they generate one’s active thinking amount or not. Most 

importantly, they argued that the forms of stimuli (e.g., visual vs. verbal) should not be 

blindly interpreted as central/peripheral cues. An important point to create the 

persuasion process using the central route is that ―a diligent consideration of information 

that a person feels is central to the true merits of an issue or product (Petty et al., 1983, 

p. 144). Following this, a logo that is clearly different from messages, is considered as 

peripheral cue due to its graphical components and simplified information.  

The Effects of Involvement on Persuasion 

Petty and Cacioppo (1979) reported two experiments to confirm that involvement 

level affects one’s thinking amount in the persuasion process and, consequently, the 

results of the process. In the first experiment, involvement levels (high vs. low) and 

message directions (proattitudinal vs. counterattitudinal) were manipulated to find the 

interaction effects. Here they found that proattituninal messages affect attitude and 

increase cognitive processes among the high-involvement group: The high-involvement 

group generated fewer counterarguments and more favorable thoughts regarding the 
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proattitudinal message. For the low-involvement group, message direction had no 

significant effects on the cognitive process, including the amount of counterarguments 

and favorable thoughts. In the second experiment, involvement (high vs. low) and 

argument quality (strong vs. weak) interaction effects were tested. Here, strong 

arguments affected the cognitive process of the high-involvement group: The group 

generated more favorable thoughts and fewer counterarguments. Again, for the low-

involvement group, the quality of argument did not affect participants’ thinking process. 

Petty and Cacioppo (1979) concluded that non-message cues such as attractiveness or 

expertise will significantly affect a low-involvement condition, while ―message 

characteristics of the content‖ (p. 1924) will be effective for high-involvement conditions.  

Petty and Cacioppo’s (1979) research was able to show that the high-involvement 

condition can activate more thoughts when the message presents cogent and 

convincing content. However, it did not specifically demonstrate how the low-

involvement group is affected by peripheral cues (Petty & Cacioppo, 1981). Another 

study conducted by Petty and Cacioppo (1981) drew more attention to the effects of 

peripheral cues. Here three independent variables were manipulated: involvement (high 

vs. low), argument quality (strong vs. weak), and credibility of source (high vs. low). 

While they found the main effects of three independent variables, they also found 

interaction effects. For the high personal involvement group, argument quality played a 

distinctive role on attitude, while the effects of credibility were trivial. For the low 

personal involvement group, however, source credibility significantly influenced 

persuasion, and the quality of argument had little impact. Later, another experiment was 

conducted with a product advertisement, specifically, an advertisement for shampoo. 
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Here four independent variables were manipulated: product involvement, quality of 

message, source attractiveness, and sex of respondent. The findings suggested that 

argument quality is a significant factor for attitude toward the message in the high-

involvement group. However, the results did not reveal significant effects of source 

attractiveness for the low-involvement group. The researchers reasoned that this was 

because the source in the advertisement might be seen as a strong argument, 

especially in a shampoo ad. 

Petty et al. (1983) conducted an experiment with manipulation of involvement, 

argument quality, and endorsers. The results showed that endorsers had greater effects 

on participants’ attitude in the low-involvement condition, while argument quality 

significantly influenced participants’ attitudes in the high-involvement condition. When 

strong arguments were presented, participants were more willing to buy the product. 

Argument quality had an impact on behavior intention, and this provided some evidence 

that attitude created in the high-involvement condition better predicts behavior intention 

than attitude created in the low-involvement condition.  

Petty and Cacioppo (1984) again confirmed the main effects of argument quality 

and found two interaction effects: (a) involvement and number of arguments and (b) 

involvement and quality of argument. For a low-involvement group, the number of 

arguments greatly affected attitude toward the message. Opposite results were found 

for a high-involvement group: The quality of the message was a more important factor 

than quantity.    

Chaiken (1980) conducted two experiments based on HSM. In the first, source 

likable (vs. unlikable), number of arguments (two or six), involvement (high vs. low), and 
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topic (trimester vs. sleep) were manipulated. Here, involvement manipulation was 

achieved in terms of response involvement by telling the participants that they would 

discuss the same topic later (for high involvement group). Or the low involvement group 

was told it would discuss a different topic. The researchers found the main effects of 

communicator likability, number of arguments, and topics. Likable communicator, six 

arguments, and trimester topic affect the participants’ opinions. More importantly, the 

study’s hypotheses were supported: high involvement groups were more influenced by 

the six arguments, while less influenced by the likability of the communicator; low 

involvement groups were impacted more by a likable source, but uninfluenced by the 

quantity of the argument. Additionally, high involvement groups reported more recall, 

wrote message-related thoughts, and took more time to read the message than low 

involvement group (Chaiken, 1980). 

Chaiken’s (1980) second experiment involved 2 (paired messages: five argument 

with unlikable communicator vs. one argument with likable communicator) x 2 (issue 

involvement: high vs. low). Issue involvement was manipulated by telling students that 

the university policy would change soon (high involvement) or later (low involvement). 

The result indicated that for high issue involvement group, five arguments with an 

unlikable communicator stimuli affected opinion change more than one argument with a 

likable communicator; however, the result was the opposite with the low issue 

involvement group. Chaiken (1980) argued that (a) a high involvement condition 

induces the participants’ systematic processing mode and message contents influence 

persuasion; and (b) a low involvement condition promotes the heuristic processing 

mode in which an economic decision rule is used in persuasion.  
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Effects of Involvement in CSR Context 

Liao (1992) tested the effects of CSR messages with four types of message 

appeals― no appeal, weak appeal, moderate appeal, and strong appeal―based on the 

elaboration likelihood model (ELM). The message concerned a corporation’s monetary 

donation to an adult literacy program. Also, the message involvement level was 

measured and divided into high vs. low based on mean score. The results indicated that 

message appeal has a significant effect, which means that the stronger the message 

appeal, the more positive the attitude formed. The second hypothesis was that a higher 

message-involvement group would create a more positive attitude than a lower 

involvement group. Here, the involvement was not manipulated; it was just measured by 

the researcher through questions. Liao’s (1992) findings partially supported the results 

of the second hypothesis that in a weak message appeal condition, the highly involved 

group reported a more positive score than the less involved group regarding the 

altruistic contribution. The study also provided information about what the public prefers 

with regard to business CSR activities; top ranked were providing a good work 

environment, producing a good-quality product and service, and protecting the 

environment, while supporting culture and art was less preferred. 

Lin (2005) tested the CSR campaign message effects in terms of message 

sidedness (one-sided, refutational two-sided, and nonrefutational two-sided) and 

participants’ involvement level (high vs. low) and measured the attitude toward the 

corporation and how participants perceived the CSR activity. Here, she found main 

effects of message sidedness: A one-sided message is more effective than other types 

in increasing positive attitude toward the corporation and affecting participants’ 

perception of the CSR activity. Because there has been scant research that has tested 
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CSR message effects in ELM, the research is considered worthy as an effort to 

illuminate a new topic area. 

Bezencon and Blili (2010) tested an involvement measure with ethical products 

and consumer involvement (i.e., ethical consumption) and behavior intention. They 

divided involvement into two concepts: involvement in products and involvement in 

ethical consumption. They found that product involvement (i.e., love of coffee) does not 

influence ethical buying choice (i.e., purchase of fair trade coffee). Rather, they found 

that high involvement in ethical consumption is a predictor of behavior.  

Hypotheses 

Various researches have been conducted on the effect of a logo in different 

contexts (e.g., corporate logos, religious logos, CSR logos) in a message (Henley et al., 

2009; Jun et al., 2008; Taylor et al., 2010). Jun et al. (2008) found that the visual 

corporate identity logo was important for purchase intention and attitude toward the 

corporation. Studies also found that the religious symbols generated positive impact, 

such as attitude to the ads, to the brand, and purchase intention (Henley et al., 2009; 

Taylor et al., 2010). 

The effects of CSR logos also were studied (Board et al., 2010; De Pelsmacker et 

al., 2005; Tang et al., 2004). Board et al. (2010) revealed that a Green Seal logo has an 

influence on purchase intention, and Tang et al. (2004) confirmed the effect of eco-

labels in persuasion. De Pelsmacker et al. (2005) found that the fair trade logo was an 

important attributes for consumers’ evaluation of the product. These studies confirmed 

that a logo leads to more positive persuasion effects. Therefore, a main effect of a CSR 

logo is expected and the following hypothesis is proposed: 
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H1. Subjects exposed to a message that contains a CSR logo will demonstrate 

more favorable effects on the message processing, such that: 

H1a. Subjects in a CSR-logo condition will report a more positive perception of 

CSR than will those in a CSR-logo absence condition. 

H1b. Subjects in a CSR-logo condition will display more favorable attitude toward 

the corporation than will those in a CSR-logo absence condition. 

H1c. Subjects in a CSR-logo condition will display greater behavioral intention 

than will those in a CSR-logo absence condition. 

H1d. Subjects in a CSR-logo condition will demonstrate a more favorable cognitive 

response than will those in a CSR-logo absence condition. 

ELM (Petty & Cacciopo, 1986a, 1986b) and HSM (Chaiken, 1980) researches 

suggest that, depending on the levels of involvement of the participants, factors that 

induce persuasion are different. According to ELM, factors that simply evoke positive 

feelings are considered peripheral cues, while factors that lead subjects to think about 

the central merits of the object are considered central cues (Petty & Cacioppo, 1981, 

1986b; Petty et al., 1983). A high involvement group takes information from the central 

cue to make a decision, while a low involvement group, which is less likely to think 

deeply, makes a decision based on the subsidiary information. Also, Chaiken’s (1980) 

HSM research found that a high involvement group was affected by the argument while 

the low involvement group processed the message heuristically by focusing on the 

source’s attractiveness. In other words, people who were led to process the message 

heuristically were uninfluenced by the argument and they were influenced by the 

subsidiary information presented in the message (Todorov, Chaiken, & Henderson, 
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2002). The low involvement group tends to process the message based on heuristic 

cues, not content (Petty & Cacioppo, 1981, 1986b) and utilizes shortcuts to make a 

decision (Chaiken et al., 1989; Petty & Cacioppo, 1981, 1986b; Petty et al., 1983). In 

contrast, the high involvement group scrutinizes the central merits of the object carefully 

(Petty et al., 1983), and just presenting simple cues is not enough for them to process a 

message. In other words, for the high involvement groups, the peripheral cues or 

subsidiary information in the message are not as important as a central cue 

(i.e.,argument). Moreover, traditionally, a logo has been considered as a peripheral cue 

(Jun et al., 2008; Perloff, 2010). Therefore, the following hypothesis is proposed: 

H2. There is a two-way interaction effect between involvement levels and logo 

conditions on influence, such that: 

H2a. The low involvement group will be more influenced by the CSR logo in terms 

of perceived CSR than will those in high involvement group.  

H2b. The low involvement group will be more influenced by the CSR logo in terms 

of attitude toward the corporation than will those in high involvement group. 

H2c. The low involvement group will be more influenced by the CSR logo in terms 

of behavior intention than will those in high involvement group. 

H2d. The low involvement group will be more influenced by the CSR logo in terms 

of cognitive response than will those in high involvement group. 
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Table 2-1. Empirical studies of logo 

Author (year) 
Significant moderators, 
predictors 

Method 
Main findings 

Taylor et al. 
(2010) 

Religious symbol, 
Religiosity, Age 

Experiment For non-student samples, 
those who have 
religious beliefs 
significantly influenced 
by religious symbol. 
However, for the 
student samples, there 
was no difference. 

Henley et al. 
(2009) 

Religious symbol, 
Product fit, Religiosity 

Experiment Religious symbol with 
relevant product draws 
more favorability for 
attitude toward ad, 
attitude toward brand, 
and purchase 
intention, whereas 
irrelevant product 
using religious symbol 
loses its favorability. 

Stafford et al. 
(2004) 

Logo’s attractiveness, 
Theatrical 
performance, 
Perception of 
organization 

Survey Significant relationship 
between perceived 
image of logo and 
organization’s 
perception, logo 
attractiveness, and 
nonprofit theatrical 
organizations. 

Henderson, & 
Cote (1998) 

Recognition, Meaning, 
Perceived familiarity 

Experiment Analysis of the criteria for 
making effective logo 
and categorizing 
several characteristics, 
such as high/low 
recognition. 
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Figure 2-1.  Example of energy efficiency labels in the Banerjee and Solomon’s (2003) 

study. A) The Green Seal-of-Approval logo (p. 110) B) Green-e label (p. 113), 
C) Energy Star logo (p. 112), D) Energy Guide label (p. 112) and E) Scientific 
Certification System (p. 111). (Note: the images were retrieved from Banerjee 
and Solomon’s article). 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHOD 

Design 

In this study, a posttest-only experiment with two conditions was conducted in 

order to test the hypotheses. Participants’ involvement level was measured and they 

were in only one of two conditions (logo presence or absence). The presence or 

absence of a CSR logo in the message was the only manipulation. As a stimulus, a 

fictitious annual report serving as a corporate social responsibility (CSR) communication 

was adopted with modifications based on Reeves and Ferguson-DeThorne’s (1980) 

experiment using a stimulus. 

Stimulus Development 

In this study, a fictitious coffee corporation was created. The coffee industry was 

chosen due to its significance in the United States and global economy. Coffee, in fact, 

is the second-largest commodity produced and exchanged after oil (Argenti, 2004; FLO, 

2011). The United States buys about 25% (2.45 billion pounds) of all coffee worldwide 

(Giovannucci, 2001). Coffee is often produced in developing countries, rendering it an 

important source of economic growth for them. For example, Burundi is one of the least 

developed countries in the world, and about 80% of its trade earnings come from coffee 

(FLO, 2011). However, coffee producers’ earnings are very small. In 2000, they were 

estimated to be approximately 64 cents per pound (Argenti, 2004). Due to this, criticism 

arose from non-governmental organizations (NGOs) targeting large coffee corporations. 

Criticisms of the industry are often related to environmental and ethical concerns. For 

various reasons, such as to fulfill their philosophies or respond to criticism, coffee 

corporations have increased sustainable coffee (organic, fair trade, and shade grown) 
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initiatives (Giovannucci, 2001). One widely adopted CSR initiative is fair trade (Maloni & 

Brown, 2006). Therefore, in this study, a fair trade logo was used in the first and second 

pretests. Later, the USDA Organic logo was adopted for the main test after several 

pretests. Several pretests were conducted to select a CSR logo, checking manipulation 

and the reliability of the measurements prior to the main test. 

Pretests 

Pretest 1 

The first pretest was conducted to check manipulation and the reliability of the 

measures used among 20 undergraduate students from University of Florida. In the first 

pretest, a fair trade logo was adopted as the CSR logo, as it was considered one of 

most widely adopted CSR programs in the coffee industry (Maloni & Brown, 2006). The 

pretest indicated that the manipulation was fairly successful, but it did not yield as 

strong results as desired. Participants who were assigned to the logo presence 

condition reported more correct answers than those in the logo absence condition. That 

is, 90.1% of the participants in the logo presence condition correctly answered that they 

saw the logo; however, only 67% of the participants in the logo absence condition 

correctly answered that they did not (n=20). 

The pretest confirmed the reliability of the four scales: The Cronbach’s α for the 10 

items for the involvement measure was .96; the α for 5 items of the perceptions of CSR 

measure was .94; the α for 5 items of the attitude measure was .95; and the α for 6 

items of the behavioral intention measure was .91. While the reliability of the four 

measures was acceptable, the manipulation did not yield satisfactory results, so another 

pretest was needed to ensure the success of this study. Table 3-1 provides the results 

of reliability check.  
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Pretest 2 

In the second pretest, the text message in the annual report was shortened to 

increase its clarity. As with the first pretest, the presence or absence of the fair trade 

logo was tested. Twenty-one undergraduate students from University of Florida 

participated in the second pretest. The manipulation check for the second pretest was 

still not satisfactory. About 60% of the participants assigned to the logo presence 

condition correctly answered that they saw the logo, and about 81.8% of the participants 

who were assigned to the logo absence condition correctly answered that they did not 

(n=22). A small group discussion with two graduate students revealed that they were 

unfamiliar with the fair trade logo and did not recognize it when they saw it. To achieve 

a better manipulation, selection of a more familiar and recognizable CSR logo was 

necessary. A third pretest was conducted to select an appropriate CSR logo.  

Pretest 3 

The researcher gathered 12 various CSR logos widely used in the United States. 

Pretest participants were exposed to these 12 CSR-certified logos and asked to answer 

questions about their familiarity with them (Simonin & Ruth, 1998). The appendix B 

presents the 12 CSR logos used in the pretest (Bird Friendly, California Sustainable 

Winegrowing Alliance, Demeter USA, Energy Star, Fair Trade, FishWise, Food Alliance, 

Forest Stewardship Council, Marine Stewardship Council, Rainforest Alliance, Salmon 

Safe, and USDA Organic). The third pretest was conducted among 20 undergraduate 

students from University of Florida. They were asked three semantic differential 

questions using a 5-point scale: ―unfamiliar-familiar,‖ ―did not recognize-recognized,‖ 

―had not heard of the organization before-had heard of the organization before.‖ The 

two most familiar logos were the Energy Star logo (M = 3.56, SD = 0.89) and the USDA 
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Organic logo (M = 3.43, SD = 1.49). The Food Alliance (M = 2.03, SD = 0.97) and Fair 

Trade logo (M = 2.00, SD = 1.42) were ranked as the third and fourth most familiar. 

Table 3-2 provides the result of pretest 3. 

The USDA Organic logo was selected over the Energy Star logo because the fit of 

coffee industry and organic programs is higher than that of the coffee industry and 

energy efficiency programs. Fit is considered an important variable in CSR (Becker-

Olsen et al., 2006; Kim & Ferguson, 2010). Fit in the CSR context is the degree to which 

CSR initiatives and the corporations’ core (e.g., product and/or philosophy) are 

consistent (Becker-Olsen et al., 2006; Kim & Ferguson, 2010). A low fit condition has an 

adverse impact on consumers’ evaluation of the corporation (e.g., attitude and purchase 

intention) regardless of the corporation's motivation (Becker-Olsen et al., 2006). This 

study assumed that CSR programs have a positive effect on publics’ evaluation of 

corporations. Using that assumption as a foundation, the study investigated how 

effectively corporations can communicate CSR initiatives utilizing a CSR logo. Organic 

certification is widely used in real coffee corporations to reduce skepticism 

(Giovannucci, 2001). Therefore, a USDA Organic logo was finally chosen for this 

research.  

Pretest 4 

A fourth pretest was conducted using the stimulus developed in the three previous 

pretests. The USDA Organic logo was used as the CSR logo in the annual report. The 

text content of the stimulus was the same as that tested in the first pretest, which was 

adopted from Reeves and Ferguson-DeThorne (1980) with slight modifications, as the 

length of the message seemed unrelated to the success of the manipulation in the 

second pretest. The manipulation check was the main purpose of this pretest. Fourteen 
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graduate students with various majors from University of Florida were recruited for the 

pretest. After randomly assigning them to one of the two conditions, they were asked to 

answer three questions: ―Please choose one statement that describes the annual report 

correctly: The annual report contained a text message without pictorial components/The 

annual report contained an organic label with the text message.‖ ―Did you see one of 

the following logos in the annual report? If yes, please choose the one you saw in the 

annual report. If you did not see any logo, choose no.‖ ―Did you see the following logo in 

the annual report? Yes/No.‖ The manipulation check was successful: Participants who 

were assigned to the logo presence condition correctly answered all three questions 

except one participant who answered two out of three questions correctly. Participants 

in the logo absence condition correctly answered all three questions.  

Independent Variable 

In this study, a CSR logo was the one independent variable. It was manipulated 

simply through its presence or absence. The CSR logo used in the stimulus was the 

USDA Organic logo, which was chosen based on pretest 3. The CSR logo presence 

condition contained a USDA Organic logo along with a text message, while the absence 

condition presented a text message only without the logo. Appendix A provides the 

stimuli. 

The two conditions contained identical text contents on the following topics in six 

paragraphs: the philosophy of the corporation (reflecting the stakeholders’ perspective) 

and the past year’s financial achievements and CSR-related activities. The message 

(fictitious annual report) was adopted from one of Reeves and Ferguson-DeThorne’s 

(1984) annual report stimuli with slight changes. The following message was presented 

in both conditions as an annual report:  
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We at Honest Coffee Co. believe it is our duty as a socially responsible 
corporation to serve not just our stockholders, but also many diverse groups in 
society. We feel responsible for balancing the claims and rights of many groups 
including our employees, customers, suppliers, and the local community. The 
Honest Coffee Co. encourages its managers to promote the public good. 
 
We are proud to announce that earnings increased to $13 million for the year, 
compared with $11 million the year before. Consolidated sales were $350 million, 
while dividends increased to $1.60 a share. In meeting the needs of several 
groups, Honest Coffee Co. has instituted many programs. Most recently, the 
company sponsored a Public Broadcast Service television program which was 
aired last June. The program, ―The Evolution of American Cultural Groups,‖ was a 
three-part series shown nationally on most PBS stations. 
 
Our interest in employee and partner education has led us to institute an ongoing 
education program. Higher education is now available to each of Honest Coffee’s 
15,000 employees in all 12 roasters and local partners. The company is granting 
leaves of absence and reimbursing employees for the costs of tuition and books 
based on performance in school. 
 
However, the company feels that the need for higher education should be 
promoted in the community at large as well. Honest Coffee Co. has instituted a 
national contest to foster the creative efforts of children. Art awards included gold, 
silver, and bronze cups. 
 
Honest Coffee Co. management has played a major role in explaining the 
company’s policies and duties to the public in the last year. Our management has 
made more than 100 appearances before local civic groups and national 
organizations. They were greeted enthusiastically with many questions and 
suggestions for the company. 
 
It is hoped that in helping meet the needs of many different local and national 
groups, the Honest Coffee Co. can make its biggest contribution to society. 

 
Measured Variable 

Various studies have been conducted on the involvement level through 

manipulation of time in which sooner indicates higher involvement (Petty & Cacioppo, 

1981; Petty & Cacioppo, 1984), or regarding geographic region, in which closer 

indicates higher involvement (Petty & Cacioppo, 1979; Petty & Cacioppo, 1981; Lin, 

2005). Today, however, it seems difficult to manipulate involvement simply based on 

differentiating geographical messages because of globalized world and the 
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characteristics of the diversity of the country. Also, previous literature found that 

manipulating participants’ involvement as high or low was confusing, even though the 

two groups’ involvement levels were significantly different from each other in terms of 

statistical significance. For example, Petty, Kasmer, Haugtvedt, and Cacioppo (1987) 

stated that low/high involvement manipulation generated a moderate/high involvement 

level in Chaiken’s (1980) study, and in another study, the low/ high involvement 

condition actually generated a low/moderate involvement level (Petty et al., 1987). To 

prevent this, in this study, participants’ involvement level was measured with 

Zaichkowsky’s (1994) 10 items of Personal Involvement Inventory (PII). 

Main Experiment Procedures 

This study adopted an online experiment with a national consumer panel based in 

the United States, called uSamp (United Sample, Inc.). This method was chosen 

because most previous empirical studies in the CSR literature were done with student 

samples. The current study aimed to analyze broader publics’ responses to the CSR 

message rather than students’ reactions. Online experimentation is becoming popular 

because of the pervasive use of the Internet and ease with which researchers can 

recruit participants; thus, many social science research projects are conducted using 

this method (Ballard & Prine, 2002; Schonlau, Fricker, & Elliot, 2002; Wimmer & 

Dominick, 2006). 

Participants 

Emails containing a link to the online experiment created with Qualtrics were 

distributed to 234 participants in the United States between June 8 and June 11, 2011 

by the consumer panel uSamp. Among the 234 participants, 157 completed the 

questionnaires and received a dollar monetary compensation from the panel company. 
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The 42 people who failed the manipulation check were excluded from the data analysis. 

A total of 115 participants’ responses were used for the hypothesis testing. 

Descriptive Statistics 

The sample consisted of more females than males: 75.7% were female and 24.3% 

were male (n=115). People of various age groups participated in the experiment: 0.9% 

were between 18 and 19; 23.5%, 20 and 24; 27.8%, 25 and 34; 22.6%, 35 and 44, 

13.9%, 45 and 55; and 8.7%, 55 and 64. Those 65 and older constituted 1.7% of the 

sample (n=114). Annual salary was also reported: 47% of participants reported their 

salary as falling in the range $0-$25,000; 22.6%, $25,001-&50,000; 14.8%, $50,001-

$75,000; 8.7%, $75,001-$100,000; 2.6%, $100,001-$125,000; 0.9%, $125,001-

$150,000; and 1.7%, $175,001-$200,000 (n=113). In terms of ethnicity, Caucasians 

dominated the sample: 81.7% were Caucasian; 6.1%, African American; 5.2%, 

Hispanic; 4.3%, Asian , and 1.8%, Native American and other (n=114). In terms of 

educational level, 23.5% reported that they had obtained a high school diploma or less; 

66.9%, a college (2- or 4-year) degree; and 9.5%, a higher or professional degree (e.g., 

JD and MD) (n=115). Table 3-3 provides the descriptive statistics of subjects. 

Once the participants agreed to participate in the experiment, they were asked to 

complete a questionnaire to evaluate their involvement level with respect to coffee 

products. The scale used for measuring involvement was Zaichkowsky’s (1994). Then, 

they were randomly assigned to one of the two conditions (presence or absence of a 

CSR logo) regardless of their involvement levels. Participants were divided into two 

groups based on their involvement scores later in the analysis of the data. The form of 

the stimulus was a fictitious coffee corporation’s annual report. Afterward, they were 
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asked to write down their cognitive responses and to respond to several dependent 

measures.  

Measures 

Involvement 

In this study, involvement was measured using Zaichkowsky’s (1994) 10-item 

Personal Involvement Inventory (PII) with semantic differential scales. The PII was 

developed to measure ―the motivational state of involvement‖ (Zaichkowsky, 2004, p. 

59) in various contexts and has been confirmed to measure product involvement 

(Zaichkowsky, 2004). The 10 items were evaluated using a 7-point semantic differential 

scale: ―important-unimportant,‖ ―boring-interesting,‖ ―relevant-irrelevant,‖ ―exciting-

unexciting,‖ ―means nothing-means a lot to me,‖ ―appealing-unappealing,‖ ―fascinating-

mundane,‖ ―worthless-valuable,‖ ―involving-uninvolving,‖ and ―not needed-needed.‖ The 

questions were anchored by the following: ―To me, coffee is …‖ The Cronbach’s α for 

the 10 items was .98. (Table 3-4). 

Dependent Variables 

After being exposed to the stimulus, each participant was asked to evaluate how 

they perceived the message through seven cognitive responses. Then they were asked 

to answer five questions regarding their perceptions of CSR, five about their attitude 

toward the company, and six about their behavioral intention. 

Cognitive responses 

The participants were asked to write down the thoughts they had while exposed to 

the stimulus. This method of cognitive response measurement has been used 

extensively in the literature (Miniard, Bhatla, Lord, Dickson, & Unnava, 1991; Petty & 

Cacioppo, 1979, 1984, 1986a; Priester & Petty, 2003). Participants in each condition 
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were asked to list all the thoughts they had after reading the stimulus. Seven open-

ended questions were used to guide participants. The questions were anchored by the 

following: ―Please list the thoughts, ideas, and images that you had while looking at the 

annual report. Write your thoughts in the seven boxes—one thought per box—and use 

only as many boxes as needed to include all the thoughts you can recall.‖ Therefore, 

805 thoughts were obtained in this manner. Two trained independent judges coded the 

subjects’ thoughts into four categories: support/positive responses (e.g., ―sounds like 

the company benefits society at large‖), counter/negative responses (e.g., ―self-

promoting‖), neutral response (e.g., ―growing company sales‖), and irrelevant responses 

(e.g., ―Hey, the Red Sox game is starting‖), following a method used in a recent study to 

measure participants’ cognitive response to stimuli (Raju, Unnava, & Montgomery, 

2009a, 2009b). To ensure inter-coder reliability, Krippendorff’s alpha reliability test was 

used among others (e.g., Bennett et al.’s S, Scott’s Pi, and Cohen’s Kappa), since 

Krippendorff's alpha estimates judgments regardless of the level of measurement, the 

number of judges, or missing values (Hayes & Krippendorff, 2007; Krippendorff, 1970, 

2004).  

There was a 94.53% agreement between coders (Krippendorff’s α = .91), and 

disagreements were resolved through discussion (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986b; Raju et al., 

2009a, 2009b). After coding all 805 thoughts, support/positive responses accounted for 

42% (n=338); counter/negative responses, for 8.3 % (n=67); neutral responses, for 

12.4% (n=100); and irrelevant responses, for 37.3% (n=300). Finally, the mean number 

of support/positive responses was used as a dependent variable. Table 3-5 provides 

examples of cognitive responses. 
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Perceived CSR 

As a CSR evaluation measurement, this study follows Lin’s (2005) perceived CSR 

scale; five items on a seven-point Likert scale, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly 

agree) were adopted. These five items are as follows: (a) ―this company believes in 

environmental commitment‖, (b) ―this company is likely to follow environment-friendly 

rules and policies‖, (c) ―this company is highly concerned about environmental issues‖, 

(d) ―this company is highly involved in community activities‖, and (e) ―this company is 

genuinely concerned about public welfare‖. The Cronbach’s α for the 5 items of 

perceived CSR scale was .94. (Table 3-4). 

Attitude toward the corporation 

To measure the participants’ attitude to the corporation after they were exposed to 

the message, the five Reeves and Ferguson-DeThorne (1980)’s attitude questions on a 

seven-point scale were used: ―How trustworthy do you feel this company is?‖ (very 

trustworthy/not at all trustworthy) ―Would you believe the information this company 

presents through its logo?‖ (very much/not very much) ―Would you like to see this 

company located in your community?‖ (very much/not very much)―Do you like this 

company’s philosophy of business?‖ (very much/not very much) ―Do you feel that this 

company has contributed to the public interest?‖ (very much/not very much). The 

Cronbach’s α for the 5 items of attitude scale was .97. (Table 3-4). 

Behavior intention 

Six behavior intention questions were asked to the participants using a 7-point 

Likert scale, from 1 (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The Cronbach’s α for a 

total of 6 items was .95. The first four questions follow the Reeves and Ferguson-

DeThorne (1980) hypothetical behavior questions: ―If you had enough money, would 
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you invest in this company?‖ ―If you needed this company’s product, would you be likely 

to buy it over other similar products?‖ ―Would you like to work on a community project 

with representatives from this company?‖ ―Would you like to work for this company?‖ 

In addition, two Lyon and Cameron (2004) behavior intention measures that were 

not covered in the Reeves and Ferguson-DeThorne (1980) study were added. These 

are as follows: ―Would you recommend the company’s products to a friend looking for a 

similar product?‖ ―Would you like to request more information about this company’s 

products?‖ (Table 3-4). 
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Table 3-1. Results of reliability check conducted in pretest1 

 Number of items Cronbach’s α 

Involvement 10 .96 
Perceived CSR 5 .94 
Attitude 5 .95 
Behavior Intention 6 .91 

 

Table 3-2. Means and standard deviations of logo familiarity  

CSR logos Mean SD 

Energy Star 3.56 .89 
USDA Organic 3.43 1.48 
Food Alliance 2.03 .97 
Fair Trade 2.00 1.42 
Marine Stewardship 1.55 1.22 
California Sustainable Winegrowing Alliance 1.55 .79 
Rainforest 1.50 .85 
Forest Stewardship Council 1.28 .91 
Salmon Safe 1.18 .49 
Birds Friendly 1.18 .49 
FishWise 1.16 .49 
Demeter 1.15 .49 
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Table 3-3. Descriptive statistics for demographics of participants 

Items N % 

Gender   
Female 87 75.7 
Male 28 24.3 

Age   
18-19 1 .9 
20-24 27 23.7 
25-34 32 28.1 
35-44 26 22.8 
45-54 16 14 
55-64 10 8.8 
65+ 2 1.8 

Annual salary   
$0-$25,000 54 47 
$25,001-&50,000 26 22.6 
$50,001-$75,000 17 14.8 
$75,001-$100,000 10 8.7 
$100,001-$125,000 3 2.6 
$125,001-$150,000 1 .9 
$175,001-$200,000 2 1.7 

Ethnicity   
Caucasian 94 81.7 
African American 7 6.1 
Hispanic 6 5.2 
Asian 5 4.3 
Native American and other 2 1.8 

Education   
High school or less 27 23.5 
2- or 4- college 77 66.9 
Higher/professional degree 11 9.5 

 

Table 3-4. Results of reliability check in main test  

 Number of items Cronbach’s α 

Involvement 10 .98 
Perceived CSR 5 .94 
Attitude 5 .97 
Behavior Intention 6 .95 
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Table 3-5. Key statistics of cognitive responses and example 

Support / positive Counter / negative Neutral Irrelevant 
 

42 (%) (n=338) 
 

8.3 (%) (n=67) 
 

12.4 (%) (n=100) 
 

37.3 (%) (n=300) 

―I would be proud to 
buy/use this 
coffee‖ 

―Self promoting‖ ―USDA Organic‖ ―Hey, the red sox 
game is starting‖ 
 

―Wow, I love to see 
a company that 
cares about the 
greater good!‖ 

―Cocky‖ ―12 roasters‖ ―None‖ 

―This is a good 
company.‖ 

―Another company 
playing off social 
issues to make a 
buck‖ 

―PBS stations‖ ―Can’t recall‖ 

―Small companies 
seem to make 
more effort.‖ 

―Sick and tired of 
these big 
companies 
making all the 
money‖ 

―Its stocks are 1.60 
a share‖ 

―Supply and 
demand‖ 
 

―Impressed with 
their 
philanthropy‖ 

―It was ok not vey 
interesting to me‖ 

―Coffee‖ ―Don’t like coffee‖ 

―Supporting higher 
education for 
their employees 
is admirable.‖ 

―That the message 
was a lot of fluff‖ 

―Education‖ ―I picture a business 
like Starbucks‖ 

―My first thought 
was that's nice 
that they're trying 
to be 
responsible‖ 

―I just don't believe 
that a company 
would pay for it's 
employees 
college‖ 

―I wonder if organic 
could also mean 
sustainable 
farming.‖ 

 

―Happy to hear of 
involvement of 
company‖ 

―Corporate 
statements are 
boring‖ 

―Management has 
been involved in 
community 
events‖ 
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULT 

Manipulation Check 

At the end of the experiment, participants were asked to answer the following two 

manipulation check questions: (a) ―Did you see one of the following logos in the annual 

report? If yes, please select the one you saw in the annual report. If you did not see any 

logos, select no.‖ In this section, three logos (Rainforest Alliance, USDA logo, Forest 

Stewardship Council) and an option for ―No, I did not see any logos‖ were presented; (b) 

―Did you see the following logo in the annual report? The USDA logo was presented, 

and they were asked to select yes or no. These manipulation check questions were 

developed based on the pretests. 

The first manipulation check question, asking people to select the logo they saw if 

they saw one or to select no if they did not see one, was answered correctly by 67% of 

the logo existence condition participants, while 89.7% of the logo absence condition 

participants answered correctly (n=157). For the second yes or no question that asked 

whether the participants saw the USDA logo (presenting the USDA logo), 73.4% of the 

logo existence condition participants and 84.4% of the logo absence condition 

participants responded correctly. In addition, 16.6% of the total participants (n=157) 

gave incorrect responses to both questions, and approximately 73.2% of the 

participants gave correct responses to both manipulation questions (n=157). Finally, 42 

participants (26.8%) who failed on the manipulation check were eliminated. Therefore, a 

total of 115 participants’ responses were used in the hypothesis testing. 
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Categorization of Involvement 

For the involvement factor, participants were divided into two categories through 

split at the median (Mdn = 5, the median value of averaged involvement). Half of the 

participants were coded as high involvement when their averaged involvement score 

were higher than 5. And the remaining half was categorized as the low involvement 

group. This way, the two groups were evenly divided. As a result, 57 participants were 

categorized as part of the high involvement group, and 58 participants were categorized 

as part of the low involvement group. (Table 4-1). 

There are several justifications for adopting the median split method in this study. 

First of all, this research not only tested the main effects of the CSR logo, but it also 

examined the interaction effects of involvement and the CSR logo. When testing the 

interaction effect, ANOVA was considered as the traditional method (DeCoster, Iselin, & 

Gallucci, 2009). To perform ANOVA, researchers need to transform the continuous 

variables into dichotomized variables. This method is widely used in social sciences, 

psychology, and marketing (DeCoster et al., 2009; Irwin & McClelland, 2003). Secondly, 

researchers argued that ANOVA results using dichotomized independent variables and 

the result of regression with continuous independent variables induce the same 

conclusion; additionally, ANOVA facilitates the presentation of results, for example, by 

displaying mean scores (DeCoster et al., 2009). DeCoster et al. (2009) mentioned that 

ANOVA and regression results may draw the same conclusions, but that there are 

exceptions. Therefore, additional multiple regressions were performed to check the 

results and to provide a more valid conclusion. 
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Hypothesis Testing 

Participants were fairly evenly distributed over the two conditions. For the logo 

existence condition, a total of 51 participants (low involvement = 23, and high 

involvement = 28) were assigned. For the logo absence condition, a total of 64 

participants (low involvement = 35, and high involvement = 29) were assigned. (Table 4-

1). The general linear model and t-tests were used to test hypotheses 1a–d and 2a–d. 

Hypothesis 1 

H1 a–d predicted that the logo existence of the message would lead to more 

favorable (a) perceived CSR evaluation, (b) attitude toward the corporation, (c) behavior 

intention, and (d) cognitive response. The results indicated that the logo had a 

significant effect on perceived CSR, F (1, 111) = 8.94, p < .01, η2 = .07; attitude toward 

the corporation, F (1, 111) = 4.39, p < .05, η2 = .04; and behavior intention, F (1, 111) = 

4.00, p < .05, η2 = .03. However, there was no such main effect on cognitive response, 

F (1, 111) = 1.51, p = .22, η2 = .01. (Table 4-2). 

When the participants were exposed to the corporate annual report containing a 

CSR logo, they perceived that the corporation had better CSR activities than one with a 

CSR logo absence message (Mlogo = 5.82, SD = .17 vs. Mno logo = 5.16, SD = .15, p 

<.01); their attitude toward the corporation improved when the logo was present (Mlogo = 

5.76, SD = .18 vs. Mno logo = 5.26, SD = .16, p <.05); and their behavior intention was 

higher when the message contained a CSR logo (Mlogo = 5.21, SD = .20 vs. Mno logo = 

4.68, SD = 0.18, p <.05). Mean differences between CSR logo existence and CSR logo 

absence conditions were not found in cognitive response (Mlogo = 3.21, SD = .32 vs. Mno 

logo = 2.67, SD = .29, p = .22). Table 4-3 provides summary of means.  
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Therefore, H1a, H1b, and H1c were supported, as the CSR logo presence 

message generated a more favorable perceived CSR evaluation, a more positive 

attitude, and more behavior intention toward the corporation than the CSR logo absence 

message; conversely, H1d was not supported. 

Hypothesis 2 

H2a–d predicted that there would be an interaction effect between the logo 

manipulation and the participants’ involvement level. This means that logo presence or 

absence would not greatly affect the high involvement group’s evaluation of CSR, 

attitude, behavior intention, or cognitive thought responses, while it would significantly 

affect the evaluation made by the low involvement group. No interaction effect was 

found on perceived CSR, F (1, 111) = .00, p = .99, η2 = .00, attitude toward the 

corporation, F (1, 111) = 1.80, p = .18, η2 = .02, behavior intention, F (1, 111) = .21, p = 

.65, η2 = .00, or cognitive response, F (1, 111) = .41, p = .53, η2 = .00. (Table 4-2). 

However, interesting patterns were observed in attitude toward the corporation, 

behavior intention, and cognitive response. Several t-tests were also conducted to 

check mean differences. As it shows on the Figure 4-2, the mean difference between 

those exposed to the CSR logo and the no-logo group was significantly different in the 

low involvement group (Mlogo = 5.88, SD = .27 vs. Mno logo = 5.05, SD = .22, t = 2.96, p = 

.002), while it was not significantly different in the high involvement group (Mlogo = 5.66, 

SD = .24 vs. Mno logo = 5.47, SD = .24, t = .46, p = .32) in attitude toward the corporation. 

Also, in behavior intention, the mean difference between those exposed to the CSR 

logo and the no-logo group was significantly different in the low involvement group 

(Mlogo = 5.18, SD = .30 vs. Mno logo = 4.52, SD = .24, t = 2.19, p = .02), but in the high 
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involvement group there was no difference (Mlogo = 5.24, SD = .27 vs. Mno logo = 4.82, SD 

= .26, t = .93, p = .18). (Table 4-3 and Figure 4-3).  

However, the opposite pattern was found in cognitive response. As shown in 

Figure 4-4, the high involvement group’s mean difference between the logo presence 

and absence conditions was found at marginal level (Mlogo = 3.50, SD = .44 vs. Mno logo = 

2.69, SD = .23, t = .1.33, p = .09), but there was no difference among the low 

involvement group (Mlogo = 2.91, SD = .48 vs. Mno logo = 2.66, SD = .39, t = .41, p = .34). 

(Table 4-3 and Figure 4-4). 

In terms of perceived CSR, however, no such pattern was found. As shown in 

Figure 4-1, the mean differences were significant for both groups (low involvement 

group: Mlogo = 5.64, SD = .24 vs. Mno logo = 4.97, SD = .20, t = 2.17, p = .02); and high 

involvement group: Mlogo = 6.00, SD = .22 vs. Mno logo = 5.35, SD = .22, t = 2.06, p = .02). 

Therefore, H2b and H2c were supported and H2a and H2d were not supported. In 

terms of H2d, opposite direction was found that for high involvement group the logo 

generated more positive effects. Figure 4-1, Figure 4-2, Figure 4-3, and Figure 4-4 show 

these patterns. 

Additional Findings 

The high involvement group tends to generate a more positive response regarding 

the perceived CSR than the low involvement group. The results indicated a main effect 

of involvement on the perceived CSR at nearly significant level, F (1, 111) = 2.91, p = 

.05, η2 = .02. This means that high coffee involvement individuals evaluate a coffee 

corporation’s CSR activities more positively than low involvement individuals (Mhigh inv = 

5.68, SD = .16 Mlow inv = 5.30, SD = .16), regardless of logo presence or absence. 

However, there were no such main effects were found on other dependent variables 
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such as attitude toward the corporation, behavior intention and cognitive responses. 

(Table 4-2). 

Multiple Regressions 

Although median splits are widely used in the areas of social sciences to create 

categorical variables from continuous variables, they have been criticized (DeCoster et 

al., 2009; Irwin & McClelland, 2003). Several scholars argued that median splits reduce 

the power of the effects; therefore, regression analysis was suggested for continuous 

variables (Aiken & West, 1991; Irwin & McClelland, 2003). Further, a series of multiple 

linear regression analyses were conducted to check the interaction effects of the two 

independent variables on subjects’ perceived CSR, attitude toward the corporation, 

behavior intention, and cognitive responses, as well as their main effects.  

Originally, the CSR logo variable was categorical due to the fact that it was 

manipulated as a presence vs. absence condition. Therefore, the CSR logo variable has 

been recoded into dummy variables (logo = 1, no logo = 0) for regression analysis. Also, 

subjects’ involvement score was used for another predictor for the multiple regression 

analysis. To check interaction effect, variables were computed through the value of 

involvement mean score by the logo condition. 

The results of the multiple regressions indicated there were no interaction effects 

of involvement and conditions on perceived CSR (R2 = .13, F (1, 111) = .05, p = .82), 

attitude toward the corporation (R2 = .06, F (1, 111) = 1.14, p = .29), behavior intention 

(R2 = .06, F (1, 111) = .17, p = .68), and cognitive responses (R2 = .03, F (1, 111) = .00, 

p = .99).  

However, there were significant effects of the involvement levels and conditions on 

perceived CSR (R2 = .13, F (1, 112) = 9.01, p < .05). It was found that involvement 
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levels significantly predicted subjects’ perceived CSR evaluation (β = .22, p < .05), as 

did CSR logo condition (β = .27, p < .05). Therefore, an unstandardized equation of the 

model was created: 

Y’ = 4.581 + 0.132Xinvolvement + 0.649Conditionlogo  

Following, two groups’ unstandardized equations were created. For the logo condition:  

Y’ = 4.581 + 0.132Xinvolvement + 0.649 (1) 

Y’ = 5.23 + 0.132X 

For no logo condition:  

Y’ = 4.581 + 0.132Xinvolvement + 0.649 (0) 

Y’ = 4.581 + 0.132X 

The results indicated that the involvement level and the CSR logo are significant 

predictor for generating better perceived CSR evaluation among the subjects. The 

Figure 4-5 shows the regression line illustrating the main effects. 

No significant main effect of involvement was found on attitude toward the 

corporation (R2 = .01, F (1, 113) = 1.33, p = .25); only the CSR logo had a significant 

main effect in terms of attitude toward the corporation (R2 = .05, F (1, 112) = 4.2, p < 

.05,). The presence of the CSR logo significantly predicted subjects’ attitude toward the 

corporation (β = .19).  

No significant main effect of involvement was found on behavior intention (R2 = 

.02, F (1, 113) = 2.76, p = .10), while only marginal main effect of the CSR logo were 

found in terms of behavior intention (R2 = .06, F (1, 112) = 3.84, p = .05). The presence 

of the CSR logo marginally predicted subjects’ behavior intention (β = .18). 
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No significant main effects of involvement (R2 = .02, F (1, 113) = 2.20, p = .14) and 

CSR logo were found on cognitive response (R2 = .03, F (1, 112) = 1.42, p = .24). 

Therefore, these two variables were not predictors of subjects’ cognitive responses.   

 

  



 

83 

Table 4-1. Distribution of sample 

 CSR Logo  
 Presence Absence Total 

High involvement  28 29 57 
Low involvement 23 35 58 
Total 51 64 115 

 

Table 4-2. A summary of Univariate F-values for the dependent variables 

Dependent variable CSR logo Involvement CSR logo X 
Involvement 

Perceived CSR F = 8.94** F = 2.91 F = .00 
Attitude F = 4.39* F = .18 F = 1.80 
Behavior Intention F = 4.00* F = .45 F = .21 
Cognitive response F = 1.51 F = .51 F = .41 

Note: * p < .05. 
** p < .01 
df = 1/111 
 
Table 4-3. Means and standard deviations for perceived CSR, attitude to the 

corporation, behavior intention, and cognitive responses by CSR logo 
manipulation and involvement level. 

Dependent variables 
Involvement 

level 
CSR Logo  

Presence Absence Total 
  M (SD) M (SD) M (SD) 

Perceived CSR High 6.01 (1.02) 5.35 (1.35) 5.67 (1.24) 
 Low 5.63 (0.84) 4.97 (1.29) 5.23 (1.17) 
 Total 5.84 (.96) 5.14 (1.32) 5.45 (1.22) 
Attitude High 5.65 (1.47) 5.47 (1.49) 5.56 (1.46) 
 Low  5.87 (.90) 5.05 (1.11) 5.37(1.11) 
 Total 5.75 (1.24) 5.24 (1.30) 5.45 (1.29) 
Behavior Intention High  5.24 (1.75) 4.83 (1.56) 5.03 (1.66) 
 Low  5.18 (.93) 4.53 (1.21) 4.79 (1.15) 
 Total 5.21 (1.42) 4.66 (1.38) 4. 90 (1.42) 
Cognitive response High 3.5 (2.46) 2.69 (2.12) 3.09 (2.30) 
 Low 2.91 (2.13) 2.66 (2.42) 2.76 (2.30) 
 Total 3.24 (2.31) 2.67(2.28) 2.92 (2.30) 
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Figure 4-1. Perceived CSR by condition and involvement 

 

 
Figure 4-2. Attitude toward the corporation by condition and involvement 
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Figure 4-3. Behavior intention by condition and involvement 

   

 
Figure 4-4. Cognitive responses by condition and involvement 



 

86 

 

  
 
Figure 4-5. The regression lines of CSR logo and involvement on perceived CSR 
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CHAPTER 5 
DISCUSSION 

This chapter presents the results of the experiment described in Chapter 4. The 

chapter contains a summary of the findings, conclusions related to the hypotheses, and 

a discussion of implications for both public relations and practitioners. It concludes with 

a discussion of the study’s limitations and suggestions for future research. 

Summary of Key Findings 

The present study provides information useful for corporations when 

communicating their CSR activities to publics. It examined the effect of a CSR logo in 

corporate communication among various publics in the United States. It presented the 

responses of both high and low involvement participants to messages that did or did not 

contain a CSR logo. Specifically, to explore how high and low involvement participants 

processed the message, the study measured their evaluation of CSR activities, their 

attitude toward the corporation, their hypothetical behavioral intention (i.e., purchase, 

recommend, and/or invest), and their cognitive response. The results show that the 

CSR logo had a significant impact on participants’ perception of CSR, attitude toward 

the corporation, and behavioral intention, but not on their cognitive response. In general, 

the message containing the CSR logo was more effective than the message without in 

terms of participants’ evaluation of CSR, attitude toward the corporation, and behavioral 

intention whether the participants’ involvement level was high or low. 

No interaction effect was observed between the presence or absence of the CSR 

logo and participants’ level of involvement (i.e., high or low). The results indicated, 

however in terms of attitude toward the corporation and the participants’ behavior 

intention were significantly impacted by the presence of the CSR logo among low 
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involvement group; while high involved participants’ were not affected by the CSR logo 

on their attitude and behavior intention. Moreover, in terms of cognitive response, high-

involved participants were more affected by the logo presence and created more 

favorable thoughts; while for a low involved group there was no difference.   

Furthermore, the CSR logo was effective when it was shown to the high 

involvement group in terms of perception of CSR, but not attitude toward the 

corporation, behavioral intention, and cognitive response.  

Hypothesis 1 

Hypothesis 1a-d predicted that the CSR logo would have a significant impact on 

(a) perception of CSR, (b) attitude toward the corporation, (c) behavioral intention, and 

(d) cognitive response. The results confirmed that the CSR logo had a significant impact 

on all dependent variables except for cognitive response. The effect of the CSR logo 

observed in this experiment was consistent with previous research. One of the most 

recent studies examining the effect of CSR logos is Board et al.’s (2010) Green Seal 

logo study, which showed that the Green Seal logo had a significant impact on 

purchase intention. Board et al. (2010) reported that regardless of the quality of the 

argument or the credibility of the logo, the logo’s presence increased the recipients’ 

purchase intention.   

Eta-squared (η2 ) is one measures of effect size for ANOVA (Levine & Hullett, 

2002). It can be calculated following the formula of SSeffect / SStotal (Pearson, 1911). 

SPSS only presents the partial eta squared, however it displays the corrected total 

variance and the effect variance. Therefore, the eta squared could be calculated based 

on that (Becker, 1999). Eta-squared (η2) of each dependent variable were: perceived 

CSR (η2 = .07), attitude toward the corporation (η2 = .05), behavior intention (η2 = .03). 
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According to Green and Salkind (2008), η2 = .01 is considered as small, .06 as medium, 

.14 as a large effect sizes. Therefore, the results of the main effects of CSR logo in this 

study could be considered as medium effect or less.  

Hypothesis 2 

Hypothesis 2a-d predicted an interaction effect between presence or absence of a 

CSR logo and level of involvement in terms of (a) perceptions of CSR, (b) attitude 

toward the corporation, (c) behavioral intention, and (d) cognitive response. 

Traditionally, a CSR logo is considered a peripheral cue (Jun et al., 2008; Perloff, 2010). 

Peripheral cues generally assist low involvement participants in message processing. 

People who think heuristically are usually less affected by argument quality than by 

heuristic cues, for example, attractiveness is more important than message contents 

(Todorov et al., 2002). Thus, for low involvement participants, the presence or absence 

of a heuristic cue (e.g., a CSR logo) would make a greater difference on their message 

processing than on high involvement participants. However, no significant interaction 

effect was observed from Univariate ANOVAs and multiple regressions analysis in this 

study.  

Nevertheless, several t-tests indicated that H2 was partially supported. In terms of 

attitude toward the corporation and behavior intention, the low involvement group was 

affected by the CSR logo meaning that they generated more favorable responses while 

the high involvement group was not affected by the presence of the CSR logo. 

Therefore, the H2 was partially supported. Interestingly, about the H2d, opposite result 

from the prediction was found that the high involvement group was more affected by the 

CSR logo in terms of the cognitive response meaning that they generated more positive 
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thoughts when they were exposed to the CSR logo message. Meanwhile, for a low 

involvement group, the CSR logo did not affect their cognitive thought responses.  

The results from multiple linear regressions confirmed the main effects of CSR 

logo on perceived CSR and attitude toward the corporation. This was consistent with 

the results from GLM. Additionally, nearly significant main effects of CSR logo on the 

behavior intention (p = .05). However, this was slight different from the GLM results that 

found significant main effects of CSR logo on behavior intention (p < .05). As same as 

the results from GLM, there was no main effect of CSR logo on the cognitive thought 

responses. Therefore, slight difference was found between GLM and regression 

analyses in terms of the main effect on behavior intention, while other results were 

consistent in terms of testing main effects of CSR logo.  

Another finding from the regressions showed that there was main effect of the 

involvement in terms of perceived CSR. This means that when subjects’ involvement is 

high, they generated more positive evaluation of CSR. However, results from ANOVA 

indicated that there was main effect of the CSR logo on perceived CSR at marginal 

level (p = .05). Here, ANOVA using dichotomization variable generated nonsignificant 

value while it was significant when it was treated as continuous variable. This was the 

one consideration of Irwin and McClelland (2003) who suggested that you should avoid 

the dichotomization of the continuous variables. However, as previously mentioned, 

regression also generated negative consequences that main effects of CSR logo on 

behavior intention was nonsignificant value while it was significant from ANOVA.  
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Both analyses indicated that interaction effects of the involvement and the CSR 

logo were not found on perceived CSR, attitude to the corporation, behavior intention, 

and cognitive responses.  

Although, there were slight differences in results found from the two analyses, 

overall results were consistent each other. And the differences seemed not to be critical 

problems because the nonsignificant p-value were .05 and it may be considered as 

nearly significant. 

Theoretical Implications 

The results of this study have several theoretical implications for CSR and the 

design of effective corporate communications. First, much empirical research in the 

social sciences has focused more on a message’s argument and less on subsidiary 

components (Mitchell, 1986). In addition, several empirical studies on CSR 

communications also tested message contents such as argument quality (Liao, 1992) 

and message sidedness (Lin, 2005). Nevertheless, in real life, pictures play as 

important a role as verbal communication (Wyer et al., 2008). Fortunately, scholarly 

interest in the role of visual components crafted to boost message effectiveness has 

been growing. However, few studies have done so in the context of CSR. Hence, the 

current study contributed to the CSR literature by testing the CSR logo as a visual 

component for leveraging a message’s effectiveness.  

Secondly, the concept of CSR emerged in the late 1800s (Clark, 2000), and 

researchers have worked to conceptualize the theory since. Empirical studies of CSR 

are easily found in the literature on marketing, but not in the literature on public 

relations. Accordingly, McWilliams et al. (2006) called for further development of CSR 

research: ―Unfortunately, for both academicians and practitioners, the analysis of CSR 
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is still embryonic, and thus theoretical frameworks, measurement, and empirical 

methods have not yet been resolved‖ (p. 2). Communicating about CSR activities is as 

important as the activities themselves, since CSR directly involves both the corporation 

and the stakeholders (Bowie, 1991). So scholars must conduct more empirical research 

to determine ways to effectively communicate with stakeholders. In this sense, the 

present study makes a valuable contribution to the CSR literature by linking practice 

and theory.  

The HSM could explain the CSR logo’s effectiveness (regarding H1). For high 

involvement participants, who incorporate all information in the message, a heuristic cue 

boosts a message’s effectiveness when the both argument and heuristic cue are 

congruent (Todorov et al., 2002). In contrast, low involvement participants use shortcuts 

to process information and are less likely to think. Here, peripheral cues provide clues 

for quick decision making. Therefore, subsidiary information (i.e., the USDA logo) 

assists in their information processing. Therefore the CSR logo increased the 

effectiveness of the message for both high and low involvement people. However, this 

study focused simply on identifying the effect of a CSR logo. Determining the specific 

reason for its effectiveness is hence beyond this study’s purview.   

 H2 was partially supported in this research using t-tests. Only H2b and H2c were 

supported that low involvement group was affected by the CSR logo in their attitude 

formation and behavior intention. The results found here confirmed the ELM argument 

that low involvement subjects are more influenced by peripheral cues. Petty and 

Cacioppo (1981) argued that for high involvement participants, argument quality has a 

greater impact on persuasion. In contrast, for low involvement participants, peripheral 
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cues (e.g., source credibility) significantly influenced persuasion. Petty et al. (1983) also 

confirmed that peripheral cues (e.g., endorsement) had more impact on low involvement 

participants’ attitude formation, while central cues (e.g., argument quality) influenced 

high involvement participants’ attitude greatly.  

In terms of cognitive responses (H2d), different from the prediction, the heuristic 

cue (i.e., the CSR logo) was more effective for the high involvement group than a low 

involvement group. The HSM can explain this opposite results from the prediction. 

According to HSM, people utilize both systematic and heuristic processing, although it is 

not always but sometime. Especially, high involvement people tend to scrutinize all the 

information (i.e., message argument, and other subsidiary components) presented in 

the message and generate active thought processing. Todorov et al. (2002) argued that 

when the two cues (the heuristic cue and the argument) are congruent in the message, 

the independent effects of the two cues combine, maximizing the overall effect. 

Therefore, for a high involvement group, effect of heuristic cue can boost the overall 

effect along with the effect of central cue. Based on this logic, one possible reason for 

the results that high involvement group was more affected by the CSR logo presence 

than the low involvement might be that the components of the message adopted in this 

research were congruent. In other words, the argument and the CSR logo were 

convincing each other. Further research is necessary to confirm this possibility.  

However, the t-tests results should be considered carefully because this research 

failed to find the interaction effects of the involvement level and CSR logo from the GLM 

and multiple regressions analyses. Previous studies of ELM manipulated involvement 

levels and found the interaction effects of the involvement. (Petty & Cacioppo,1979, 
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1981; Petty et al., 1983). However, this research did not manipulate the involvement 

level, but treated as a measured variable. This might be one reason for not finding the 

significant interaction effects from both analyses. Future research may manipulate the 

involvement levels and predict the interaction effects. 

Practical Implications 

First of all, this research suggested effective CSR communications using a CSR 

logo for public relations practitioners. Many different corporations have adopted CSR 

programs, today. Corporations must not only conduct CSR activities well but also 

communicate well about those activities. Unfortunately, more than half of the people 

living in the United States find the CSR information corporations provide confusing 

(Cone Inc., 2010). Adopting a CSR logo in corporate communications can help to 

decrease publics’ confusion, as the present study showed that presenting a CSR logo 

alongside a message increases that message’s effectiveness for both high and low 

involvement participants. One advantage of a CSR logo is that it can be understood 

universally due its pictorial components; secondly, it can be used effectively despite 

limited space or time (Kohli et al., 2002). A CSR logo is a quick, effective mode of 

expression showing that the corporation is responsible. It is an indicator of the quality of 

the product as well as the quality of the corporation (Kohli et al., 2002). 

This study is basis on the basic principles of the public relations and ethical 

theories of CSR, it is suggested that the corporation should be transparent on their 

behavior to the publics. So, using a CSR logo should be considered as same context 

meaning that they actually behave responsibly in order to adopt a CSR logo in their 

communication. Of course, obtaining the permission of a CSR logo is no simple task. 

Corporations should follow the guidelines of the certifying organization and should 
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continue to act responsibly so that they can continue to use the CSR logo. For a 

corporation that is not actively engaged in CSR programs, this might be considered a 

cost. However, to maintain a business in society (Davis, 1973), one cannot consider 

CSR an option, but a necessity. If corporations already meet the standards of a 

certifying organization, not using a CSR logo makes their CSR communications less 

effective. Corporations that do meet such standards can boost the effectiveness of their 

communications and thus cultivate a more favorable behavioral intention and attitude 

toward their corporations among various publics by using a CSR logo. Adopting one of 

the widely known CSR logos, such as USDA Organic, can be helpful for a small or new 

corporation. Using well-known CSR logos in corporate advertisements, annual reports, 

and Web sites causes publics to view corporations more favorably. 

A CSR logo is often a form of the certifying organization’s logo and represents the 

organization’s identity. Therefore, a CSR logo can serve as a credible endorsement in 

corporate communication. According to ELM, trustworthy endorsers have a great impact 

on publics’ perceptions of corporations (Priester & Petty, 2003). The current study 

adopted a well-known CSR logo, USDA Organic, promoted by United States 

Department of Agriculture. Since a government-supported CSR label is considered 

more credible than a private label (Banerjee & Solomon, 2003), the effect of the CSR 

logo might be rooted in source credibility. Therefore, a CSR logo promoted by 

government will be effective ways to communicate CSR.  

Lastly, from a stakeholder theory of CSR, this study emphasizes the importance of 

two-way direction of CSR following Bowie (1991). Specifically, not only the corporation 

has the obligation to perform responsibly, but also other stakeholders such as 
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consumers or investors have obligation to support the corporation’s socially responsible 

initiatives by consuming the product or investing the corporation (Bowie, 1991). 

Therefore, this study suggests that providing the CSR logo will be one ways to provide 

an opportunity for various stakeholders’ decision making and supporting the socially 

responsible corporations. 

Limitations 

The present study had limitations. The study adopted an experimental method, 

thereby causing a problem of the artificiality meaning that the setting is different from 

real world situation and lacks external validity (Wimmer & Dominick, 2006). Thus, the 

sample was limited because the experiment was conducted through an online panel. 

The current study recruited various publics rather than just students; however, the 

participants received compensation from the panel company. These might increase the 

motivation of the subjects (Wimmer & Dominick, 2006). Also, the participants were more 

than 70% female, so the sample is not representative of the general population.  

Additionally, even though the study’s stimulus, a fictitious annual report, was 

created carefully, going through several rounds of pretests and modifications, the 

component of the annual report was too simple, reducing external validity. In the real 

world, annual reports contains more components, such as tables, corporate logos, and 

pictures. In this study, the only graphical component was the CSR logo. Moreover, the 

logo presented in the annual report was enlarged; in a real situation it would be smaller. 

The situation might be slightly different from real annual reports. And with all of other 

subsidiary information presented together with the CSR logo, the effect might be 

different from that observed in the current study. However, in this way, the study 
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ensured that participants would respond to the CSR logo and thus eliminated the 

confounding effect of other corporate communication practices.  

Further, participants who did not recognize the CSR logo were excluded from the 

study. This reduced the sample size and thus might have reduced the study’s statistical 

power. In fact, the eta-squared value indicated that the effect sizes were at the medium 

level at large as mentioned earlier. About 30% of the original participants did not 

recognize the CSR logo and failed to correctly answer the manipulation check (n=157). 

However, the dual process model predicts such an occurrence. Systematic processing 

is intentional processing, while heuristics is unself-conscious processing (Chaiken et al., 

1989). Thus, people do not know whether they are affected by heuristics or not. In this 

context, another limitation is that the study could not examine participants’ unconscious 

thoughts or responses, as it relied on self-report. Further, the measurement of other 

dependent variables, such as behavioral intention, were self-reported. This self-report 

might then not correspond to their purchase behavior in real life.  

Recommendations for Future Research  

One of the purposes of this study was to confirm the effect of a CSR logo. The 

findings suggest that it is effective in terms of improving participants’ evaluation of CSR, 

attitude toward the corporation, and behavioral intention. With experimental methods, to 

increase the external validity, studies must be replicable with various participants and in 

various settings (Wimmer & Dominick, 2006). Therefore, this study needs to be 

replicated in the future in different circumstances. 

The study tested the effect of a CSR logo in the context of a corporate annual 

report; however, it will be expanded to various communication outlets. For example, it 
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might be tested in an online communication setting, such as on a corporate Web site, or 

in corporate advertisements, or in the product package.  

The study indicated that the CSR logo affected perceptions of CSR, attitude 

toward the corporation, and behavioral intention. These effects could be explained in 

various ways using the dual processing model. The CSR logo in the message might be 

seen as a credible source or as familiar, thereby generating positive thoughts. Future 

studies could compare high credibility/low credibility and high familiarity/low familiarity 

CSR logos to clearly identify the underlying mechanism of the effect of the CSR logo.  

Also, the fit between CSR activities and corporation category is considered an 

important variable in terms of publics’ evaluation of a corporation’s CSR activities 

(Becker-Olsen et al., 2006; Kim & Ferguson, 2010). Therefore, future researchers 

should explore the fit between product/industry and CSR logo.  

Lastly, this study simply considered the CSR logo a peripheral cue. However, 

other studies argued that a picture or other peripheral cue could be seen as either 

peripheral or central (Miniard et al., 1991). Bone and France (2001) considered a label 

containing information (e.g., a nutrition label) as a central cue. Jun et al. (2008) 

suggested that a text-based logo might be considered a central cue, while a picture-

based logo a peripheral cue. Therefore, further research should examine the specific 

role the CSR logo plays in a message 
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APPENDIX A 
INSTRUMENTAL MANIPULATION 

CSR Logo Presence Condition 
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CSR Logo Absence Condition 
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APPENDIX B 
PRETEST3 LOGOS 
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APPENDIX C 
QUESTIONNAIRE 

In this first section, you will be asked to answer your thoughts related to an object or an 

issue. Please respond to the following statements. 

 

1. Product Involvement 

―To me Coffee is ______‖ 

 

Important 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 
     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 

Unimportant 

   

Boring 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 
     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 

Interesting 

   

Relevant 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 
     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 

Irrelevant 

   

Exciting 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 
     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 

Unexciting 

   

Means nothing 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 
     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 

Means a lot 
to me 

   

Appealing 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 
     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 

Unappealing 

   

Fascinating 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 
     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 

Mundane 

   

Worthless 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 
     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 

Valuable 

   

Involving 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 
     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 

Uninvolving 

   

Not needed 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 
     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 

Needed 
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2. Cognitive Thoughts  

Please list the thoughts, ideas, and images that you had while looking at the annual 

report. And write your thoughts in the seven boxes-one thought per box and use only as 

many boxes as the number of thoughts that you can recall. 

 

 

________________________________________________ 

 

 

________________________________________________ 

 

 

________________________________________________ 

 

 

________________________________________________ 

 

 

________________________________________________ 

 

 

________________________________________________ 

 

 

________________________________________________ 
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3. Perceived CSR  

Please indicate how much you agree or disagree with each of the following statements. 

 

"Honest Coffee Co. ..." 

 

Strongly                                     Strongly  
  Disagree                                        Agree 

 

1. believes in environmental commitment. 
     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 

  

2. is likely to follow environment-friendly 
rules and policies. 

     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 

  

3. is highly concerned about environmental 
issues. 

     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 

  

4. is highly involved in community activities.   
     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 

  

5. is genuinely concerned about public 
welfare. 

     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 
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4. Attitude toward the Company  

Please indicate how you feel about Honest Coffee Co. 

 

Not at all                                         Very  
      Trustworthy                           Trustworthy 
 

1. How trustworthy do you feel this company 
is? 

     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 

  

  

 

Strongly                                     Strongly  
  Disagree                                        Agree 

 
2. Would you believe the information this 

company presents? 

     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 

  

3. Would you like to see this company 
located in your community? 

     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 

  

4. Do you like this company’s philosophy of 
business? 

     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 

  

5. Do you feel that this company has 
contributed to the public interest?   

     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 
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5. Behavior Intention  

Please answer the following questions. 

 

Strongly                                     Strongly  
  Disagree                                        Agree 

 
1. If you had enough money, would you 

invest in this company? 

     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 

  

2. If you needed this company’s product, 
would you be likely to buy it over other 
similar products? 

     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 

  

3. Would you like to work on a community 
project with representatives from this 
company? 

     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 

  

4. Would you like to work for this company? 
     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 

  

5. Would you recommend the company’s 
products to a friend looking for a similar 
product? 

     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 

  

6. Would you like to request more 
information about this company’s 
products? 

     ____:____:____:____:____:____:____ 
        1        2       3       4       5      6       7 
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6. General Information 

In order to effectively evaluate the survey responses, please answer the following 

questions about yourself. 

 

6-1. What is your gender?  

 

□ Male 

□ Female 

 

 

6-2. What is your current age? 

 

□ 18 to 19  

□ 20 to 24 

□ 25 to 34 

□ 35 to 44 

□ 45 to 54  

□ 55 to 64 

□ 65 or over 

 

 

6-3. What is the highest level of education you have completed? 

 

□ Less than High School  

□ High School / GED 

□ Some College 

□ 2-year College Degree 

□ 4-year College Degree 

□ Masters Degree 

□ Doctoral Degree 

□ Professional Degree (JD. MD) 
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6-4. What is your annual salary (including bonuses and commissions) in U.S. 

dollars? 

 

□ $0 - $25,000 

□ $25,001 - $50,000 

□ $50,000 - $75,000 

□ $75,001 - $100,000 

□ $100,001 - $125,000 

□ $125,001 - $150,000 

□ $150,001 - $175,000 

□ $175,001 - $200,000 

□ $200,001 +  

 

 

6-5. What is your ethnicity? 

 

□ White / Caucasian 

□ African American 

□ Hispanic 

□ Asian 

□ Native American 

□ Pacific Islander 

□ Other 
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7. Manipulation Check 

This is the last section of this survey. Now, you will be asked a few questions about the 

annual report you saw before.  

 

7-1. Did you see one of the following logos in the annual report? 

If YES, please choose the correct one you saw in the annual report. If you did NOT see 

any logo, select NO. 

                  

      

 

 

7-2. Did you see a following logo in the annual report? 

 

 

□ Yes   

□ No 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

This is the end of the survey. 
Thank you for your interest and participation in this important study. 

 
You will not be identified individually within the survey, and any information you provide 

will remain strictly anonymous. 
  

No, I did not 
see any logo. 
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APPENDIX D 
UNIVERSITY OF FLORIDA INSTITUTIONAL REVIEW BOARD INFORMED CONSENT 

APPROVAL 

Protocol Submission Form 

UFIRB 02 – Social & Behavioral Research 

Protocol Submission Form 

This form must be typed.  Send this form and the supporting documents to IRB02, PO Box 112250, 
Gainesville, FL 32611.  Should you have questions about completing this form, call 352-392-0433. 

Title of Protocol:   Examining the Effects of Corporate Social Responsibility and the 
Role of Involvement 

 

Principal 
Investigator:   

Young Eun Park UFID #: N/A 

Degree / 
Title: 

Master’s student Mailing Address: (If 
on campus include 
PO Box address): 
N/A 

Email: park@ufl.edu 

Department: Department of Public 
Relations, College of 
Journalism and 
Communications 

Telephone #: N/A 

 

Co-Investigator(s): 
 

 UFID#:  Email:  

 

Supervisor (If PI is 
student): 

Dr. Mary Ann 
Ferguson 

UFID#: N/A 

Degree / 
Title: 
 
 

Ph.D., / Professor Mailing Address:  
N/A 

Email :  

maferguson@jou.ufl.edu 
 

Department: 
 

Department of Public 
Relations, College of 
Journalism and 
Communications  

Telephone #: N/A 

 
 

 

Date of Proposed 
Research: 

From April 15, 2011 to August 15, 2011.   

 

Source of Funding (A copy of the grant 
proposal must be submitted with this protocol if 
funding is involved): 
 

 
Unfunded 
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Scientific Purpose of the Study: 

The study is designed to reveal the effects of corporate social responsibility (CSR) logos 
among American publics. This study will analyze to see how the different product 
involvement level and the CSR logo affect to the participant’s message processing and 
reactions such as attitude and behavior intention to the product and company.  

Therefore, this study will create annual reports of a fictitious corporation that containing 
either CSR logos or not. Also, the product involvement level of participants will be 
measured by asking questions. Applying these findings in the context of CSR theory, 
the proposed research seeks to examine the current communication strategy (using 
CSR logo) is effective or not. This study lays the theoretical groundwork for CSR theory 
and elaboration likelihood model. Therefore, this research will provide theoretical and 
practical implications to this area. 

 

Describe the Research Methodology in Non-Technical Language:  (Explain what will be done with or 
to the research participant.)  
 

To find out the effects of CSR logos, participants will be exposed to either CSR logo 
embedded message or no logo message conditions. Prior to that they will be asked 
questions about product involvement. After they saw the message, they will report their 
feelings and perceptions. The participants of this study will be gathered with national 
panel company in the United States. Upon consenting to take part in the study, 
participants will be asked to view stimuli and fill out a questionnaire to measure their 
perceptions to the company based on ELM literature and CSR literatures, and some 
demographic factors. Participants will be asked to complete the questionnaire 
individually through online, not being observed by one another including researchers or 
others. Also, subjects will be anonymous. In doing so, the privacy of the participants’ 
responses will be protected. Refer to the attached stimuli and questionnaire.  

Describe Potential Benefits:  

Due to national wide participants are essential to this study, the current study will use 
samples from the national panel company. The participants will be received small 
amount of money ($1) from the panel company. 

Describe Potential Risks: (If risk of physical, psychological or economic harm may be involved, describe 
the steps taken to protect participant.) 

The project should not create any physical, psychological or economic risks. Most of the 
scales used in the questionnaire are routinely used by public relations scholars and 
marketing literatures in their experimental research. No risk associated with the 
questions has been reported.  

 

Describe How Participant(s) Will Be Recruited: 

The researcher will employ national consumer panel with online access for its web-
based questionnaires. The participants will receive a small amount of money ($1) in the 
exchange of their participation. A total of 250 participants randomly selected from a 
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national consumer panels operated by leading market research received an email with 
the link to reach stimuli and questionnaires. The sample consisted the United States 
based consumers who have not participated during past two weeks and they rewarded 
small premium ($1) through the panel company  

Maximum 
Number of 
Participants 
(to be 
approached 
with consent) 

250 Age Range 
of 
Participants: 

Adults 
ranges 
from 18-50  

Amount of 
Compensation/ 
course credit: 

No greater than 
$4. 

Describe the Informed Consent Process.  (Attach a Copy of the Informed Consent Document.  See 
http://irb.ufl.edu/irb02/samples.html for examples of consent.) 

The participants will read the posted consent statement. When they agree to participate 
in the survey, they are supposed to click the given link to the survey, indicating their 
willingness to participate. When they decide not to participate, they are supposed to 
click a link to the University of Florida official web site. Refer to the attached consent 
form. Subjects will be anonymous. 

(SIGNATURE SECTION) 

Principal Investigator(s) Signature: 

 

 Date: 

Co-Investigator(s) Signature(s):  Date: 

Supervisor’s Signature (if PI is a 
student): 

 Date: 

Department Chair Signature:  Date: 

 
 

 

  

http://irb.ufl.edu/irb02/samples.html
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Informed Consent 

Protocol Title: Examining the Effects of Corporate Social Responsibility and the Role 

of Involvement 

Please read this consent document carefully before you decide to participate in 

this study. 

Purpose of the research study: The purpose of this study is to examine American 

publics’ responses to the communication from a large corporation. You will be asked 

questions about your perceptions and attitudes to the corporations. 

What you will be asked to do in the study: You will be asked to view a message and 

to indicate your thoughts and feelings about the stimuli in a confidential questionnaire.  

Time required: Less than 15 minutes   

Risks and Benefits: We do not anticipate there will be any risks or direct benefits to 

you as a consequence of your decision to complete the survey. 

Compensation: A small amount of monetary compensation will be given on behalf of 

the experimenter for participating in this study. You will be received a small amount of 

money ($1) from the consumer panel company within 2 weeks. 

Confidentiality: Every person’s answer from this study will remain confidential. No 

names will be used in any part of the study. Your identity will be kept confidential to the 

extent provided by law. 

Voluntary participation: Your participation in this study is entirely voluntary. There is 

no penalty for not participating. You can choose not to answer any question you do not 

wish to answer.   

Right to withdraw from the study: You have the right to withdraw from the study at 

anytime without consequence.  

 

Whom to contact if you have questions about the study:  

Principle Investigator:  
Young Eun Park, Master’s Student 

College of Journalism and Communications 

park@ufl.edu 

Whom to contact about your rights as a research participant in the study: UFIRB 

Office 

IRB02 Office, Box 112250, University of Florida, Gainesville, FL 32611-2250; phone 

392-0433 
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Agreement: I have read the document stating the procedures to be used and 

followed in this study. I have received a copy of informed consent and AGREE to 

participate in the study. 
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