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Supervisor: Wei-Na Lee 

Since the early days of corporate societal marketing, managers and researchers 

alike have considered perceived marketer motives as a key factor in eliciting positive 

consumer response. However, little is known as to how the perception of marketer 

motives is formed. This dissertation research looks into a number of factors that may 

influence the process of perceived marketer motives formation. In particular, the roles of 

corporate societal marketing type, cognitive capacity, ad skepticism, and cause-

involvement are examined. In addition, the underlying structure of perceived marketer 

motives is also explored. 

The results showed that the effect of corporate societal marketing type on 

perceived marketer motives was not significant. Cognitive capacity did have a significant 

effect that subjects with unconstrained cognitive capacity perceived higher community-

oriented motives than those with constrained cognitive capacity. The effect of ad 

skepticism was equivocal. Ad skepticism had a significant effect on perceived marketer 

motives in Study 1, but not in Study 2. The key methodological difference between the 
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two studies is that ad skepticism was measured along with other constructs in Study 1 

whereas it was measured two weeks prior to the lab experiment in Study 2. Cause-

involvement had no significant effect on perceived marketer motives although it did 

affect the subsequent consumer response. 

As for the structure of perceived marketer motives, data from both studies suggest 

that there are three dimensions: community-oriented motives, company-oriented motives, 

and manipulative motives. These three dimensions appeared to be independent from one 

another; each of them had unique effects on subsequent consumer response. Most 

notably, company-oriented motives had no significant effect on company evaluation, 

attitude toward the company, or purchase intent. As expected, community-oriented 

motives had positive effects on all three indicators of consumer response whereas 

manipulative motives had negative effects. Limitations in the current investigation are 

discussed and suggestions for future research are proposed. 
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CHAPTER I 

INTRODUCTION 

Increasing corporate involvement in social causes has been one of the most 

notable developments in the American business landscape over the past few decades. 

Companies give billions of dollars to charitable organizations, pay their employees for 

their volunteering hours at those organizations, run advertising to increase awareness of 

social issues, help nonprofit organizations raise funds, and lend their marketing and 

management expertise to help social causes to achieve their goals (Andreasen, Goodstein, 

and Wilson 2005). Corporate societal marketing is the term that encompasses such a 

variety of “marketing initiatives that have at least one non-economic objective related to 

social welfare and use the resources of the company and/or one of its partners” 

(Drumwright and Murphy 2001, p. 164). 

Findings from survey studies have been encouraging for companies that engage in 

corporate societal marketing (e.g., Cone 2004; 2008; Oldenburg 1992; Ross, Patterson, 

and Stutts 1992). According to Cone Inc., American consumers are willing to reward 

companies that care about the greater society. The percentage of American consumers 

who say that they have a more positive image of a company when it supports a cause has 

steadily increased, from 66% in 1993 to 86% in 2004 (Cone 2004). Moreover, over 80% 

of American consumers say that they consider a company’s social commitment when 

deciding where to work (Cone 2004). When price and quality are equal, 86% of 

Americans say that they will reward companies that support a cause with their business 

(Cone 2004). Most importantly, the so-called Millennials, those between 13 to 25 years 

old, are said to be the most civic-minded and socially conscious consumers to date (Cone 
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2008). Eighty-three percent of those Millenials say that they trust a company more if it is 

socially and environmentally responsible; 69% say they consider a company’s social and 

environmental commitment when deciding where to shop (Cone 2008). 

While such positive findings are encouraging to marketers, there is also evidence 

that corporate societal marketing does not universally yield favorable consumer responses 

(e.g., Bronn and Vironi 2001; Drumwright 1996; Polonsky and Wood 2000; Yoon, 

Gurhan-Canli, and Schwarz 2006). Among factors that may determine consumer 

response to corporate societal marketing, researchers and practitioners alike have pointed 

to the importance of perceived marketer motives (Barone, Miyazaki, and Talyor 2000; 

Drumwright 1996; Forehand and Grier 2003; Rifon, Choi, Trimble, and Li 2004). 

Perceived marketer motives refers to what the consumer perceives the company intends 

to achieve in corporate societal marketing. Drumwright (1996) found that even though 

managers described the company’s motives as mixed, i.e. serving both economic as well 

as social objectives, these same managers believed that consumers are simplistic in their 

judgment about corporate societal marketing and view the companies’ motives as either 

serving economic ends or reflecting sincere social concerns. Extant studies on the impact 

of corporate societal marketing has taken a similar view, measuring motives along a 

continuum of “self-serving to society-serving,”  “firm-serving to public-serving,” or 

“egoistic motive to altruistic motive” (e.g., Barone, Miyazaki, and Talyor 2000; Forehand 

and Grier 2003; Rifon, Choi, Trimble, and Li 2004). Generally speaking, consumer 

reactions are more positive when they perceive the company is seeking society-serving 

goals rather than self-serving goals, public-serving goals rather than firm-serving goals, 
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and altruistic goals rather than egoistic goals (Barone, Miyazaki, and Talyor 2000; 

Forehand and Grier 2003; Rifon, Choi, Trimble, and Li 2004). 

Nonetheless, other studies suggest that consumers may not be so simplistic in 

their judgment of corporate motives (e.g., Ellen, Webb, and Mohr 2006; Forehand and 

Grier 2003). Forehand and Grier (2003), for instance, argued that consumers would not 

punish companies for having profit motives in their corporate societal marketing because 

consumers understand that companies must pursue profits to exist. Furthermore, Ellen 

and her colleagues found that the perception of mixed motives (i.e., having both firm-

serving and society-serving motives) led to higher purchase intent than the perception of 

purely altruistic motive (Ellen, Webb and Mohr 2006). Then, how can this inconsistency 

in the perceived marketer motives literature be resolved? 

An explanation for the inconsistency may be found by looking into how people 

infer others’ motives from observed behavior. Although corporations do not behave the 

same way individuals do, consumers often perceive and describe companies in terms  of 

human characteristics. For example, the notion of brand personality draws on the idea 

that consumers often perceive personality traits in brands and companies they encounter 

(e.g., Aaker 1997; Sung and Tinkham 2003; Venable, Rose, Bush, and Gilbert 2005). In 

the literature on corporate social responsibility, companies are often conceptualized as 

members of the society that have moral obligations and civic responsibilities just as 

individual citizens do (e.g., Carroll 1994; Dean 2004). The idea of relationship marketing 

is also based on the assumption that corporations are social entities that interact and build 

relationships with their customers. These examples illustrate that consumers perceive 
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corporations as beings that have their own intentions and goals and execute actions to 

achieve them.  

Theories of person perception address the process in which individuals make 

inference about others’ intentions and personality traits based on observed behavior (e.g., 

Gilbert 1998; Jones 1979; Jones and Davis 1965). Influential models of person perception 

suggest that this inference process involves at least two stages, the first being automatic 

and spontaneous and the second being systematic and deliberate (see Gilbert 1998 for a 

review). The first stage involves making spontaneous inferences about the target person’s 

intention and categorizing his or her behavior into a behavioral category stored in one’s 

memory (e.g., Jones and Davis 1965). The inference of intention and behavioral 

categorization often leads to the attribution of the actor’s personality trait, as intention, 

behavior, and personality traits are often described using the same constructs in the 

English language (Gilbert 1998; Gilbert and Malone 1995; Uleman 1989; Uleman 1987; 

1999; See Uleman, Saribay and Gonzales 2007). The second stage involves assessing the 

validity of the inferences made in the first stage, correcting the initial inferences in 

consideration of other factors, and integrating the analyses during this stage to form 

impressions about the target person (e.g., Gilbert 1998; Gilbert and Malone 1995; Jones 

and Davis 1965; Trope 1986). Since the second stage requires substantial cognitive 

resources, individuals often fail to execute the second stage; therefore, their inferential 

outcomes and impressions about the target person often reflect the spontaneous and 

automatic first stage processing (Gilbert 1998; Gilbert and Malone 1995).  

This two-stage model can be instrumental to explain the inconsistency in the 

literature on perceived marketer motives discussed above. While consumers understand 
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that companies must seek profits in order to survive and that corporate social marketing, 

therefore, should involve some firm-serving egoistic motives, consumers may fail to 

consider this fact during the automatic and spontaneous first stage processing. Instead, 

their spontaneous response may be dichotomous, categorizing a specific practice of 

corporate societal marketing either as a firm-serving persuasion tactic,  (i.e., marketing,) 

or as a society-serving altruistic act. Nonetheless, this initial inference can be remedied if 

consumers engage in the systematic and deliberate second stage processing, accepting the 

corporate pursuit of profits as a business imperative.  

Spontaneous and Automatic First Stage Processing  

The first stage in person perception is spontaneous and automatic processing, 

dubbed “behavioral categorization” (e.g., Gilbert 1998; Gilbert and Malone 1995) or 

behavior identification (e.g., Jones 1979; Jones and Davis 1965; Trope 1986). Behavior is 

categorized or identified in terms of goals that the target person is trying to achieve rather 

than physical changes that occur during the process (Gilbert 1998; Jones 1979; Jones and 

Davis 1965). That is, the meaning of the behavior is determined largely by what the 

observer perceive to be the target person’s intention. 

A behavioral category in memory is often conceptualized as a schema, or a 

knowledge structure that consists of a behavior label, intended goals, and examples of 

that behavior (e.g., Bruner 1957; Collins and Loftus 1975; Smith 1998; Wyer and Srull 

1980). A category may be linked to other related units in one’s broader knowledge 

structure and the activation of one unit may activate other units that are linked to it (e.g., 

Collins and Loftus 1975; Smith 1998; Wyer and Srull 1979; 1980). Categorization 

involves assigning the stimulus information to one of the categories available in the 
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observer’s memory (e.g., Bruner 1957; Wyer 2007; Wyer and Srull 1979). Intentions, 

behaviors, and personality traits are often described with the same constructs in the 

English language; the activation of intention and behavior often leads to the automatic 

activation of related personality traits (Gilbert 1998; Gilbert and Malone 1995). Thus, the 

inference of the target person’s intention, categorization of the behavior, and inference of 

the target person’s personality traits may occur simultaneously. 

Behavior, however, is often ambiguous in that the same behavior may manifest 

more than one intention (e.g., Trope 1986; Trope and Alfieri 1997; Trope and Gaunt 

2000). In the spontaneous and automatic processing, the categorization of ambiguous 

behavior is largely a function of two factors: applicability (i.e., fit between the salient 

properties of the stimulus information and those of the category), and relative 

accessibility of categories that are equally applicable (e.g., Bruner 1957; Higgins 1999; 

Wyer 2007; Wyer and Srull 1979; 1989). Corporate societal marketing can be 

categorized as persuasion to serve the company’s purpose (i.e., marketing) or helping to 

serve the societal goals, given the company’s economic and non-economic social 

objectives (Drumwright 1996; Drumwright and Murphy 2001). The likelihood that 

corporate societal marketing will be categorized as marketing will depend on both the 

applicability and accessibility of the category closely related to persuasion and marketing. 

Persuasion Knowledge 

The Persuasion Knowledge Model (PKM) suggests that consumers accumulate 

knowledge about persuasion throughout their lifespan and use that knowledge to cope 

with persuasion attempts they encounter daily (Friestad and Wright 1994). Persuasion 

knowledge includes beliefs, feelings, and attitudes an individual consumer holds about 
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marketers’ motives, tactics, persuasion process, and strategies to cope with persuasion 

attempts (Friestad and Wright 1994). The PKM suggests that the change-of-meaning 

event occurs when the consumer identifies persuasion intent in an observed action 

(Friestad and Wright 1994). That is, the meaning of the action changes from the face 

value of the behavior to a persuasion attempt. This change-of-meaning event seems 

similar to the first stage of person perception. Once persuasive intent is recognized, a 

seemingly kind behavior may be categorized as a persuasion attempt instead of a kind 

behavior; thus, the meaning of the observed behavior changes completely. Likewise, 

when the consumer perceives the company’s persuasion intent, corporate societal 

marketing may be categorized as a self-serving persuasion strategy instead of an 

altruistic, society-serving act, completely changing its meaning. 

Research on persuasion knowledge typically found that the recognition of 

persuasion intent, or the change of meaning, led to an overall less favorable consumer 

response (see Campbell and Kirmani 2007 for a review). For example, Campbell and 

Kirmani (2000) found that the recognition of persuasion intent led to less favorable 

evaluation of the salesperson. Using a shopping mall scenario, they found that the 

salesperson’s flattery comment lowered the evaluation of the salesperson when the 

persuasive intent was recognized. Similarly, Dahlen and Edenius (2007) showed that a 

commercial message placed in nontraditional media was less likely to be categorized as 

advertising and the consumers were less likely to identify the persuasion intent in it than 

the same message in a newspaper. They found that the ad in the nontraditional media was 

perceived to be more credible, led to more favorable attitude toward the ad, and higher 

purchase intent than the same message in the traditional newspaper. 
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The generally negative consequences of the change-of-meaning event may be 

explained with reactance theory. Reactance theory argues that humans strive to maintain 

their autonomy and they experience a negative psychological state, or reactance, when 

encountering a persuasion attempt (Brehm 1966; Clee and Wicklund 1980). Persuasion 

attempts are by definition designed to influence attitude and behavior; hence can be 

perceived as a threat to individual freedom of choice. Moreover, the perception of 

persuasion intent may trigger consumers’ defensive motive, the desire to protect the self 

from being unduly influenced (e.g., Kirmani and Campbell 2004; Kirmani and Zhu 2007; 

Obermiller, Spangenberg and MacLachlan 2005; Williams, Fitzsimons, and Block 2004; 

Wright 1986). Thus, the automatic reaction to identified persuasion attempts seems to be 

resistance.  

Applicability of Persuasion Knowledge to Corporate Societal Marketing 

The behavioral categorization involves assigning an observed behavior to one of 

the behavioral categories that the consumer has in her memory. An observed behavior is 

classified as not just any category but as a relevant category. The extent of the relevance 

between the target behavior and category is conceptualized as applicability. More 

specifically, applicability refers to the relation between the features of some stored 

knowledge and the attended features of a stimulus (Higgins 1999; Wyer and Srull 1989). 

Applicability can be understood as the fit between the properties of the category and 

those of the stimulus (Bruner 1957). The greater the overlap between the features of the 

category and the attended features of a stimulus, the greater the applicability of the 

category to the stimulus and the greater the likelihood that the knowledge will be 

activated in the presence of the stimulus (Higgins 1989). Applicability of a category 
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should determine the likelihood that a stimulus will be assigned to a particular category in 

memory (Bruner 1957; Higgins 1999; Wyer and Srull 1989).  

In the context of corporate societal marketing, some types may have more typical 

and salient features of marketing than others. For example, cause-related marketing, the 

practice of linking product sales to donation to a social cause, usually displays some 

typical features of marketing. It promotes the product sales, of which a portion will be 

donated to the cause. Although communication of cause-related marketing will highlight 

the donation to the cause, it still resembles typical advertising messages. On the other 

hand, corporate philanthropy shares few features with a prototypical marketing practice. 

Corporations’ giving to social causes and charities typically does not involve any sales 

message and such giving is perceived to be unconditional (Dean 2003). Such differences 

suggest that consumers may recognize the marketer’s persuasion intent more readily in 

some types of corporate societal marketing than others. In other words, persuasion 

knowledge seems more applicable to some types of corporate societal marketing than 

others.  

The judgment of applicability in the categorization stage will be spontaneous and 

automatic, however. Therefore, the difference across types of corporate societal 

marketing may not be perceived in the first stage processing. If so, the categorization of 

corporate societal marketing may be largely guided by the individual consumer’s 

accessibility of persuasion knowledge. Research has shown that the categorization of 

ambiguous behavior (i.e., behavior that can be classified as more than one category) is 

determined by the accessibility of constructs (e.g., Higgins and Brendl 1995; Higgins, 

King, and Mavin 1982; Srull and Wyer 1980). 
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Accessibility of Persuasion Knowledge 

Accessibility refers to activation potential of knowledge or how readily stimulus 

information is coded in terms of a given category (e.g., Higgins 1989; 1999; Srull and 

Wyer 1980; Wyer 2007). When the target behavior is equally applicable to more than one 

behavioral category, the behavior is classified as the one that is more accessible. In 

addition, people who have high accessibility to a certain behavioral category are more 

likely to categorize a target behavior to that category than people who have low 

accessibility (e.g., Srull and Wyer 1979; 1980). Accessibility can be heightened 

temporarily through priming, and can also be chronically high if the category has been 

repeatedly and frequently activated (e.g., Bargh, Bond, Lombardi, and Total 1986; 

Higgins 1999). 

Consumers have likely developed chronically accessible persuasion knowledge 

over time. Today’s consumers are bombarded with persuasion attempts from marketers 

daily and they should use their persuasion knowledge at least several times a day to cope 

with those influences. This frequent activation should make persuasion knowledge 

chronically accessible in the consumer’s memory. Nevertheless, the accessibility of 

persuasion knowledge will vary from consumer to consumer depending on their direct 

and indirect persuasion experience (Friestad and Wright 1994). Those who have highly 

accessible persuasion knowledge are more likely to perceive the marketer’s persuasion 

intent in corporate societal marketing than those who have less accessible persuasion 

knowledge.   

Given the generally negative reaction to identified persuasion attempts (e.g., 

Brehm 1966; Campbell and Kirmani 2007; Clee and Wicklund 1980), ad skepticism may 
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help assess the consumer’s chronic accessibility of persuasion knowledge. Ad skepticism 

is defined as consumers’ negatively valenced attitudes toward the motives of and claims 

made by advertisers (Bailey 2007; Boush, Friestad, and Rose 1994) or the tendency to 

disbelieve advertising claims (Obermiller and Spangenberg 1998; 2000; Obermiller, 

Spangenberg, and MacLachlan 2005). Wright (1984) suggested the presence of the 

gamesmanship between marketers and consumers. In order to avoid being unduly 

influenced by marketers, consumers are often thought to be on guard against marketing 

attempts (Bailey 2007; Boush, Friestad, and Rose 1994; Koslow 2000; Obermiller and 

Spangenberg 1998; 2000; Obermiller, Spangenberg, and MacLachlan 2005; Wright 

1984).  

Ad skepticism is conceptualized as an individual difference factor (Boush, 

Friestad, and Rose 1994; Koslow 2000; Obermiller and Spangenberg 1998; 2000; 

Obermiller, Spangenberg, and MacLachlan 2005). Consumers with high ad skepticism 

are more likely to recognize the company’s persuasion intent in marketing practices and 

thus more likely to disbelieve what is conveyed in marketing communications as opposed 

to consumers with low ad skepticism. For highly skeptical consumers, beliefs such as 

“marketing is a persuasion attempt,” “marketers care more about selling their products 

than what is good for the consumer,” and “what marketers say is not always true” are 

highly accessible because those beliefs are frequently activated to guard themselves from 

unwanted marketing influences. In addition, frequent activation of those beliefs will keep 

those beliefs accessible by activating them again and again before they become latent in 

memory.  
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Although such skeptical beliefs do not represent the entire persuasion knowledge 

structure, accessibility of those beliefs may help assess the chronic accessibility of 

persuasion knowledge. More specifically, ad skepticism may help predict how readily 

consumers perceive the company’s persuasive motives with their corporate societal 

marketing. Ad skepticism is often considered the most commonly used persuasion coping 

strategy (e.g., Boush, Friestad and Rose 1994; Koslow 2000, Obermiller 1998; Wright 

1986). In the spontaneous and automatic processing stage in particular, ad skepticism 

may help gauge the likelihood that the consumer identifies the company’s persuasive 

intent and negative attitudes associated with persuasion are activated. 

To recapitulate, the above discussion briefly introduced factors that may influence 

the categorization of corporate societal marketing and the perception of persuasive 

corporate motive. Applicability of persuasion knowledge was discussed as a possible 

factor that may determine the likelihood that a particular type of corporate societal 

marketing will be categorized as persuasion and thus consumers perceive persuasive 

corporate motive. In addition, ad skepticism may help assess the chronic accessibility of 

persuasion knowledge. Perceived marketer motives in corporate societal marketing may 

be a joint function of applicability and accessibility of persuasion knowledge at the 

spontaneous and automatic processing stage. Both applicability and accessibility should 

increase the likelihood that consumers perceive persuasion intent in corporate societal 

marketing. Theoretically speaking, applicability plays a role first in that only relevant 

categories will be considered; then, relative accessibility will play a role among 

applicable categories. Nonetheless, given the spontaneous and automatic nature of the 

first stage processing, both applicability and accessibility effects occur simultaneously 
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rather than sequentially. Moreover, the effect of corporate societal marketing type may 

not be perceived among highly skeptical consumers because all types will be judged 

applicable; however, less skeptical consumers may be able to differentiate those types. 

Systematic and Deliberate Second Stage Processing 

After the spontaneous inference of intention and automatic categorization of 

behavior, the observer may engage in systematic and deliberate attribution to figure out 

what factors truly caused the target person to behave the way he did (Gilbert 1999; 

Gilbert and Malone 1995; Jones and Davis 1965; Kelley 1973; Quattrone 1982; Trope 

1986; Trope and Gaunt 2000). This analysis involves the assessment of the relative 

impacts of both internal and external factors and reassessment of the initial inferences 

made in the first stage processing (e.g., Heider 1958; Kelley 1973; Kruglanski 1975; 

Gilbert 1999; Trope 1985). Moreover, this reasoning is postulated to follow attributional 

rules such as discounting and augmentation principles (e.g., Kelley 1973). The scrutiny of 

available information and application of attributional rules require substantial cognitive 

resources (Gilbert 1999; Gilbert and Malone 1995). Thus, the systematic attribution may 

or may not occur depending on the observer’s cognitive capacity at a given moment. 

Cognitive Capacity 

Cognitive capacity refers to the amount of cognitive resources available for 

information processing at a given time. Miller (1956) showed that humans can only 

manage to deal effectively with 7 ± 2 chunks of information in the working memory. It is 

a commonly accepted assumption in psychology that cognitive capacity is limited (e.g., 

Bruner 1957; Fiske and Taylor 1984; Moskowitz, Skurnik, and Galinsky 1998; Smith 

1998; Wyer and Srull 1986). Humans are often conceptualized as “cognitive misers” that 



!

14 

are motivated to use as little cognitive resources as possible to perform a given task 

(Fiske and Taylor 1984). A number of psychological phenomena, such as categorization, 

associative learning, and heuristic processing, are conceptualized as manifestations of this 

least effort principle (Moskowitz, Skurnik, and Galinsky 1998). 

When cognitive capacity is constrained by situational factors, the likelihood of 

thorough and systematic information processing is significantly reduced. A variety of 

dual processing models such as the Elaboration Likelihood Model (Petty and Cacioppo 

1981), Heuristic-Systematic Model (Chaiken 1980; Chaiken, Liberman, and Eagly 1989), 

and MODE model  (Fazio 1990) all propose cognitive capacity as a moderator that may 

determine whether or not systematic processing will occur. In attribution, cognitive 

capacity may determine whether or not the attributor will go beyond the spontaneous 

behavioral categorization and consider the roles of other situational incentives and 

inhabitants of the behavior (e.g., Gilbert 1999; Gilbert and Malone 1995; Gilbert, Phelm, 

and Krull 1986).  

When forming perceived marketer motives in corporate societal marketing, 

therefore, the systematic and deliberate second stage processing may or may not occur 

depending upon whether or not the consumer has the cognitive capacity to do so. If the 

consumer’s cognitive capacity is constrained, the systematic and deliberate second stage 

processing is unlikely to take place. Therefore, perceived marketer motives will be 

simplistic reflecting the dichotomy of egoistic/ altruistic, self-oriented/ other-oriented, or 

firm-serving/ society-serving. If the consumer’s cognitive capacity is not constrained, and 

the systematic and deliberate second stage processing takes place, perceived marketer 
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motives will be more complex, reflecting the combination of multiple factors and 

motivations. 

Research Questions and Potential Contributions of This Research 

The current dissertation research is an attempt to provide a theoretical explanation 

for the process in which perceived marketer motives is formed regarding corporate 

societal marketing. The overarching research question in the current investigation is, how 

are perceived marketer motives formed in corporate societal marketing? More 

specifically, this research is aimed at answering the following three research questions: 

(1) Does the type of corporate societal marketing affect the formation of perceived 

marketer motives and how? (2) Does the consumer’s advertising skepticism affect the 

formation of perceived marketer motives and how? (3) Does cognitive capacity affect the 

formation of perceived marketer motives and how? 

To answer these questions, the current research focuses on both stages of the 

initial spontaneous and automatic processing as well as systematic and deliberate 

processing that follows. Extant research has neglected the impact of pre-attribution 

processing on the attribution stage while the attribution stage is largely guided by the 

behavioral categorization that precedes it (Ellen, Webb and Mohr 2006; Forehand and 

Grier 2003; Rifon et al. 2004; Trimble and Rifon 2006). By including both stages, the 

current research will help better understand how consumers with varying levels of ad 

skepticism perceive corporate motive in different types of corporate societal marketing. 

Furthermore, the current study will also examine the role of cognitive capacity to 

understand how consumers form the perception of corporate motive when their cognitive 

capacity is constrained versus unconstrained. 
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The potential contribution of this research is both theoretical and practical. 

Theoretically, the current study aims to provide a broader framework regarding the way 

consumers perceive corporate motive in corporate societal marketing by including the 

pre-attribution stage. In addition, this research attempts to integrate theories of person 

perception, attribution, persuasion knowledge model, and theories of knowledge 

activation and use to understand the process by which consumers reach a percetion about 

corporate motive. While corporations do not necessarily act the same way as individuals 

do, consumers often think of brands such as company names in terms of human 

characteristics (e.g., Aaker 1997; Carroll 1994; Sung and Tinkham 2003; Venable et al. 

2006). Therefore, the process of person perception formation may be applied to the 

process of corporate perception formation. In addition, the persuasion knowledge model 

(Friestad and Wright 1994) provides further insight into how consumers with highly 

accessible persuasion knowledge may categorize different types of corporate societal 

marketing in comparison to those with less accessible persuasion knowledge. While the 

persuasion knowledge model has been studied for over a decade, most extant studies have 

examined the overall effect of persuasion knowledge use (i.e., recognition of the 

persuasion intent) on the final outcomes such as the evaluation of the persuasion agent, 

attitude toward the brand and so on. Little effort has been made to understand the process 

in which the recognition of persuasion intent exerts influence on those persuasion 

outcomes. 

Practical implications of this research will also be informative to marketing 

decision makers. By examining the roles of corporate societal marketing types and the 

level of ad skepticism among consumers, the current research will provide insight into 
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how to design a corporate societal marketing program that suits the target consumers with 

high and low levels of ad skepticism. Furthermore, by examining the role of cognitive 

capacity, the current study will also help marketing practitioners choose an appropriate 

format and media outlets targeting the consumers. 

The remainder of this dissertation will be organized as follows. Chapter 2 will 

discuss theories and empirical findings that are pertinent to the present research. Based on 

the literature review in Chapter 2, a theoretical framework and testable hypotheses will be 

proposed in Chapter 3. Chapter 4 will outline the methodology of Study 1. The results of 

Study 1 will be discussed in Chapters 5 and 6. Chapter 7 will present the revised 

framework and hypotheses based on the findings from Study 1. Chapter 8 will describe 

the methodology of Study 2. Findings from Study 2 will be presented in Chapters 9 and 

10. Limitations of the current investigation and suggestions for future research are 

discussed in Chapter 11.  
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CHAPTER II 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

CORPORATE SOCIETAL MARKETING  

In today’s marketplace, large corporations commonly make charitable donations, 

pay their employees for their volunteer work at a nonprofit organization, help charities 

raise awareness as well as funds through advertising, and partner with a nonprofit 

organization to tackle a social problem together. Fortune 500 Companies’ websites 

seldom fail to discuss their efforts to enhance the society’s wellbeing (Demos 2007). 

Socrates: Corporate Social Ratings Monitor is a database that has been keeping track of 

the social and environmental performances of over 4000 companies since 1988. 

Corporate societal marketing refers to a wide array of “marketing initiatives that have at 

least one noneconomic objective related to social welfare and use the resources of the 

company and/or one of its partners” (Drumwright and Murphy 2001, p. 164).  

Likewise, today’s consumers expect corporations to participate in addressing 

social problems. They seem willing to reward or punish corporations depending on 

whether or not they meet such expectations (e.g., Cone Inc. 2008; Folkes and Kamins 

1999). Many scholars agree that a company’s social performance or perceived social 

responsibility makes up a substantial portion of its reputation (e.g., Brown and Dacin 

1997; Formbrun 1996; Johnson and Zinkhan 1996; Sen and Bhattacharaya 2001; Winters 

1986). By supporting a worthy social cause and nonprofit organizations that represent it, 

companies communicate their commitment to social responsibility with consumers, 

thereby enhancing their social responsibility perception in the consumer’s mind.  
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Organizational identification theory suggests that consumers identify with 

organizations that display desirable qualities (Dutton, Dukerich and Harquail 1994; 

Lichtenstein, Drumwright and Braig 2004; Sen and Bhattacharaya 2001). By 

demonstrating their commitment to social responsibility, companies may lead consumers 

to identify with them, assuming social responsibility is generally seen as a positive 

quality. When identifying with a company, consumers develop favorable attitude toward 

it, purchase a product from it, seek a job at it, invest money in it, and spread positive 

words about it among others (Lichtenstein, Drumwright and Braig 2004; Sen and 

Bhattacharaya 2001). 

Similarly, it is often conceptualized that the effect of corporate societal marketing 

on consumer behavior is mediated by corporate image. Webb and Mohr (1998), for 

example, proposed a model in which corporate societal marketing influences corporate 

image, which in turn may influence the consumer’s purchase decision along with other 

traditional criteria. Brown and Dacin (1997) empirically demonstrated that information 

about a company’s social responsibility affected the consumer’s evaluation of the 

company, which in turn influenced the evaluation of the product. Sen and Bhattacharya 

(2001) also showed that information about the company’s social responsibility practices 

affected the company evaluation as well as purchase intention. Research to date seems to 

suggest that corporate societal marketing, or corporate social responsibility initiatives 

influence consumer behavior by mainly affecting consumer perception of the company 

whether it is called corporate image, company evaluation, or attitude toward the 

company. 
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The effect of corporate societal marketing is not always positive, however. As 

more and more companies are engaged in corporate societal marketing, consumers are 

becoming increasingly skeptical about the companies’ claims (Bronn and Vrioni 2001; 

Kim and Lee 2007; Polonsky and Wood 2001). Corporate executives realized earlier on 

that consumers may react cynically if they perceive the company is exploiting the cause 

for its own purpose (Bronn and Vrioni 2001; Drumwright 1996; Smith 1994). Likewise, 

corporations traditionally supported causes that are least associated with their businesses 

to avoid consumer suspicion and possible backfire (Smith 1994). Such reasoning suggests 

that companies should communicate that their corporate societal marketing is driven by a 

genuine concern for the society, not by the business imperative to make profits. As such, 

researchers and practitioners alike pointed toward the importance of perceived marketer 

motives determining consumer response to corporate societal marketing (Barone, 

Miyazaki, and Talyor 2000; Drumwright 1996; Ellen, Webb, and Mohr 2006; Rifon, 

Choi, Trimble, and Li 2004; Yoon, Gurhan-Canli, and Schwarz 2006). 

PERCEIVED MARKETER MOTIVES  

By definition, corporate societal marketing involves both economic and 

noneconomic objectives (Drumwright 1996; Drumwright and Murphy 2001). The relative 

balance of economic and noneconomic objectives varies from case to case. In some 

cases, corporate societal marketing is largely driven by economic objectives, while 

noneconomic objectives are more dominant in others (Useem 1988). At one extreme, a 

corporate societal marketing initiative may be designed to serve mostly the company’s 

economic objectives and the nonprofit partner may be exploited with little or no gain. At 

the other extreme, a corporate societal marketing initiative may be designed to mostly 
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serve the company’s noneconomic objectives such as fulfilling its social responsibility 

and helping to solve a social problem about which management feels strongly concerned. 

Realistically speaking, however, most corporate societal marketing will involve at least 

some economic and some noneconomic objectives. Even the traditional form of corporate 

philanthropy should return some form of direct and indirect economic reward to the 

company such as tax deduction and a public good will, which may later help attract 

prospect employees and bring in new customers. In situations companies highly publicize 

their alliance with nonprofit organizations and use the nonprofit endorsements for 

marketing, the companies are likely seen to seek economic objectives. Still, those 

companies would have at least some intention to help the cause. Otherwise, the 

companies would have chosen other marketing options. 

It is perhaps reasonable to assume that most corporate societal marketing is 

strategic at heart, meaning that it is designed to help society and business at the same 

time. Although corporate social responsibility was once viewed as an obligation that 

companies have toward the society where they do business, the perspective has shifted so 

that today, corporate social responsibility is seen as an investment that helps create 

goodwill with the community, increase employees’ morale, enhance customer loyalty and 

so on (e.g., Carroll 1991; Dean 2003; Varadarajaran and Menon 1988). Porter and 

Kramer (2002), for example, noted that “[i]n the long run… social and economic goals 

are not inherently conflicting but integrally connected” (p. 5). They argued that many 

economic investments have social returns and many social investments have economic 

returns. Instead of trying to keep these two types of returns totally separate, Porter and 



!

22 

Kramer (2002; 2006) suggested that businesses should emphasize corporate societal 

marketing initiatives that have both significant financial and social returns. 

Although consumer perception of corporate motive may not completely overlap 

with the corporate managers and scholars’ perspective, at least some consumers seem to 

appreciate the strategic nature of corporate societal marketing. Ellen and her colleagues 

asked a group of students an open-ended question about a company’s motive in urging 

consumers to make donations to a variety of causes (Ellen, Webb, and Mohr 2006). They 

found that respondents most frequently mentioned self-centered motives, such as to affect 

what people think about the company, to get more customers and sales, to get a tax write-

off, to help themselves, to build customer loyalty, and to help the company survive. 

Moreover, a large proportion (57%) of respondents saw the company’s motives as mixed 

with both self-centered and other-centered goals. In addition, Webb and Mohr (1998) 

interviewed a non-college sample of consumers and found that a majority of them viewed 

cause-related marketing, a type of corporate societal marketing, driven by at least in part 

the company’s profit motive. A section of consumers even reported that their response to 

cause-related marketing depended on their perception of corporate motive. Taken 

together, a large portion of consumers appears to understand the complexity of corporate 

motives in corporate societal marketing. 

While consumers are able to articulate complex corporate motives in corporate 

societal marketing when asked in a research setting, their real life response may be a lot 

more simplistic. While the studies discussed above prompted consumers to think about 

corporate motive, consumers in real life may not give much thoughts to figure out why a 

particular company is engaged in corporate societal marketing. Their perception of 
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corporate motive may be formed rather spontaneously based on salient cues and highly 

accessible concepts in their memory at the time. If so, perceived marketer motives may 

be a simple dichotomy of self-serving/ society-serving, firm-serving/ public-serving, or 

egoistic/ altruistic motives.  

 For instance, Drumwright (1996) found a widely shared belief among corporate 

managers that consumers would react cynically if they perceive a corporate societal 

marketing was driven by an economic objective. In addition, Barone and his colleagues 

manipulated corporate motive in their studies by presenting an article that described two 

companies supporting a number of charities for different reasons for either purely social 

objectives or purely egoistic objectives (Barone et al. 2000; Barone et al. 2007). That is, 

Company A was described to support those charities “for the sole benefit of the local 

communities in which they do business” and “does not expect to benefit from its 

sponsorship of these causes.” Company B was described, in contrast, to have no 

“particular concerns or attachment to the causes” and the executives hoped “that its 

sponsorship of charitable efforts will benefit the company’s business by increasing sales 

revenue from its products” (Barone et al. 2000, p. 259). Taken together, these studies 

represent the view that consumer perception of corporate motive in corporate societal 

marketing can be dichotomous (Barone et al. 2000; Barone et al. 2007; Drumwright 

1996). 

To recapitulate, consumers appear to be able to infer multiple goals that a 

company intends to achieve in corporate societal marketing. Nonetheless, consumers may 

make simplistic inferences about corporate motive in their everyday life. Then, how can 

this discrepancy be explained? More fundamentally, how do consumers perceive 
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corporate motive with respect to corporate societal marketing? What are some factors that 

determine the consumer perception of corporate motive? The current investigation seeks 

an answer to this question from a couple of research areas such as person perception, 

attribution, and persuasion knowledge. The next section will introduce some core ideas in 

person perception theories to outline the process of perceived marketer motives 

formation.  

THE FORMATION OF PERCEIVED MARKETER MOTIVES 

The current thinking reflects that corporate societal marketing helps companies 

develop corporate image, by positioning themselves as “good guys” (Brown and Dacin 

1997; Keller and Hoeffler 2002; Lichtenstein, Drumwright and Braig 2004; Sen and 

Bhattacharaya 2001). Nonetheless, little is known as to how this corporate image is 

formed. Although corporations do not behave in the same way as individuals do, 

consumers often perceive brands in terms of human characteristics (e.g., Aaker 1997; 

Sung and Tinkham 2003; Venable et al. 2006). Aaker (1997), for instance, found that 

consumers associate personality dimensions such as sincerity, excitement, and 

competence with brands, which overlap with big five human personality model. 

Moreover, the celebrity endorsement literature suggests that the personality and lifestyle 

of a celebrity endorser can be transferred to a brand or a corporation (e.g., Kamins 1990; 

Kamins and Gupta 1994; McCracken 1989). Furthermore, corporations are often 

conceptualized as members of society that have moral obligations and social 

responsibilities to care for other members just as individual citizens do (e.g., Carroll 

1994; Dean 2004). The notion of relationship marketing is also based on the assumption 

that corporations are social entities that interact and build relationships with their 
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customers. These examples suggest that consumers, at least to some extent, perceive 

corporations as social actors that set goals, plan strategies, and execute those plans to 

achieve their goals. Likewise, the process in which consumers make inferences about a 

company’s characteristics based on its marketing practices can be understood by looking 

into the way people infer others’ motives and personality traits based on observed 

behavior.   

Person perception research addresses how individuals infer others’ motives and 

enduring personality traits based on their observable behaviors (e.g., Gilbert 1998; Heider 

1958; Jones 1979; Jones and Davis 1965; Quattrone 1982). Heider (1944; 1958) asserted 

that people are inherently interested in others’ personality traits in order to meet the need 

for control and to enhance predictability. By knowing others’ enduring characteristics, 

one can better predict how they will behave in the future and gain some sense of control 

over the social world that surrounds him/her. However, personality traits are not readily 

observable; thus, people rely on observable behavior to learn about the target person’s 

enduring characteristics. 

In order to infer the target person’s characteristics from his/her behavior, the 

observer must identify or categorize the behavior. For example, the act of walking 

consists of repetitive movement of putting one foot in front of the other to go and the 

observer should identify the series of actions as walking. The identification or 

categorization of behavior often involves figuring out the actor’s intention (Gilbert 1998; 

Jones and Davis 1965). When Frank crosses the room and turns on the television, his acts 

are identified as to turn on the television instead of to “crush carpet fibers before 

changing the balance of ions in the atmosphere” (Gilbert 1998, p. 105). In other words, 
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the behavior is identified in terms of what the actor is trying to achieve rather than the 

physical changes the actor generates. 

Once the intention is inferred and behavior is categorized, the personality traits 

that are strongly associated with the behavior are automatically assigned to the actor 

(Gilbert, Phelm and Krull 1986; Gilbert and Malone 1995). In the English language, 

intentions and behavioral categories often overlap with personality trait terms (Gilbert 

1998). Wyer and Srull (1980) conceptualized categories as schemas, or structures of 

knowledge, in which related units of cognitions are linked to each other. Srull and Wyer 

(1979) postulated that many personality traits terms are summary labels for broad 

conceptual categories and that behavioral instances of a personality trait are linked 

together under the category label. Thus, when observed behavior is identified as an 

example of one of personality trait categories in memory, the category label is activated 

and automatically assigned to the actor as his/her characteristic. 

A key operational feature of behavioral categorization and actor characterization 

is that they occur spontaneously and without awareness or intention to do so (Gilbert 

1998; Gilbert and Malone 1995). Although it is often assumed that inference making is a 

controlled and systematic process, Heider (1958) suggested that attributional rules could 

be used automatically. Inferences about personality traits in particular appear to be made 

spontaneously without causal thinking (e.g., Moskowitz and Roman 1992; Newman and 

Uleman 1989; Uleman 1987; 1999; See Uleman, Saribay and Gonzales 2007 for a 

review).  

After the behavioral categorization and the actor characterization, the observer 

may attempt to assess the causes of the observed behavior in a systematical manner (e.g., 
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Gilbert 1998; Gilbert, Phelm and Krull 1986; Gilbert and Malone 1995; Jones and Davis 

1965). This attribution process is supposedly guided by attributional rules such as the 

covariation principle (i.e., “An effect is attributed to the one of its possible causes with 

which, over time, it covaries”) and discounting principle (i.e., “The role of a given cause 

in producing a given effect is discounted if other plausible causes are also present”) 

(Kelley 1973). In theory, individuals should be able to figure out the relative contribution 

of each cause, or intentions, to the behavior’s occurrence through a systematic analysis of 

the information about the actor, action, and situation. During this attribution process, 

therefore, the initial appraisal of the behavior as a manifestation of the actor’s personality 

trait will be corrected for the effects of other actors, and thus a more realistic and accurate 

attribution of the behavior and inference about the target person’s personality trait should 

be obtained. 

However, research evidence to date strongly suggests that individuals often fail to 

perform this attribution task successfully. Among a variety of human inference errors, 

correspondence bias has been found to persist to such a degree that it was labeled 

“fundamental attribution error” (Ross 1977). Correspondence bias or fundamental 

attribution error refers to the human tendency to attribute the observable behavior to a 

corresponding personality trait even when the behavior can be totally attributed to 

situational factors (e.g., Boven, Kamada, and Gilovich 1999; Fein 1996; Fein, Hilton, and 

Miller 1990; Gilbert and Malone 1995; Krull 2001). That is, people tend to overestimate 

the role of the personality traits than that of situational factors. The persistency of 

correspondence bias is often seen as evidence of limited cognitive capacity and cognitive 

miser syndrome (Gilbert 1998; Gilbert, Phelm and Krull 1986; Gilbert and Malone 1995; 
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Moskowitz, Shurnik, and Galinsky 1999). While the systematic attribution process 

requires substantial cognitive effort, individuals’ cognitive capacity is limited at a given 

moment and even divided to deal with multiple tasks simultaneously. Therefore, 

individuals may not have sufficient cognitive capacity to engage in the systematic 

attribution at all times. When the systematic attribution does not occur, individuals will 

rely on the outcome of the behavioral categorization and spontaneous trait inference, 

which points toward the correspondence attribution. Therefore, the correspondence bias, 

or the fundamental attribution error, suggests that inference of a personality trait is a two-

stage process, in which the first stage is spontaneous and automatic while the second is 

systematic and deliberate.   

To summarize, the process of inferring other’s intention and personality traits 

occurs through two stages. The first stage is a spontaneous and automatic process in 

which the behavior is categorized in terms of personality trait and that trait is assigned to 

the actor. The key to categorizing behavior is spontaneous inference of the intention. 

Depending on the perceived intention, behavior takes on a meaning that is associated 

with a personality trait. The second stage is a systematic and deliberate process in which 

the relative contributions of each plausible intention and cause are assessed through 

systematic analyses. The systematic attribution process, or the second stage may not take 

place when the observer’s cognitive capacity is constrained, given the high cognitive 

demand for the task, leading to the fundamental attribution error or correspondence bias. 

This two-step model may help understand the process in which consumers 

perceive corporate motive regarding corporate societal marketing. The following section 
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discusses the process of perceived marketer motives formation using this two-step model 

and introduces some factors that may play a role in that process.   

Spontaneous and Automatic First Stage Processing 

As discussed above, behavioral categorization occurs spontaneously and 

effortlessly. However, that does not mean the process is always straightforward. In fact, 

behavior is often ambiguous because it can be classified in more than one intention or 

personality trait category (Gilbert 1998; Trope 1986; Trope, Cohen, and Alfieri 1991; 

Uleman 1999; Winter and Uleman 1984). Thus, the observer’s first task is to resolve that 

ambiguity. Given the spontaneous and effortless nature of this categorization process, this 

ambiguity is often resolved as a function of relative accessibility of categories that are 

applicable in memory (Bruner 1957; Higgins 1999; Uleman 1999; Winter and Uleman 

1984).  

Corporate societal marketing can be said to be an ambiguous corporate behavior 

because the company has both economic and non-economic goals (Drumwright 1996; 

Drumwright and Murphy 2001). Depending on which goal is identified as the company’s 

intention at this spontaneous and automatic processing stage, corporate societal 

marketing can be categorized either as company-oriented marketing or society-oriented 

helping. The categorization of a corporate societal marketing initiative will be a function 

of applicability (i.e., how well it fits the features of stereotypical marketing or helping) 

and relative accessibility (i.e., how readily the category of marketing comes to mind in 

comparison to helping).  

Theoretically, the categorization of corporate societal marketing should involve 

the comparison between marketing and helping behavior categories in terms of their 
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applicability and accessibility. However, research has shown that favorable behaviors are 

less indicative of the personality traits than are unfavorable behaviors (e.g., Folkes and 

Kamins 1999; Wyer 1974). For example, a company’s ethical behavior had little positive 

effect on consumer perception of the company while unethical behavior had a significant 

and negative effect (Folkes and Kamins 1999). In addition, negative categories are more 

readily activated than positive categories (Srull and Wyer 1979). This negativity bias 

suggests that the category of helping will not be as accessible as the category of 

marketing and persuasion. Even if the category of helping is as accessible as the category 

of marketing and persuasion, helping behavior may not be weighed as significantly as 

persuasion and marketing attempt will be in terms of understanding the target person. 

Hence, the following discussion is centered on the applicability and accessibility of 

marketing and persuasion-related category rather than the helping-related category.  

The Use of Persuasion Knowledge in the Spontaneous and Automatic Processing 

Among the categories or schemas that consumers have in memory, persuasion 

knowledge seems highly relevant to the processing of marketing related messages. 

Marketing can be conceptualized as a sub-category of persuasion. Marketing is associated 

with the intention to persuade, or to influence the consumer’s attitude and behavior. 

According to the Persuasion Knowledge Model, consumers accumulate persuasion 

knowledge, or beliefs and feelings about persuasion, including marketing strategies and 

tactics, marketers’ intention to use those strategies and tactics, psychological mediators of 

persuasion, and strategies to cope with a variety of persuasion attempts, from direct and 

indirect experience and use that knowledge to deal with every day marketing influences 

(Friestad and Wright 1994). People frequently play a role both as a persuasion target and 
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daily as a persuasion agent, and use their personal persuasion knowledge to make a 

persuasion attempt for their own benefits or to cope with other’s persuasion attempts 

targeted toward them. The PKM assumes that persuasion knowledge “hovers in 

readiness” to help the consumer form valid assessment of a persuasion agent or a product 

(Friestad and Wright 1994, p. 10). 

The use of persuasion knowledge can be a deliberate and controlled process 

(Campbell and Kirmani 2000). However, the use of persuasion knowledge may also 

become highly automatic (Friestad and Wright 1994; Wright 1986). The change-of-

meaning principle suggests that as the consumer perceives persuasive intent (i.e., the 

intention to influence her/his behavior), observed behavior changes its meaning from the 

face value to a persuasion attempt. For example, a flattery remark of a salesperson is 

identified as a sales tactic as soon as the salesperson’s intent to sell comes to the 

customer’s mind (Campbell and Kirmani 2000; Maine, Dahl, and Darke 2007). The 

notion of change-of-meaning principle is consistent with the conceptualization that 

behavior is categorized in terms of the actor’s intent (e.g., Gilbert 1998; Gilbert and 

Malone 1995; Jones and Davis 1965). A seemingly friendly behavior is categorized as a 

persuasion behavior as soon as the actor’s persuasive intention is detected. Friestad and 

Wright (1994) conceptualized that the change-of-meaning event would change the 

subsequent processing of the stimulus dramatically, just as the behavioral categorization 

sets the direction of the subsequent attribution process.  

Likewise, the operation of persuasion knowledge typically centers on the change-

of-meaning principle, or recognition of the persuasion intent. In a study using a shopping 

scenario that described an interaction between a sales associate and a shopper who was 
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trying on a jacket, for example, Campbell and Kirmani (2000) measured persuasion 

knowledge by asking subjects for their level of agreement with the statement that the 

salesperson said the jacket looked great because she was trying to make a sale. Similarly, 

Main, Dahl, and Darke (2007) asked subjects to rate the salesperson’s intention to 

influence the consumer’s purchase decision on two items. In addition, Dahlen and Ednius 

(2007) also asked subjects to rate the extent to which they recognize the sales intent of 

the marketing material on three questions. It appears that researchers often equated the 

use of persuasion knowledge to the recognition of the persuasion intent. 

The consequences of the change-of-meaning, or persuasion knowledge activation, 

seem to be largely negative. First of all, the identification of persuasion intent itself may 

evoke negative emotional state. Reactance theory argues that humans strive to maintain 

their autonomy and they experience a negative psychological state, or reactance, when 

they encountered a persuasion attempt (Brehm 1966; Clee and Wicklund 1980). 

Persuasion attempts are by definition designed to influence the target’s attitude and 

behavior; hence can be perceived as a threat to individual freedom of choice. This 

negative psychological state may contribute to the generally negative response to any 

perceived persuasion attempt. Moreover, the perception of persuasion intent may trigger 

consumers’ defensive motive, the desire to protect the self from being unduly influenced 

(e.g., Kirmani and Campbell 2004; Kirmani and Zhu 2007; Obermiller, Spangenberg and 

MacLachlan 2005; Williams, Fitzsimons, and Block 2004; Wright 1986). Defensive 

motives may bias the processing of information through selective attention, and facilitate 

the use of resistance strategies such as discounting the credibility of the source and 

generating counter-arguments, resulting in less persuasion.  
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Furthermore, the identification of persuasion attempt may trigger suspicion on the 

consumer side and suspicion alone may lead to disbelief of the claims the persuader 

makes. The sinister attribution error refers to a pattern of misattribution characterized by 

irrational distrust (Kramer 1994; Main, Dahl, and Darke 2007). Individuals may make the 

sinister attribution errors when they distrust others based on suspicion rather than 

evidence to support that suspicion. For example, Kramer (1994) showed that suspicious 

individuals were more likely to infer their partner deliberately cheated them on a task, 

despite the fact the outcomes were actually determined by chance, and therefore, could 

not have been controlled by their partner. Similarly, Vonk (1998) showed that when the 

target of the likeable behavior was the actor’s superior in an asymmetric power 

relationship, the observer perceived the behavior as “slimy” and the actor as a 

brownnoser without examining the actor’s behavior toward the subordinates and 

colleagues.  

The most common use of persuasion knowledge may reflect this sinister 

attribution error. That is, consumers may simply distrust advertising and marketing 

messages not because they find evidence for dishonesty in a specific message but because 

they are suspicious of those messages in general (Koslow 2000). Although persuasion 

knowledge in theory could affect consumer behavior in both positive and negative ways, 

empirical findings have shown that the identification of persuasion intent, or the change-

of-meaning event, tends to yield less positive responses (See Campbell and Kirmani 2007 

for a review).  

Indeed, the generalized distrust toward marketers is readily observed among 

American consumers (Calfee and Ringold 1988; Dhake and Ritchie 2007; Pollay and 
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Mittal 1993; Ringold 1974). Ringold (1974) showed that American consumers’ attitude 

toward advertising has been consistently less than favorable regardless of changes in 

regulation. Even when regulation was strengthened to monitor deceptive advertising, the 

level of consumer skepticism toward advertising did not change. Some data suggest that 

the number of consumer complaints about deceptive advertising doubled between the 

years of 1997 and 2001 (Dhake and Ritchie 2007). Research has shown that experience 

of deceptive advertising can lead to generalized distrust of marketers (e.g., Darke and 

Ritche 2007). Consumers are socialized to distrust advertising and marketing in general. 

Friestad, Boush, and Rose (1994) showed that middle school students already held quite 

high and relatively stable skepticism toward advertising (i.e., disbelief in ad claims and 

mistrust in advertiser motives). 

Explanations for the consequences of the identification of persuasion intention, 

the reactance account, defensive motive account, and the sinister attributional error, all 

assume that those negative reactions are rather spontaneous and automatic. Nonetheless, 

those negative consequences appear to be pervasive (Kirmani and Campbell 2008 for a 

review) perhaps because consumers often do not engage in the systematic and deliberate 

process due to constrained cognitive capacity, or lack of motivation, or both. Even if they 

do, their attribution process utilizes the outcome of this behavioral categorization, and 

may be biased with the defense motive, thus, the negative consequences may still persist 

during the systematic and deliberate processing. 

Applicability of Persuasion Knowledge  

The likelihood that persuasion knowledge is used to encode corporate societal 

marketing as marketing/persuasion depends on the applicability and accessibility of 
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persuasion knowledge (e.g., Bruner 1957; Higgins 1998; Wyer 2007). Applicability 

refers to the relationship between the features of a category and the attended features of a 

stimulus (Bruner 1957; Higgins 1999; Wyer and Srull 1989). Applicability can be 

understood as the fit between the category and the presented stimulus (Bruner 1957). The 

greater is the overlap between the features of a category and the attended features of a 

stimulus, the greater is the applicability of the category to the stimulus and the greater is 

the likelihood that the stimulus is classified as an example of the category (Higgins 

1989).  

Category applicability has been often operationalized by selecting behaviors that 

is readily categorized to a certain category through a pretest. Typically, researchers 

generate a list of behaviors and ask subjects to rate those behaviors on personality traits. 

For example, Srull and Wyer (1979; 1980) generated a list of behaviors that were related 

to the categories of hostility and kindness and asked subjects to rate each behavior on 

both hostility and kindness. Those behaviors that scored high on hostility were selected as 

highly applicable examples for hostility; those items that were rated high on kindness 

were selected as highly applicable examples for kindness. Items of which ratings varied 

widely were selected as examples of ambiguous behaviors. 

The likelihood that corporate societal marketing will be classified as an example 

of marketing persuasion depends on the fit between a given corporate societal marketing 

initiative and prototypical marketing practice in consumers’ memory. The greater the 

overlap between the features of the corporate societal marketing stimulus and the 

prototypical features of marketing, the more likely the marketing concept will be used to 

categorize it. When it is categorized as marketing, the company’s intention is inferred to 
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persuade or influence the consumer’s attitude and behavior. Therefore, the applicability 

of persuasion knowledge will affect the likelihood that consumers perceive persuasion 

intent in corporate societal marketing.  

The applicability of persuasion knowledge may vary across different types of 

corporate societal marketing. Corporate societal marketing can take a number of different 

formats, from traditional philanthropy, sponsorship, and cause-related marketing (see 

Drumwright and Murphy 2001 for a discussion of a variety of corporate societal 

marketing types). While they all fall into the broad domain of corporate societal 

marketing, they differ in the relative emphasis on the economic objective versus the 

noneconomic objective. Moreover, different types of corporate societal marketing appear 

to display the features of typical marketing with varying degrees. Thus, the applicability 

of persuasion knowledge may fluctuate across different types.  

Traditional corporate philanthropy represents corporations’ giving to social causes 

and charities. Although early capitalists such as Andrew Carnegie were renowned 

philanthropists, their charitable activities were pursued as individuals and not on behalf 

of corporations (Cochran 2007). According to Burlingame (2004), companies were only 

allowed to give to causes that directly benefited the company until 1953 when the New 

Jersey Supreme Court overturned the principle of direct benefits and adopted the 

rationale for public responsibility of businesses. Since then, the “gold standard” for 

corporate philanthropy was for firms to make contributions that would improve the 

overall health of the larger society. This could include donations to universities, local 

operas, or any other worthy causes. One major tenet of this phase of corporate 

philanthropy was that it be “from the heart,” rather than focused on any clear business or 
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“bottom line” gain (Cochran 2007, p. 450). In fact, there was a stigma attached to 

activities that also produced benefits for the firm. Many argued that activities that also 

enhance the firm’s bottom line should not be seen as “philanthropic” but viewed strictly 

as business decision.  

Nevertheless, the concept of strategic philanthropy emerged overtime. Defined as 

“the tying of the philanthropy function and budget to the company’s strategic objectives 

and markets,” (Drumwright and Murphy 2001, p. 165) strategic philanthropy has become 

a common practice of corporate philanthropy. While traditional philanthropy generally 

involves the donation of money, strategic philanthropy often involves donations of 

products as well. In 2005, for example, Nike Inc. gave $22.6 million and additional in-

kind donations valued at $23.5 million  through its Nike Foundation (KLD Research and 

Analytics, Inc. 2007). 3M reported giving away $42 million in 2007 both in cash and 

products (3M Community Giving 2007 Report). In-kind donations allow companies to 

estimate their donations at the retail value although the manufacturing costs are 

substantially lower. In addition, in-kind donations can provide some marketing 

opportunities. The end recipients of the products can be potential consumers, who may be 

satisfied with the products and become repeat customers. In addition, some of the 

donated products can be displayed at the beneficiary organization where social workers, 

volunteers, and other prospect customers can see (Drumwright and Murphy 2001). 

Sponsorship is another common type of corporate societal marketing that enables 

companies to publicly tie their names to their contributions (Drumwright and Murphy 

2001; Rifon, Choi, Trimble, and Li 2004). Sponsorship has been defined as “provision of 

assistance either financial or in kind to an activity by a commercial organization for the 
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purpose of achieving commercial objectives” (Meenaghan 1983). Companies make 

contributions, typically money and in-kind gifts and volunteer services, to support events 

with which their names are associated. Beaches Family Resorts and New Balance shoes, 

for example, sponsor Sesame Street, the children’s educational show on PBS. In return, 

those companies are named as sponsors at the end of the show and often their ads with 

less commercial messages are run after the show. Sponsorship of sporting events is 

particularly popular. Toyota the motor company sponsored 2008 U.S. Open Tennis 

Tournament. In return, its Lexus brand was exposed for over an hour during the Men’s 

Final match and trophy presentation broadcast. Although the majority of dollars spent on 

corporate sponsorships in North America are directed toward sports (Meenaghan 1998), 

social causes also receive corporate supports. For example, Special Olympics is 

sponsored by a number of corporations ranging from the Coca Cola Company, Procter & 

Gamble, Mattel, Safeway, and DHL among others. 

The view of sponsorship has experienced a similar shift to that corporate 

philanthropy has: the focus has moved from being completely altruistic to being more 

strategic (Kim 2006). In the 1970s, for example, the Royal Philharmonic Orchestra 

defined sponsorship as “the donation or loan of resources (people, money, material, etc) 

by private individuals or organizations to other individuals or organizations engaged in 

the provision of those goods and services designed to improve the quality of life (Royal 

Philharmonic Orchestra 1974, cited in Meeghan 1998). Today, Special Olympics’ 

website states, “…give so much back to your company: strengthening community bonds, 

boosting brand equity, increasing employee morale and creating good feelings about your 

contributions to the world.” These two examples illustrate the dramatic change in the 
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concept of sponsorship and illuminate how much emphasis is given to the return on 

investment in today’s sponsorship practices. 

Cause-related marketing is perhaps one of the most common forms of corporate 

societal marketing (Nan and Heo 2007). Unlike other corporate societal marketing 

initiatives described above, the company’s economic object is quite apparent in cause-

related marketing as it involves a direct link between product sales and support of the 

cause. A commonly cited definition of cause-related marketing is “the process of 

formulating and implementing marketing activities that are characterized by an offer 

from the firm to contribute a specified amount to a designated cause when customers 

engage in revenue-providing exchanges that satisfy organizational and individual 

objectives” (Varadarajan and Menon 1988, p. 60). The emphasis on the economic 

objective sets cause-related marketing apart from other forms of corporate support of 

social causes, which are leaned toward enhancing the corporate or brand image (Dean 

2003; Forehand and Grier 2003). More specifically, Dean (2003) posited that cause-

related marketing is “a strategy for selling rather than making charitable donations” (p. 

93). 

American Express Card is credited for creating the term “cause-related 

marketing” (Drumwright and Murphy 2001; Varadarajan and Menon 1988). In 1983, the 

credit card giant ran a marketing program that promised a dollar donation to the Statue of 

Liberty renovation project for every new card issued and a penny for each use of the card 

during the campaign run. Today, examples of cause-related marketing abound. IKEA’s 

One Dollar Is a Fortune program promises a dollar donation for each soft toy sold to 

support UNICEF and Save the Children. A more familiar example is Box Tops for 
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Education. Initiated by General Mills in 1996, the program donates 10 cents for each Box 

Top coupon to K-12 schools that collect the coupons. Parents cut out Box Top coupons 

from their grocery items and send them to their kid’s school. Each school redeems those 

coupons to fund school improvement projects. Over the past 12 years, a number of 

consumer product companies have joined the program and have donated over $250 

million to schools across the nation (Box Tops for Education official website, 2008).  

 To reiterate, traditional philanthropy typically involves no sales pitch and thus 

least resembles the prototype of marketing practice. Although companies may still benefit 

from traditional philanthropy by building a public goodwill among the constituencies 

(Yoon et al. 2006), their economic objectives are latent and consumers are unlikely to see 

the monetary motive in such practices. Therefore, persuasion knowledge is least 

applicable to traditional philanthropy. In social sponsorship, companies get to display 

their brand names and other marketing messages such as slogans, images of the products 

and so forth. Although social sponsorship does not involve a direct sales message, 

though, savvy consumers may be quick to recognize the company’s economic objective. 

Thus, persuasion knowledge seems somewhat applicable to social sponsorship. Cause-

related marketing, in contrast, resembles typical marketing practice to a great extent. It 

typically involves a sales message that encourages the product purchase. Therefore, 

persuasion knowledge seems most applicable to cause-related marketing.   

Accessibility of Persuasion Knowledge Across Consumers 

The likelihood that corporate societal marketing is categorized as marketing 

depends on not only applicability but also accessibility. Accessibility refers to activation 

potential of knowledge or how readily stimulus information is coded in terms of a given 
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category (Higgins 1989; 1999). Accessibility may be increased through a recent 

activation or frequent activation in the past (Higgins 1999; Wyer 2007). The activation of 

a category boosts its excitation level and the excitation level decays gradually over time. 

The excitation level of a recently activated knowledge unit remains quite high and thus 

the category is accessible for a while. This recency effect can be understood in terms of 

priming effects, in which knowledge units that have been activated either consciously or 

unconsciously are likely to be used in the subsequent judgment (e.g., Higgins 1999). 

Frequent activation may keep the knowledge unit from becoming latent because the unit 

keeps getting activated before its excitation completely decays. Frequently activated 

knowledge units therefore become chronically accessible in memory (Higgins 1999; 

Higgins, King, and Mavin 1982). Chronically accessible constructs can be made even 

more accessible temporarily through priming (Bargh, Bond, Lombardi, and Tota 1986).  

Studies of accessibility in person perception research examined chronic 

accessibility of personality traits by asking five open-end questions (e.g., Bargh, 

Lombardi and Tota 1986; Higgins and Brendl 1995; Higgins, King, and Marvin 1982). 

Higgins and his colleagues, for example, asked subjects to list up to ten traits that best 

describe (1) a type of person they seek out, (2) a type of person they avoid, (3) a type of 

person they like, (4) a type of person they dislike, and (5) a type of person they frequently 

encounter. Subjects who never mention a word that represents a specific construct of 

interest nor its synonym or antonym are classified as non-chronics. Subjects who mention 

the construct label or a synonym, or an antonym at least once across the five questions 

are classified as chronics (Higgins, King, and Marvin 1982). Nonetheless, the chronic 

accessibility of a construct is not necessarily conceptualized as a chronic or non-chronic 
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dichotomy. The level of chronic accessibility is obtained by counting the total number of 

construct-related responses (i.e., conceited and its synonyms) to all five questions and 

dividing this number by the number of all responses to these questions (Higgins and 

Brendl 1995). 

Mature consumers have developed chronically accessible persuasion knowledge 

over time. Consumers are encountered with numerous sales messages daily. An informal 

search on the Internet shows that an average American consumer is exposed to between 

254 to 5,000 commercial messages every day. Even the most conservative estimate 

suggests that consumers are bombarded with persuasion attempts from marketers. 

Therefore, it is probable that consumers have used their persuasion knowledge on the 

daily basis and this frequent activation may have made persuasion knowledge chronically 

accessible. Nonetheless, the accessibility of persuasion knowledge may vary from 

consumer to consumer depending on their direct and indirect persuasion experience 

(Friestad and Wright 1994). 

Among a number of beliefs, feelings, and coping strategies that make up 

persuasion knowledge, the generalized distrust toward marketers appears to be highly 

accessible. Obermiller and Spangenberg (1998) suggest that consumers are socialized to 

become skeptical about advertising. A study found that students in the 6th grade already 

believed that “marketers care more about getting you to buy things than what is good for 

you” and “advertising does not tell the truth” (Friestad, Boush, and Rose 1994). Gallup’s 

survey routinely finds out that the car salesperson ranks the lowest of the honest 

occupation rank (Gallup 2008). Making a flattery comment itself appeared to be enough 

to activate the negative feelings and thoughts about the salesperson even though the 
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comment was made after the purchase was made (Main, Dahl, and Darke 2007). The 

overwhelming empirical evidence for negative consequences of persuasion knowledge 

activation (see Kirmani and Campbell 2007 for a review) suggests that this generalized 

distrust toward marketing and advertising may be the most commonly used coping 

strategy by consumers. 

Ad skepticism refers to the tendency to disbelieve advertising claims (Obermiller 

and Spangenberg 1998; 2000; Obermiller, Spangenberg, and MacLachlan 2005) or a 

negatively valenced attitude toward advertising (Boush, Friestad, and Rose 1994; Koslow 

2000). It is a simplified response to advertising and marketing that consumers use when 

they cannot afford to elaborate on a specific message or practice. Highly skeptical 

consumers strongly believe that information provided in advertising can be biased and 

untruthful and that marketers are motivated to sell products rather than improving the 

consumer’s wellbeing (Boush, Friestad, and Rose 1994; Koslow 2000; Obermiller and 

Spangenberg 1998; 2000; Obermiller, Spangenberg, and MacLachlan 2005). Highly 

skeptical consumers do not necessarily disbelieve all advertising claims, but they are 

more likely to disbelieve than less skeptical consumers (Obermiller and Spangenberg 

1998). Highly skeptical consumers are motivated to guard themselves from deceptive and 

untruthful marketing practices (Koslow 2000). Therefore, highly skeptical consumers are 

more likely to detect persuasion intent in marketing than less skeptical consumers. 

Although ad skepticism addresses only a single consistent response tendency 

among many other contents in persuasion knowledge (Obermiller and Spangenberg 

1998), Friestad and Wright (1994) suggest that the level of skepticism characterizes the 

level of persuasion knowledge. That is, ad skepticism is conceptualized to develop as a 
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result of frequent encounter with marketing attempts and frequent use of persuasion 

knowledge. Consumers learn that advertising encompasses marketers’ persuasion 

attempts and its goal is often to serve the marketer’s purposes rather than to satisfy the 

consumer’s information needs through experience. Highly skeptical consumers are more 

likely to question the face value of marketing programs and thus more quick to identify 

the marketer’s persuasion intent than less skeptical consumers. Given the limited scope of 

persuasion knowledge used in the spontaneous and automatic processing, ad skepticism 

may help assess the individual consumer’s chronic accessibility of persuasion knowledge.  

The SKEP scale is a formally validated measure of ad skepticism (Obermiller and 

Spangenberg 1998). It is a nine-item, five-point Likert-like scale that includes statements 

such as “advertising is generally truthful” and “advertising is a reliable source of 

information about the quality and performance of products.” The spontaneous 

categorization of corporate societal marketing will be guided by highly accessible 

constructs in the consumer’s memory (e.g., Higgins 1999; Uleman 1999; Wyer and Srull 

1986). Therefore, those high in ad skepticism are more likely to recognize the persuasion 

intent or marketing purpose in corporate societal marketing than those low in ad 

skepticism. Then, the change-of-meaning event will facilitate the categorization of 

corporate societal marketing as a marketing action rather than as a helping act. 

To summarize, the categorization of corporate societal marketing depends on the 

applicability and accessibility of persuasion knowledge. Different types of corporate 

societal marketing have been discussed as an example of varying applicability of 

persuasion knowledge. In addition, ad skepticism may help assess chronic accessibility of 

persuasion knowledge at least in the spontaneous and automatic processing. As the 
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applicability and accessibility of persuasion knowledge increase, the likelihood that 

corporate societal marketing is categorized as marketing persuasion, instead of helping, 

will increase. Given the spontaneous and automatic nature of behavioral categorization 

process, it is assumed that the consumer’s inference about the company’s intention will 

be a rather simplistic dichotomy. However, this dichotomist perception may be corrected 

or adjusted in the subsequent attribution process, which involves a thoughtful analysis of 

additional cues in the stimulus information and situational factors.  

Systematic and Deliberate Second Stage Processing 

After the spontaneous and automatic stage, the observer is conceptualized to 

engage in an effortful and systematic attribution processing (e.g., Gilbert 1998; Gilbert 

and Malone 1995; Gilbert, Phelham, and Krull 1986). Inferential outcomes from the 

previous stage function as input information in this systematic and deliberate attribution 

process. More importantly, the behavioral categorization and actor characterization 

function as an anchor in the subsequent adjustment process (Quattrone 1982; Woodworth 

and Scholsberg’s 1954). Quattrone (1982) noted that attribution process involves 

anchoring and adjustment, in which the initial inferences about the actor are used as an 

anchor and the observer makes adjustments considering additional factors. He also 

highlighted that the adjustment in the attribution process is often insufficient and 

therefore the final attribution outcome tends to reflect the initial inference to a large 

extent. Woodworth and Scholsberg’s (1954) schema-plus-correction theory of perception 

is also consistent with this anchoring and adjustment account. They conceptualized that 

people first decide on a preferred interpretation that fits a pre-existing category in 

memory (e.g., personality trait that fits the observed behavior) and then add qualifications 
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to account for any mitigating factors. They further posited that those qualifications or 

corrections are forgotten more quickly than the central interpretation. Therefore, the 

outcome of the first stage processing will remain influential during the attribution 

process. 

The attribution of an observed behavior is supposed to be guided by attributional 

rules (e.g., Heider 1958; Jones and Davis 1965; Kelley 1973). Although human 

attribution is far from perfect and often involves a number of errors, attribution theorists 

have formulated logical principles that should be used to infer causes that contribute to 

the observed behavior’s occurrence. One of the core ideas in attribution theories is that 

behaviors are the joint products of two general classes of variables: characteristics of the 

actor and characteristics of the environment (Gilbert 1998; Heider 1958; Iccheiser 1943; 

Jones and Davis 1965; Kelley 1973). Therefore, the most accurate attribution would 

involve weighing the relative contribution of each variable in causing the behavior to take 

place. The discounting principle states that when there is more than one plausible 

explanation for a single behavior, the weight given to each explanation should be lowered 

(Kelley 1973). The augmentation principle, in contrast, postulates that when there is a 

factor that inhibits the observed behavior from happening, the role of factors that 

contributed to the behavior’s occurrence should be given additional weight (Kelley 

1973). These principles should guide the adjustment process when making attributions of 

corporate societal marketing.  

If corporate societal marketing has been categorized as marketing persuasion, as a 

function of applicability and accessibility of persuasion knowledge, the attribution 

process should involve the consideration of additional factors, such as consumers’ 
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expectations, moral obligations, and even possibly a genuine concern for the cause, 

which may have influenced the company’s decision. When one or more additional causes 

of corporate societal marketing are considered, the discounting principle suggests that the 

initial attribution to persuasion intent should be discounted. Therefore, perceived 

persuasion intent should be less extreme after the attribution process. If corporate societal 

marketing has been categorized as helping in the first place, with perceived intention to 

help the cause, the attribution process should lead consumers to realize that there will be 

some benefits to the company such as enhancement of corporate image. If so, the 

discounting principle suggests that the initial attribution to the altruistic intent should be 

discounted and thus perceived altruistic intent should be less extreme after the attribution 

process. Perceived marketer motives will, therefore, include multiple intentions of the 

company with each intention given less weight than before the attribution process. Yet, 

Quattrone’s (1982) anchoring and adjustment hypothesis suggests that the influence of 

the initial categorization may remain after attribution due to insufficient adjustment.  

Cognitive Capacity 

While the attribution process may change perceived marketer motives with regard 

to corporate societal marketing, such a process may not take place if the consumer’s 

cognitive capacity is constrained. Whereas categorization is a spontaneous and effortless 

process, attribution is a deliberate and effortful process. The consideration of alternative 

factors and assessment of the relative contribution of each factor requires the consumer to 

exert substantial cognitive capacity. Indeed, attribution research suggests that individuals 

do not always engage in the systematic attribution and often discontinue information 

processing once they have reached a conclusion regardless of its accuracy. Whether or 
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not the attribution process will take place, therefore, depends at least in part on the 

consumer’s cognitive capacity. 

Cognitive capacity refers to the amount of cognitive resources available at a given 

moment. Although humans’ long-term memory can hold an unlimited amount of 

information, working memory or short-term memory is rather limited (Miller 1957). 

Moreover, it is widely accepted that an individual’s information processing capacity at 

any given time is limited (e.g., Bruner 1956; Gilbert, Krull and Malone 1990; Moskowitz, 

Skurnik, and Galinsky 1998; Wyer and Srull 1986). Simple math problems may become 

a daunting challenge when one is required to count the number of times he blinks his eyes 

while solving the problems. Because a portion of cognitive capacity has to be assigned to 

the counting task, one cannot fully utilize his cognitive capacity to solve the math 

problem. Although counting the number of eye blinking is an easy task itself, it can still 

constrain one’s cognitive capacity enough to impair one’s ability to solve simple math 

problems simultaneously. 

Given the limited cognitive capacity, it should be adaptive to use as little 

cognitive resource as possible for mundane, everyday tasks. The principle of least effort 

suggests that people develop strategies that help conserve cognitive resource such as 

categorization, stereotyping, heuristics among others (Allport 1954). Fiske and Taylor 

(1984) called humans “cognitive misers” to illustrate such a tendency. The notion of 

limited cognitive capacity and principle of least effort suggests that observers often 

process an observed behavior with little cognitive effort thus do not enter the systematic 

attribution process (e.g., Gilbert 1998; Gilbert and Malone 1995; Gilbert, Pelham and 
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Krull 1986; Hastie 1984; Rifon et al. 2004). Thus, most of our mundane daily tasks are 

performed without utilizing much cognitive capacity. 

Nonetheless, research has shown that some factors may motivate individuals to 

extend their cognitive effort to generate more accurate attributional outcomes. For 

example, Hastie (1984) showed that individuals are more likely to engage in the 

systematic attribution when newly presented information is inconsistent with pre-held 

knowledge. The inconsistency between new information and existing knowledge makes it 

difficult to link the two; therefore, individuals may engage in the attribution process to 

resolve the inconsistency. In the context of corporate societal marketing, the brand/cause 

fit, or the perceived overall relatedness between the brand and cause, has been shown to 

affect whether or not consumers will engage in the systematic attribution (e.g., Nan and 

Heo 2007; Rifon et al., 2004; Simmons and Becker-Olsen 2006).  

The suspicion of ulterior motives seems to be another factor that motivates 

individuals to engage in the systematic attribution process (Fein 1996; Fein and Miller 

1986). Fein and his colleagues showed that suspicion of ulterior motives discouraged 

subjects from relying on spontaneous inferences based on the face value of the observed 

behavior (Fein and Miller 1986). Instead, observers engaged in more sophisticated 

attribution process that suspicion of ulterior motives was resolved when the thorough 

attributional analysis dictated so (Fein 1996). In the context of corporate societal 

marketing, persuasive intent can be seen as ulterior motives if the initial categorization 

concludes it as a helping behavior. Consumers may be still suspicious of the marketer’s 

motive in the seemingly altruistic behavior. If so, they may engage in sophisticated 

attributional analysis to check the validity of the initial assessment. 
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While the two factors discussed above, inconsistency between the new 

information and existing knowledge and the suspicion of ulterior motives, may motivate 

consumers to engage in systematic attribution of corporate motive, consumers’ 

motivation may not translate into actual execution of the sophisticated attribution if they 

lack cognitive capacity to do so (Gilbert and Malone 1995; Gilbert, Pelham, and Krull 

1986). In a seminal study, for example, Gilbert and his colleagues showed their subjects a 

silent film that featured a woman talking with an interviewer (Gilbert, Phelm, and Krull 

1986). One group was told that she was discussing anxious topics (e.g., her sexual 

fantasies, hidden secrets) while the others were told that she was discussing relaxing 

topics (e.g., world travel, fashion trend). Half of each topic group was told that they 

would be asked to remember all the topics she discussed to constrain their cognitive 

capacity available to the attribution task. The results indicated that subjects in the 

cognitive constraint condition failed to consider the nature of the topics while no 

cognitive constraint group was able to discern the effect of the topics. Among subjects 

whose cognitive capacity was constrained, their rating of the woman’s trait anxiety did 

not differ between anxiety-evoking topic group and non-anxiety topic group. That is, the 

results were the same as the outcome of the behavioral categorization stage would 

suggest (i.e., she is acting anxiously and thus she is an anxious person). In contrast, 

among subjects whose cognitive capacity was not constrained, those in the anxiety topic 

condition rated the women lower on the trait anxiety than those in the non-anxiety topic 

condition. That is, the results indicated what the outcome of systematic attribution would 

suggest. 
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As illustrated in Gilbert, Phelm, and Krull (1986), the operation of cognitive 

capacity often involves the assignment of a secondary task. Counting numbers, 

memorizing numbers (Campbell and Kirmani 2000; Main, Dahl, and Darke 2007), and 

even counting the number of blinking the eyes while reading an experimental stimulus 

(Williams, Fitzsikons, and Block 2004) seem to sufficiently reduce cognitive capacity 

available for the main task. In order to fully engage in the systematic attribution and to 

correct for the initial assessment from the first stage processing, one’s cognitive capacity 

needs to be unconstrained. 

When cognitive capacity is unconstrained, consumers may use persuasion 

knowledge beyond the change-of-meaning and avoid the sinister attribution error. 

Evidence has shown that consumers are able to make multiple attributions in corporate 

societal marketing (e.g., Ellen, Webb and Mohr 2006; Rifon et al. 2004; Trimble and 

Rifon 2005). Furthermore, consumers may accept corporations’ business imperative to 

make profits as a matter of fact that the perception of self-serving or egoistic motives 

may not necessarily put off the consumers. Thus, when consumers exert their full 

cognitive capacity, the negative effect of marketing categorization may be mitigated.  

Although there is little research on the systematic use of persuasion knowledge, it is 

expected that the consumer’s cognitive capacity may impact how she/he will use 

persuasion knowledge in a given situation. 

In summary, the attribution process involves the consideration of additional 

factors that may have contributed to the company’s decision to engage in corporate 

societal marketing as well as the estimation of the relative role of each factor. The 

discounting principle suggests that the presence of other plausible causes should lead to a 
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discounting of the corporate motive that was initially identified. Therefore, perceived 

marketer motives after the systematic attribution should include multiple intentions, 

reflecting the duality of corporate societal marketing, and the perception of either 

persuasion intention or altruistic intention should be less extreme than before the 

attribution. Nonetheless, the systematic attribution may not occur if the consumer’s 

cognitive capacity is constrained. Because the systematic attribution requires substantial 

cognitive resources, consumers will be unable to perform the attribution task when their 

cognitive capacity is constrained. In such cases, perceived marketer motives will reflect 

the simplistic dichotomist perception of persuasion intent or altruistic intent. 
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CHAPTER III 

CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK AND RESEARCH HYPOTHESES 

The main goal of this dissertation research is to understand how perceived 

marketer motives is formed in consumer mind with regard to corporate societal 

marketing. While prior studies have suggested that perceived marketer motives exerts a 

great influence on consumer response to corporate societal marketing (e.g., Barone et al. 

2000; 2007; Drumwright 1996; Rifon et al. 2004), little is known as to how this perceived 

marketer motives is formed and what factors may play a role in this process. In particular, 

extant studies focused on the systematic and deliberate attribution process and largely 

neglected the spontaneous and automatic pre-attribution process (e.g., Ellen, Webb, and 

Mohr 2006; Forehand and Grier 2003; Rifon et al. 2004). Therefore, the current 

investigation encompasses the pre-attribution process of behavioral categorization as well 

as the attribution process in order to better understand how consumers may perceive 

corporate motive in corporate societal marketing.  

The current research assumes that the way consumers perceive corporate motive 

from a company’s practices will resemble the way individuals make inferences about 

others’ intentions from their observed behavior. Person perception theories suggest that 

this inference of others’ intention is formed through two stages: one that involves the 

spontaneous inference making about the target person’s intention and automatic 

categorization of the observed behavior, and the other that involves the systematic and 

deliberate attribution of the behavior in consideration of alternative causes (e.g., Gilbert 

1998; Jones and Davis 1965; Trope 1983). Figure 1 illustrates the overall conceptual 

framework for this process. 
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The first stage processing involves making inference about the actor’s intention 

and categorizing the behavior as one of the constructs that the observer has in memory 

(e.g., Gilbert 1998; Trope 1983; Uleman 1999). This pre-attribution process is 

spontaneous and automatic. The categorization is guided by the applicability and 

accessibility principles of knowledge activation and use (e.g., Bruner 1957; Higgins 

1999; Wyer 2007). The more applicable a specific category is in the consumer’s memory 

to a particular instance of corporate societal marketing, the more likely he or she is to use 

the category to classify the instance (e.g., Higgins 1999). The more accessible the 

category is, the more likely the stimulus is categorized as an example of the category 

(e.g., Bruner 1957; Higgins 1999; Wyer 2007). 

Given that companies typically pursue both economic and noneconomic goals in 

corporate societal marketing, an instance of corporate societal marketing can be 

categorized either as persuasion to maximize the marketer’s self-interest or as helping to 

enhance other’s and larger society’s well-being, depending on the spontaneously 

perceived marketer motives. This spontaneous categorization may depend on 

applicability and accessibility of persuasion knowledge, a set of interrelated beliefs about 

marketing strategies and tactics and marketers’ intention to use them (Friestad and 

Wright 1994). Although the consumer’s persuasion knowledge is conceptualized to 

contain a large number of beliefs, the change-of-meaning heuristic seems most relevant 

to the categorization process. The PKM suggests that when consumers perceive the 

persuasion intention, the behavior loses its face value and it is encoded as a persuasion 

attempt (Friestad and Wright 1994). Empirical studies have shown that this change-of-

meaning leads to generally less positive consumer response, possibly due to reactance, 
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defense motive, or generalized distrust toward marketing and advertising (see Campbell 

and Kirmani 2007 for a review). 

The likelihood that an instance of corporate societal marketing will be categorized 

as marketing may be a function of applicability and accessibility of persuasion 

knowledge. Applicability of persuasion knowledge seems to vary across different types 

of corporate societal marketing. Some types such as cause-related marketing seems to 

display typical properties of marketing, such as sales claims and use of advertising while 

others, such as traditional corporate philanthropy, seem to exhibit few salient properties 

of marketing. Social sponsorship seems to stand in the middle of this range,  as the 

corporate benefits in social sponsorship are not as visible as in cause-related marketing 

yet many consumers seem to recognize the effect of brand exposure and corporate image 

enhancement (Haley 1994; Yoon et al. 2006). Therefore, it appears that persuasion 

knowledge is more applicable to some types of corporate societal marketing, such as 

cause-related marketing, as opposed to others, such as traditional corporate philanthropy. 

The more applicable persuasion knowledge is, the more likely it is for a specific 

corporate societal marketing initiative to be categorized as marketing; therefore, the more 

applicable persuasion knowledge is, the more likely consumers perceive persuasive 

corporate motive. Consequently, the following hypothesis is proposed. 

H1: Consumers will perceive persuasive corporate motive to varying degrees 

across different types of corporate societal marketing. 

H1a: Consumers will perceive higher persuasive corporate motive in cause-

related marketing than in social sponsorship. 
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H1b: Consumers will perceive higher persuasive corporate motive in social 

sponsorship than in traditional corporate philanthropy. 

 Given the spontaneous and automatic nature of the first stage processing, 

judgment of applicability will also take place spontaneously. Thus, consumers may not 

detect the subtle differences across different types of corporate societal marketing at least 

during the categorization process. Instead, the categorization process may depend on the 

accessibility of persuasion knowledge, particularly ad skepticism. The Persuasion 

Knowledge Model (PKM) suggests that consumers develop their persuasion knowledge 

throughout their lifespan and use it to cope with marketing influences they encounter 

daily (Friestad, Boush, and Wright 1994; Friestad and Wright 1994; 1995). The frequent 

use of persuasion knowledge suggests that the accessibility of this knowledge structure or 

category will be chronically high. Generalized distrust toward marketing and advertising, 

in particular, seems to be the most commonly used persuasion coping strategy among 

American consumers (Maine et al. 2007; Dharke and Ritchie 2007).  

The accessibility of this generalized distrust may be measured with ad skepticism. 

Ad skepticism is the individual consumer’s tendency to disbelieve advertising claims 

(Obermiller and Spangenberg 1998; 2000; Obermiller, Spangenberg, and MacLachlan 

2005). Ad skepticism is closely related with a generally negative attitude toward 

marketing (Obermiller and Spangenberg 1998), and may indicate the accessibility of 

persuasion knowledge (Friestad and Wright 1994). The more accessible persuasion 

knowledge is, the more likely a corporate societal marketing initiative is to be categorized 

as marketing; therefore, the more accessible persuasion knowledge is, the more likely 
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consumers perceive persuasive intent. Based on this reasoning, the following hypotheses 

are put forth with regard to the effect of accessibility. 

H2: The higher a consumer scores on ad skepticism, the higher persuasive 

corporate motive s/he will perceive. 

While it is expected that both applicability and accessibility will increase the 

perception of persuasive corporate motive, the interaction of the two is also expected. 

Highly skeptical consumers may perceive persuasive corporate motive in all types of 

corporate societal marketing because their threshold for the change-of-meaning will be 

substantially low, to the extent that a slight hint of marketing intent will activate their 

persuasion knowledge. Therefore, the effect of corporate societal marketing type will be 

minimal for highly skeptical consumers. In contrast, less skeptical consumers may have a 

higher threshold for the change-of-meaning than highly skeptical consumers, so that they 

may perceive corporate philanthropy as an altruistic and society-serving practice. 

Nonetheless, they will easily perceive the persuasive intent in cause-related marketing. 

Therefore, the effect of corporate societal marketing type will be stronger among less 

skeptical consumers than highly skeptical consumers. Thus, the following hypothesis is 

proposed in terms of the interaction effect of applicability and accessibility. 

H3: The effect of corporate societal marketing type will be greater among less 

skeptical consumers than highly skeptical consumers. 

The outcome inferences about corporate motive in the first stage processing may 

be further analyzed in the subsequent attribution process. In the attribution process, the 

consumer considers other plausible factors that may have contributed to the company’s 

decision to engage in corporate societal marketing. Research has shown that consumers 
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attribute corporate societal marketing to multiple company goals such as the sincere 

concern for the cause, the commitment to customer care, to respond to stakeholders’ 

expectations, and to compensate for previous bad deeds (e.g., Ellen, Webb and Mohr 

2006; Rifon et al. 2003; Webb and Mohr 1998). The discounting principle suggests that 

the presence of other plausible causes should lead to discounting of the initially perceived 

marketer motives (Kelley 1973; Rifon et al. 2003; Trimble and Rifon 2005). Therefore, 

the systematic attribution will discount the initially perceived intention, either persuasive 

intention or altruistic intention depending on how the corporate societal marketing 

initiative was categorized and its intention was inferred in the first stage processing. 

Thus, it is expected that perceived marketer motives will be less extreme once the 

consumer performs the second stage attribution processing. 

However, the discounting of the initially perceived marketer motives may not 

completely eliminate the effect of the first stage processing. According to Quattrone 

(1982), the adjustment of the initial attribution tends to be insufficient and thus the final 

attribution remains close to the initial attribution. In addition, the outcomes of the first 

stage processing may serve as a hypothesis to be tested in the second stage that 

consumers may look for information that supports their initial inferences and 

categorization and pay less attention to information that weakens their initial responses 

(Tversky and Kahneman 1974). Therefore, it is expected that those who categorize 

corporate societal marketing as marketing will perceive persuasive corporate motive to a 

greater extent than those who categorize it as helping even after the attribution task is 

complete.  
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Nonetheless, consumers may not perform the second stage attribution task if their 

cognitive capacity is constrained. Attribution is a deliberate and systematic process that 

requires substantial cognitive capacity. Research has shown that individuals are unable to 

discount the initial attributions in consideration of other causes when their cognitive 

capacity is constrained (e.g., Gilbert 1998; Gilbert and Malone 1995; Gilbert, Phelm, and 

Krull 1988). Since consumers whose cognitive capacity is constrained will be unable to 

adjust their initial inferences and categorization, they will perceive more extreme 

corporate motives than those whose cognitive capacity is not constrained. Based on the 

above discussion, the following hypotheses are proposed regarding the effect of the 

attribution process. 

H4a: Within high applicability and high accessibility conditions, consumers with 

constrained cognitive capacity will perceive higher persuasive corporate motive 

than those with unconstrained cognitive capacity. 

H4b: Within low applicability and low accessibility conditions, consumers with 

constrained cognitive capacity will perceive lower persuasive corporate motive 

than those with unconstrained cognitive capacity. 

Among those who perform the second stage attribution processing, the adjustment 

or correction is expected to be insufficient. Thus, the following hypotheses are proposed 

regarding the carryover effect of the first stage processing. 

H5: Among consumers whose cognitive capacity is not constrained, high 

applicability/high accessibility consumers will perceive higher persuasive 

corporate motive than low applicability/low accessibility consumers. 
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Perceived marketer motives, whether it is formed through a spontaneous process 

only or both spontaneous and systematic processes, is assumed to affect the consumer’s 

final response to corporate societal marketing. Consumer response to corporate societal 

marketing can be indicated in a number of ways, such as corporate credibility (e.g., Rifon 

et al., 2004), company evaluation (Forehand and Grier 2003), purchase intent (e.g., 

Becker-Olsen, Cudmore, and Hill 2006; Ellen, Webb, and Mohr 2006; Strahilevitz and 

Myers 1998), perceived effectiveness of the corporate societal marketing initiative (e.g., 

Chang 2008), attitude toward the corporate societal marketing initiative (e.g., Barone, 

Norman, and Miyazaki 2007), attitude toward the ad, attitude toward the brand, and 

attitude toward the company (Nan and Heo 2007). Although it is not the main focus of 

this research, the effect of perceived marketer motives on consumer response needs to be 

considered as a context to understand the role of perceived marketer motives.  

Among consumers whose cognitive capacity is constrained, a simplistic negative 

correlation between the persuasive corporate motive and consumer response is expected. 

That is, when the consumer processing is largely spontaneous, consumer response will be 

rather simplistic; therefore, the higher consumers’ perception of persuasive corporate 

motive is, the less favorable their response will be. However, among consumers whose 

cognitive capacity is not constrained, the relationship will be quite complex. A certain 

level of persuasive corporate motive may have no detrimental effect on consumer 

response while a high level of persuasion motive may. Moreover, the effect of perceived 

motive may dwindle as consumers take into consideration a number of other factors, 

which may have greater impacts than perceived marketer motives. Therefore, the 

relationship between perceived marketer motives and consumer response is difficult to 
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predict when consumers engage in a systematic process. Therefore, the following 

hypotheses and research questions are proposed in terms of the relationship between 

perceived marketer motives and consumer response to corporate societal marketing.  

H6: Among consumers with constrained cognitive capacity, the higher perceived 

persuasive motive is, the less favorable consumer response will be. 

H6a: Among consumers with constrained cognitive capacity, the higher perceived 

persuasive motive is, the less favorable attitude toward the company will be. 

H6b: Among consumers with constrained cognitive capacity, the higher perceived 

persuasive motive is, the less favorable the company evaluation will be. 

H6c: Among consumers with constrained cognitive capacity, the higher perceived 

persuasive motive is, the lower purchase intent will be. 

RQ: Among consumers with unconstrained cognitive capacity, what is the 

relationship between perceived persuasive motive and consumer response to 

corporate societal marketing? 

RQ1: Among consumers with unconstrained cognitive capacity, what is the 

relationship between perceived persuasive motive and attitude toward the 

company? 

RQ2: Among consumers with unconstrained cognitive capacity, what is the 

relationship between perceived persuasive motive and company evaluation? 

RQ3: Among consumers with unconstrained cognitive capacity, what is the 

relationship between perceived persuasive motive and purchase intent? 
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Figure 1. The Formation of Perceived marketer motives in Corporate Societal Marketing 
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CHAPTER IV 

STUDY 1 METHODOLOGY 

OVERVIEW  

The current investigation employs two experiments. The main goals of Study 1 

are to assess how different corporate societal marketing types activate persuasion 

knowledge to varying degrees and to develop experimental stimuli to be used in Study 2. 

In addition, Study 1 also examines the effect of the consumer’s general skepticism toward 

advertising on perceived marketer motive. Study 2 will be further developed to test the 

effect of cognitive capacity in the formation of perceived marketer motive based on the 

results of Study 1. 

STUDY 1: COPORATE SOCIETAL MARKETING TYPE AND PERSUASION 

KNOWLEDGE ACTIVATION 

Study 1 is aimed to assess how different types of corporate societal marketing 

may lead consumers to recognize the marketer’s persuasion intent to varying degrees. As 

discussed in the previous chapters, it is assumed that the applicability of persuasion 

knowledge increases as the marketer’s economic objectives become more salient. 

Therefore, the current investigation expects that the applicability of persuasion 

knowledge is the highest in cause-related marketing and the lowest in traditional 

corporate philanthropy, while social sponsorship stands in the middle. 

Previous studies of consumer response to corporate societal marketing have used 

a variety of marketing communication methods, such as websites (Rifon et al., 2004), 

print ads  (Menon and Kahn 2003; Trimble and Rifon 2006), radio ad scripts (Ellen, 

Webb, and Mohr 2006), and TV spots (Szykman, Bloom, and Blazing 2004). Other 
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studies have employed simple descriptions of corporate societal marketing (e.g., Barone, 

Miyazaki, and Talyor 2000; Barone, Talyor, and Miyazaki 2007; Dean 2003; Forehand 

and Grier 2003). While any form of marketing communication can be used to promote 

corporate societal marketing, a corporate website provides external validity. Today’s 

marketers typically ensure online presence and corporate websites often provide 

information about their community involvement. Some companies may refrain from 

advertising their social involvement to avoid criticism of hypocrisy (Anderson 2008). 

Even so, they do not shy away using their corporate website to promote their endeavors 

and most large companies devote a section on their website to discuss their social 

involvement. Such information encompasses a wide array of corporate societal marketing 

initiatives. Thus, all three types that are employed in the current investigation are likely to 

be part of corporate websites. In addition, the use of a corporate website, as opposed to 

advertising, allows avoidance of unnecessarily triggering ad skepticism, which is an 

important factor that is examined in the study. 

In reality, however, different types of corporate societal marketing may be 

communicated via different communication methods and each communication method 

may lead consumers to recognize the marketer’s persuasion motive to varying degrees as 

well. For example, traditional corporate philanthropy is likely to be communicated 

through the company’s annual report, corporate website, or in a news article if the 

endeavor has some news value. In contrast, cause-related marketing is likely to be 

communicated through advertising, point-of-purchase promotion and packaging along 

with the corporate website and news articles. Sponsorship communication is mainly 

through exposing the brand to the audience and participants of the sponsored event by 
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placing the brand name at the event venue or posters, and publicity. It is possible that 

consumers readily recognize the marketer’s persuasion intent in advertising than in a 

news article. If so, consumers may recognize the marketer’s persuasion intent more easily 

in cause-related marketing than in corporate philanthropy not only because of the 

different nature but also because of the different communication methods. 

To that end, Study 1 employed five different conditions to allow comparison 

among three different types of corporate societal marketing while holding the 

communication method constant as well as comparison among three different types each 

using its typical communication method.  That is, the first three conditions use an article 

excerpt allegedly from the corporate website that introduce a fictitious company’s 

corporate societal marketing initiatives. In addition, there will an ad that promotes a 

cause-related marketing program and a poster that promotes a sponsorship program. Both 

materials were described to be at the creative concept stage and professional looks and 

quality would be achieved through further development and production process. 

The Sample 

A group of college students were recruited to participate in Study 1. Students who 

were enrolled in lower level advertising courses were invited to participate in the study in 

exchange for an extra credit point. According to Cone (2008), young consumers are 

particularly receptive to corporate societal marketing, and thus corporate societal 

marketing is likely to be targeted toward this population. In addition, the use of a college 

population is relatively cost-efficient. Admittedly, the homogeneity of a college sample 

may pose a threat because the study requires a wide variance in ad skepticism. However, 

Bailey (2007) successfully found the effect of ad skepticism on the response to celebrity 
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endorsement using a college sample. Although a non-college sample with a wide age 

variance may be ideal, a college sample is expected to provide a sufficient variance on ad 

skepticism with cost efficiency. 

The Company 

The choice of a company was made with great care. The literature suggests that 

the industry category may make an impact on the way consumers respond to corporate 

societal marketing. For example, manufacturers of alcoholic beverage, tobacco products, 

fire arms, and oil are likely to be scrutinized the sincerity and honesty of their efforts 

(Basil and Herr 2006; Szykman 2004). Therefore, it was critical to choose a business 

category that consumers would not find inherently unethical or harmful to the society. 

Additionally, the literature suggests that retailers are among the industry categories that 

are most active in corporate societal marketing (Becker-Olsen, Cudmore and Hill 2006). 

Furthermore, retail business appears to be less sensitive to the effect of brand/cause fit 

and tends to partner with a variety of causes (Ellen, Mohr, and Webb 1997). Large retail 

companies often seem to support local communities. Target, for example, supports local 

communities by helping local schools, sponsoring arts and cultural events, and giving to 

social service agencies and other charitable organizations (www.target.com). HEB, a 

local grocery brand in central and southern Texas, is also deeply involved in community 

outreach by supporting local food banks and United Way (www.heb.com). Thus, a local 

grocery store was chosen to be used in the current investigation. 

While some might question the relevance of grocery stores to the sample 

population of college students, a brief pretest revealed that grocery stores were perceived 

more relevant than other types of retail stores. On average, a survey of 38 college 
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students found that they visited grocery stores 3.2 times over the past 30 days while they 

visited convenience stores twice. They visited shoe stores 3.6 times and book stores 3.2 

times over the past 6 months. Therefore, they appear to visit grocery stores most 

frequently among the four types of retail stores examined. Moreover, they perceived 

grocery stores more relevant than other types of retail stores. Using Zaichkoswsky’s 

(1985) personal involvement inventory, grocery stores scored 5.7 in comparison to 

convenience stores 5.2 on a 7-point scale, in which higher scores indicate higher 

involvement. Thus, the use of grocery stores in the current investigation deemed 

appropriate. 

The Cause 

As for the cause, helping local schools has been chosen. The literature suggests 

that perceived lack of company-cause fit can trigger the systematic attribution process 

(e.g., Nan and Heo 2007; Rifon et al. 2004; Simmons and Becker-Olsen 2006). Although 

company-cause fit is not of main concern in this study, thus, it is critical to use a cause 

that is not perceived completely irrelevant to grocery stores. Education has been one of 

the most commonly supported causes in corporate societal marketing. Local retail stores 

often support local schools to encourage customers in the community to support their 

business. For example, Kroger and Tom Thumb, two leading grocery stores in Central 

Dallas area, both participate in Good Neighbor program, in which customers can choose 

which local schools they want to direct the donations of those grocers.  

The Stimuli 

As discussed above, there were five different conditions. Two conditions describe 

the local grocer’s cause-related marketing, one in the form of corporate website excerpt 
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and the other in the form of an ad under development. Additional two conditions describe 

the local grocer’s sponsorship of local school events, again, one in the form of corporate 

website excerpt and the other in the form of a poster under development. Lastly, one 

condition described the grocer’s philanthropy to support local schools in the form of 

corporate website excerpt.  

Across all conditions, Town Market, a fictitious local grocery store, was described 

as giving 5% of its pretax earnings to local schools. In cause-related marketing 

conditions, Town Market was described to donate 5% of the pretax earnings to local 

schools and subjects received a message encouraging to shop at their stores to help local 

schools. In sponsorship conditions, Town Market was described as allocating 5% of the 

pretax earnings to helping local schools via donating snacks, drinks, as well as cash to 

support school events and sending out their employees as volunteers. Subjects were 

encouraged to say hello to those volunteers. In traditional corporate philanthropy 

condition, Town Market was described as donating 5% of the pretax earnings to local 

schools. The article describes the goal is to give back the love Town Market has received 

over the years. The exact stimuli are presented in Appendix A.  

Independent Variables  

Corporate Societal Marketing Type 

As discussed above, the main independent variable in Study 1 is corporate 

societal marketing type. Three different types of corporate societal marketing were used: 

cause-related marketing, sponsorship, and traditional corporate philanthropy. They were 

all presented in the form of corporate website excerpt. Two additional conditions were 

cause-related marketing in an ad form and sponsorship in a poster format.  
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Advertising Skepticism 

It is hypothesized that individual consumers’ advertising skepticism level will 

influence how they perceive the marketer’s motive in corporate societal marketing. As an 

individual difference factor, ad skepticism is not manipulated but measured. The ad 

skepticism scale, SKEP, is a nine-item five-point Likert-type scale (Obermiller and 

Spangenberg 1998; 2000). The entire scale items are presented in Appendix B. The 

SKEP score is the sum of the scores on all nine items; thus the score ranges from 9 to 45 

(Obermiller and Spangenberg 1998; 2000). Using a convenient sample of college 

students and their parents, a study reported a mean SKEP score of 29.3 with standard 

deviation being 5.37 (Obermiller and Spangenberg 2000). The median SKEP score was 

25 in that study. Bailey (2007) measured ad skepticism of students who were enrolled in 

an introductory marketing course using the same scale. He reported the variance ranging 

from 17 to 52, with the mean being 32 and median 31. The internal reliability of the scale 

has been reported to range from Cronbach alpha .87 to .95 (Bailey 2007; Obermiller and 

Spangenberg 1998; 2000).  

Dependent Variables 

Perceived Persuasion Intent  

 Subjects were asked to list all thoughts and feelings that went through their minds 

while being exposed to the experimental stimuli. The listed thoughts and feelings were 

content analyzed by two coders. Any item that mentioned the marketer’s persuasion 

intent was coded for further analysis. 

Perceived Marketer Motives 
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Since there is no established measure of perceived marketer motive, Study 1 

compiled a number of items that have been used in the literature. The compiled items 

were grouped into three dimensions: community-oriented motives, company-oriented 

motives, and manipulative motives. The entire list of items is presented in Appendix C. 

All those items were assessed on a seven-point Likert style measure. 

Covariates 

 Although not of main concern in Study 1, a couple of variables were introduced to 

better understand how consumers form their perception of the marketer motive in 

corporate societal marketing.  

Approval for Self-promotion 

 It was suspected that some consumers are more willing than others to approve 

companies using their social engagement for marketing purposes. Those who approve the 

use of social engagement for marketing purposes may see both community-oriented and 

company-oriented motives in corporate societal marketing. For them, company-oriented 

motives may not necessarily lead to negative reactions. On the other hand, those who do 

not approve may see the company having any company-oriented motive inappropriate 

thus leading to negative reactions. 

 Approval for Self-promotion was measured on a three-item seven-point semantic 

differential scale, anchored by Completely Appropriate----Not At All Appropriate, 

Completely Acceptable—Not At All Acceptable, Right---Wrong. The score on each item 

was averaged to form an index of Approval for Self-promotion. Higher score represents 

higher approval.  

Company-Cause Fit 
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As discussed above, the literature suggests that company-cause fit may have a 

significant impact on perceived marketer motive in corporate societal marketing (e.g., 

Rifon et al. 2004). Although Study 1 employs only one pair of company and cause, the 

perceived fit may vary across subjects. The varying level of perceived company-cause fit 

may contribute to the variance in perceived marketer motive in this study. Therefore, the 

fit was also introduced as a covariate. 

Company-cause fit was measured on a three-item seven-point semantic 

differential scale, anchored by a good fit-- not a good fit, compatible—not compatible, 

congruent—incongruent. The scores were averaged to form an index and higher values 

represent higher perceived fit. 

Cause Involvement 

Another issue regarding the choice of cause was how relevant and important the 

cause is to subjects in the study. In reality, marketers would typically choose to support a 

cause their target audience would find relevant and important to them. Thus, it was 

essential that the cause selected in this study was perceived relevant to subjects. 

Cause involvement was measured using Zaikowski’s (1985) Involvement Scale. 

This 19-item 7-point semantic differential scale has been validated in a number of studies 

and is one of the most widely used measures of involvement. The entire list of items is 

presented in Appendix D. The scores were averaged to form an index and higher score 

represents higher involvement with the cause. 

Procedure 

The study was conducted online for convenience and time-saving purposes. 

Subjects were first presented with a consent form that described the requirements, cost 
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and benefits of the study. Subjects who agreed to participate in the study were randomly 

assigned to one of the five conditions, in which they were presented with a respective 

experiment stimulus. Subsequently, they were asked to write down all thoughts, feelings, 

and impressions that went through their minds while reading the material (e.g., Kirmani 

and Zhu 2007; Trimble and Rifon 2005). Then, they filled out a questionnaire that 

assessed personal involvement with the cause, perceived marketer motives, approval for 

self-promotion, perceived company-cause fit, and ad skepticism. Lastly, subjects 

provided basic demographic information and were thanked for their participation. 
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CHAPTER V 

STUDY 1 RESULTS 

Sample Profile  

A total of 149 subjects participated in Study 1. Among them, 60% were female 

and 40% male. Ninety-four percent of them were between ages 18 and 21 although the 

age ranged from 18 to 36. Their mean age was 19.5 years old with both median and mode 

at 19. A majority of them were freshmen (35%), sophomores (38%), and juniors (20%). 

About 6% were in their senior year in college. Approximately 80% of the subjects were  

Table 1. Sample Characteristics  

Demographic Characteristic Category Frequency Valid Percent 

Gender Male 59 40.4 

 Female 87 59.6 

Age 18 Years 30 21.1 

 19 Years 56 39.4 

 20 Years 33 23.2 

 21 Years 13 9.2 

 22 Years and Older 9 6.4 

Year in College Freshman 51 34.9 

 Sophomore 56 38.4 

 Junior 29 19.9 

 Senior 9 6.2 

 Other 1 0.7 

Primary Major Advertising 18 12.3 

 PR 6 4.1 

 Marketing 5 3.4 

 Other 117 80.1 

Ethnicity African American 2 1.4 

 Anglo American 85 58.2 

 Asian American 22 15.1 

 Hispanic 17 11.6 

 Multiracial 7 4.8 

 International 12 8.2 

 Other 1 0.7 
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majoring other than advertising, PR, and marketing although they were taking lower level 

advertising courses. The majority of subjects were Anglo Americans (58%), followed by 

Asian Americans (15%) and Hispanics (11%). 

The Effect of Corporate Societal Marketing Type on Persuasion Knowledge Use 

Responses to the thought protocol were content analyzed by two coders. There 

were only two categories (mentioned persuasion intent vs. did not mention) in this coding 

and the two coders agreed 87% of the time and the disagreement was resolved through 

discussion. Some examples that mentioned persuasion intent include, “It sounds that the 

store is using charity as a marketing campaign,” “I know it is still a bit of a marketing 

technique,” “You are spending your money and profiting the company with 95% of your 

own purchase but more people will consume in the store to help the community and more 

people will consume with a positive impression of the store. This amount will 

compensate the 5% loss,” “I felt like the company was trying to sell me on their ideas and 

get me to think positively about them,” and “Knowing that they are benefiting students 

may influence people to shop there.” 

As presented in Table 2, cause-related marketing was most likely to activate 

persuasion knowledge among the three types of corporate societal marketing. When 

presented in the form of corporate website, cause-related marketing led 63.6% of subjects 

to perceive persuasion intent. When presented in the form of an ad, cause-related 

marketing led 30% of subjects to perceive persuasion intent. Sponsorship seems least 

likely to activate persuasion knowledge among the three types. When presented in the 

form of corporate website, sponsorship led 27.8% of subjects to perceive persuasion 

intent. When presented in the form of poster, sponsorship led 14.8% of subjects to 
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recognize persuasion intent. Corporate philanthropy described in a corporate website 

35.5% of subjects to recognize persuasion intent. Overall, the difference was statistically 

significant (Chi-Squared = 13.687, df = 4, p > .01).  

Among three conditions that were presented in a corporate website format, the 

difference was statistically significant (Chi-Squared= 5.892, df = 2, p < .05). Therefore, 

the different types of corporate societal marketing seem to trigger persuasion knowledge 

to varying degrees even when the communication format was held constant. Cause-

related marketing was more likely to lead people to recognize persuasion intent than 

sponsorship (Chi-Squared = 5.105, df = 1, p < .05). In addition, cause-related marketing 

was more likely to lead people to recognize persuasion intent than traditional 

philanthropy (Chi-Squared = 3.083, df =1, p < .05). Although it appeared that traditional 

philanthropy was more likely to lead subject to recognize persuasion intent than 

sponsorship (35% vs. 28%), the difference was not statistically significant (Chi-Squared 

= .229, p > .05). Therefore, among the corporate website conditions, cause-related 

marketing was more likely to lead people to recognize persuasion intent than the other 

two types. 

Table 2. Perceived Persuasion Intention by Corporate Societal Marketing Type 

Persuasion Intent Yes
A
 No

B
 Total 

14 8 22 Cause-Related Marketing/ 

Website (63.6%) (36.4%) (100.0%) 

Sponsorship/ Website 5 13 18 

(27.8%) (72.2%) (100.0%) 

6 11 17 Corporate Philanthropy / Website 

(35.3%) (64.7%) (100.0%) 

Cause-Related Marketing/ Ad 9 21 30 

(30.0%) (70.0%) (100.0%) 

4 23 27 

CSM Type/ 

Communication 

Format 

Sponsorship/ Poster 

(14.8%) (85.2%) (100.0%) 
A
 listed a thought about the marketer’s persuasion intent.; 

B
 did not list a thought related 

to the marketer’s persuasion intent. 
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When different communication formats were used for different corporate societal 

marketing type, the likelihood of subjects mentioning persuasion intention did not vary. 

The difference among those three conditions did not reach statistical significance (Chi-

Squared = 2.787, df = 2, p > .05).  

It was suspected that subjects’ area of study may have an impact on whether or 

not they perceive the marketer’s persuasion intent. That is, those who study advertising, 

PR, and marketing may be better able to see through the marketer’s intent than others. As 

presented in Table 3, those who are in marketing-related areas, such as advertising, PR, 

and advertising, were less likely to think of the marketer’s persuasion intent than others 

(36.4% vs. 20%). However, the difference was not statistically significant (Chi-Squared = 

2.367, df = 1, p > .05). 

Table 3. Major and Perceived Persuasion Intent 

 Persuasion Intent Yes No Total 

Non-Marketing Major 32 (36.4%) 56 (63.6%) 88 (100.0%) Major 

Marketing-related major 5 (20.0%) 20 (80%) 25 (100.0%) 

 

Cause Involvement and Perceived Company-Cause Fit  

A key purpose of Study 1 is to develop experimental stimuli to be used in Study 

2. The choice of the cause is critical as the personal involvement with the cause and 

perceived fit between the company and cause may influence consumer response to 

corporate societal marketing. Therefore, Study 1 assessed the sample’s personal 

involvement with the selected cause of supporting local schools, and the perceived fit 

between the company and cause. Personal involvement with the cause was measured on a 

19-item 7-point semantic differential measure, adopted from Zaichowsky’s (1985). The 

reliability of this measure was at Cronbach alpha = .948. As presented in Table 4, 



!

77 

subjects found the cause relevant and important to them. The mean cause-involvement 

was significantly higher than the midpoint (t = 21.834, df = 137, p < .001). Company-

cause fit was measured on a three-item seven-point semantic differential scale and its 

reliability was Cronbach alpha = .829. Overall, subjects found the grocery store-local 

school paring a good match. The mean company-cause fit was significantly higher than 

the midpoint (t = 6.562, df = 144, p < .001). 

Table 4. Cause Involvement and Company-Cause Fit  

 n Minimum Maximum Mean SD 

Cause Involvement
A
 138 4.0 7.0 5.6 0.9 

Company-Cause Fit
A
 145 2.0 7.0 4.9 1.6 

A
 measured on a 7-point scale, higher scores represent higher levels of the construct. 

 

Approval for Self-promotion  

Another issue of concern in Study 1 was the extent subjects perceive it 

appropriate to promote the company’s social involvement for its marketing purposes. 

Some consumers may see it acceptable for companies to promote their social initiatives 

for marketing purposes while others believe that companies should not self promote their 

good deed for commercial purposes. An individual consumer’s response to corporate 

societal marketing may depend on his/her approval for corporate self-promotion. That is, 

those who approve self-promotion will tolerate company-oriented motives in corporate 

societal marketing as long as the company is honest and fair with its nonprofit partner 

and consumers. Those who do not approve self-promotion, in contrast, may expect 

corporations to be completely altruistic and selfless in their involvement with social 

causes. They may be dampened to learn that the company is seeking self interest to some 

extent in corporate societal marketing.  
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To assess this possibility, the perceived appropriateness of self-promotion was 

measured on a three-item seven-point semantic differential scale. The reliability of this 

measure was Cronbach alpha = .910. Overall, subjects found it acceptable that companies 

use their good deed for marketing purposes. As presented in Table 5, the mean score was 

5.7 and it was significantly higher than the mid-point (t =17.692, df = 144, p < .001). 

Interestingly, students who major in marketing-related areas tend to see self-promotion 

more acceptable than others. This difference was statistically significant (t = 3.311, df = 

142, p < .001).  

Table 5. Approval for Self-promotion  

  n Mean SD t df p 

Approval for Self-Promotion
A
 144 5.7 1.2    

Marketing Related Major 29 6.3 1.0    

Non-Marketing Major 115 5.6 1.2 3.311 144 < .001 
A
 measured on a 7-point scale, higher scores represent higher levels of approval. 

 

Ad Skepticism 

Ad Skepticism was also assumed to influence how consumers perceive marketer 

motives in corporate societal marketing. Ad skepticism was measured on a nine-item 

five-point Likert-like scale (Obermiller and Spangenberg 1998). Scores on all nine items 

were summed up to form Ad Skepticism. The reliability of this scale was Cronbach alpha 

= .852. Subjects in Study 1 did not appear to be quite skeptical about advertising. The 

mean score with this sample was 27.45 and it was significantly different from the 

midpoint 22.5 (t = 11.128, df =139, p < .001). Furthermore, subjects whose major was a 

marketing-related area were as skeptical as non-marketing-related majors (t = 1.072, df = 

138, p > .05).  

In addition, subjects across all five conditions did not differ on ad skepticism (F = 

.214, p > .05). The mean ad skepticism score ranged from 3.0 through 3.1 across all 
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conditions while standard deviation ranged from .5 to .6. None of the conditions 

significantly differed from the others. 

Table 6. Ad Skepticism  

Ad Skepticism
A
 140 3.0 0.6    

Marketing Related Major 29 2.0 0.6    

Non-Marketing Major 111 3.1 0.6 1.072 138 > .05 
A
 measured on a 5-point scale, higher scores represent higher skepticism. 

 

It was suspected that those who are high on ad skepticism are more likely to 

recognize persuasion intent in corporate societal marketing than those who are low on ad 

skepticism. Therefore, an independent samples t-test was conducted to test this 

possibility. As presented in Table 7, the two groups did not differ on their ad skepticism 

scale. The two groups were almost identical in terms of ad skepticism. Therefore, 

whether or not subjects perceived persuasion intent was largely a function of corporate 

societal marketing type rather than ad skepticism. 

Table 7. Ad Skepticism and Perceived Persuasion Intent 

Persuasion Intent n Mean SD t df p 

Yes 34 3.0 0.6 .033 105 > .05 

No 73 3.0 0.6    

 

Table 8. Low, Medium, and High Ad Skepticism Groups 

 n Mean SD Minimum Maximum 

Low 42 21.4 2.5 15.0 25.0 

Medium 55 27.3 1.0 26.0 28.0 

High 43 33.4 5.2 30.0 44.0 

 

As seen in Figure 2, approximately 25% of subjects were clustered around the 

midpoint on ad skepticism. Therefore, subjects were grouped into high, medium, and low 

levels of skepticism for further analysis. As presented in Table 8, high and low 
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skepticism groups were almost even in size while medium group was slightly larger than 

the others.   

Figure 2. Distribution of Ad Skepticism 

 

 Perceived Marketer Motives 

Because there is no established measure of perceived marketer motives, Study 1 

compiled a number of items used in the literature. The compiled items were grouped into 

three dimensions: community-oriented motives, company-oriented motives, and 

manipulative motives. Community-oriented motives were assessed on a six-item seven-

point Likert style measure. The reliability of this measure was at Cronbach alpha = .811. 

Company-oriented motives were assessed on a five-item seven-point Likert style 
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measure. The reliability of this measure was Cronbach alpha = .769. Manipulative 

motives were assessed on a four-item seven-point Likert style measure. The reliability of 

this measure was Cronbach’s alpha = .779. Therefore, these measures deemed relatively 

reliable. As seen in Table 9, overall, community-oriented motives scored the highest, 

followed by company-oriented motives, and manipulative motives.  

Table 9. Perceived marketer motives 

Perceived marketer motives 

Number of 

Items 

Cronbach’s 

Alpha n Mean SD 

Community-Oriented
A
 6 .811 140 5.0 0.9 

Company-Oriented
A
 5 .769 142 4.6 1.0 

Manipulative
A
 4 .779 143 3.3 1.0 

A 
measured on a five-point Likert type scale; 3 is the midpoint indicating neither agreeing 

nor disagreeing with the specific motive. 

The relationship between three different motives was examined through a 

correlation analysis. Community-oriented motives also appeared to be in a strong 

negative relationship with manipulative motives (r = -.642, p < .01). As subjects 

perceived more community-oriented motives, they perceived less manipulative motives. 

Company-oriented motives appeared to be in a positive relationship with manipulative 

motives and the relationship was moderately high (r = .453, p < .01). As subjects 

perceived more company-oriented motives, they were likely to perceive manipulative 

motives as well. Community- and company-oriented motives appeared to be negatively 

related (r = -.165, p < .05). Notably, however, this relationship was rather weak. 

Although company-oriented motives and community-oriented motives are often 

conceptualized as opposite poles of a continuum, the findings from Study 1 suggest that 

may not be the case. 

The type of corporate societal marketing had no significant direct effect on 

perceived marketer motives. As presented in Table 10, sponsorship led to the highest 
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score on community-oriented motives, followed by cause-related marketing, and 

traditional philanthropy. The difference, however, was not statistically significant (F= 

1.740, p > .05). As for company-oriented motives, cause-related marketing scored higher 

than sponsorship and traditional philanthropy. Again, the difference was nonetheless was 

not statistically significant (F = 1.728, p > .05). Interestingly, manipulative motives were 

highest in traditional philanthropy, followed by cause-related marketing and sponsorship. 

Again, the difference was not statistically significant (F = 1.430, p > .05). 

Table 10. Perceived Marketer Motives by Type of Corporate Societal Marketing 

  n Mean SD 

Community-Oriented Cause-Related Marketing 32 5.0 0.9 

 Sponsorship 26 5.3 0.8 

 Traditional Philanthropy 20 4.8 0.9 

 Total 78 5.0 0.9 

Company-Oriented Cause-Related Marketing 33 4.9 0.9 

 Sponsorship 25 4.4 1.2 

 Traditional Philanthropy 21 4.4 1.3 

 Total 79 4.6 1.1 

Manipulative Cause-Related Marketing 32 3.4 1.2 

 Sponsorship 26 3.1 1.0 

 Traditional Philanthropy 22 3.6 1.0 

 Total 80 3.4 1.1 

  

Table 11. Perceived Marketer Motives by Perceived Persuasion Intent 

Perceived marketer motives 

Persuasion 

Intent n Mean SD t df p 

No 73 5.2 0.9 1.126 107 > .05 
Community-Oriented Yes 36 5.0 0.9    

No 74 4.5 1.0 1.771 109 < .05 
Company-Oriented Yes 37 4.9 1.1    

No 75 3.2 1.0 0.031 110 > .05 
Manipulative Yes 37 3.2 1.2    

 

Nonetheless, the effect of corporate societal marketing type on perceived 

marketer motives seems to be mediated via perceived persuasion intent. Subjects who 

recognized persuasion intent in the first place perceived higher company-oriented 
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motives than those who did not perceive persuasion intent (Mean Difference = .04, t = 

1.771, p < .05). However, the two groups did not differ in terms of community-oriented 

motives and manipulative motives. Table 11 reports these results. 

As seen in Tables 11 and 12, ad skepticism level had a significant effect on 

perceived marketer motives. Less skeptical subjects perceived higher community-

oriented motives than highly skeptical subjects (F = 6.759, p < .01). Post hoc test 

revealed that low skepticism group was significantly different from medium skepticism 

group (Mean Difference = .58, p < .01). Low skepticism group was also significantly 

different from high skepticism group (Mean Difference = .57, p < .05). However, the 

difference between medium and high skepticism groups was not statistically significant  

(Mean Difference = .00, p >. 05).  

Table 11. Ad Skepticism and Perceived Marketer Motives: Descriptive Statistics 

Perceived Marketer Motives Ad Skepticism n Mean SD 

Community-Oriented Low 42 5.5 0.7 

 Medium 56 4.9 0.9 

 High 42 4.9 0.9 

Company-Oriented Low 39 4.5 1.0 

 Medium 60 4.3 0.8 

 High 43 4.8 1.1 

Manipulative Low 42 3.0 0.9 

 Medium 58 3.2 0.9 

 High 43 3.6 1.0 

 

High skepticism group perceived higher company-oriented motives than low and 

medium skepticism groups (F = 3.287, p < .05). Although it appeared that low skepticism 

group perceived higher company-oriented motives than medium skepticism group, the 

difference was not statistically significant as revealed in post hoc tests (Mean Difference 

=  .22, p > .05). The difference between high skepticism group and the other two groups 

was statistically significant at p = .05 level.  
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Manipulative motives appear to increase with ad skepticism. High skepticism 

group perceived highest manipulative motives, followed by medium skepticism group 

and then by low skepticism group. However, the difference between medium and low 

skepticism groups was not statistically significant (Mean Difference = .39, p > .05). The 

difference between high skepticism and medium skepticism groups was not statistically 

significant (Mean Difference = .26, p > .05). The difference between high and low 

skepticism groups was statistically significant (Mean Difference = .65, p < .05). Overall, 

these findings are in line with the prediction that higher ad skepticism will lead to lower 

community-oriented motives, higher company-oriented motives, and higher manipulative 

motives. 

Table 12. ANOVA Results: Ad Skepticism and Perceived Marketer Motives 

SS df MS F p 

Community-Oriented Between Groups 9.9 2 4.9 6.759 < .01 

Within Groups 100.2 137 .70 

Total 110.1 139 

Company-Oriented Between Groups 6.74 2 3.37 3.287 < .05 

Within Groups 142.65 139 1.02 

Total 149.39 141 

Manipulative Between Groups 9.32 2 4.662 4.736 < .05 

Within Groups 137.79 140 .98 

Total 147.11 142 
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CHAPTER VI 

STUDY 1 SUMMARY AND DISCUSSION 

The main purpose of Study 1 was to assess how different types of corporate 

societal marketing may influence the formation of perceived marketer motives. Findings 

suggest that cause-related marketing is more likely to lead consumers to perceive 

persuasion intent than both sponsorship and traditional philanthropy. When all three types 

were presented as a corporate website article, the difference was statistically significant. 

Therefore, the type of corporate societal marketing in and of itself appears to trigger 

persuasion knowledge to varying degrees. In addition, perceived persuasion intent had a 

significant effect on perceived marketer motives. Those who perceived persuasion intent 

in the first place perceived more company-oriented motives than those who did not. 

Although corporate societal marketing type did not have a direct effect on perceived 

marketer motives, it may have an indirect effect through perceived persuasion intent.  

When the format of communication varied, however, the difference across types 

of corporate societal marketing was not statistically significant. It could be that subjects 

paid more attention to the image presented in the ad and poster forms. Unlike corporate 

websites, print ads and posters rely heavily on visuals. Maintaining the message elements 

constant across different communication formats was difficult. For the sake of external 

validity, the ad for cause-related marketing and the poster for sponsorship included a 

visual, which was a collage of vegetables. The content analysis of thought protocol 

responses show that subjects in the ad and poster conditions paid a great deal of attention 

to the image. For example, a subject wrote, “I liked the colors and brightness of the 
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different vegetables. I also enjoyed the simplicity and felt fresh and clean.” Another 

wrote, “The colorful fruits and vegetables looked very healthy and clean.”  

Admittedly, the experimental control was compromised by inserting an image 

into the ad and poster that was not part of the corporate website article. Nonetheless, the 

results point toward the importance of advertising creativity. By incorporating creative 

ideas and executions, marketers may be able to minimize consumers’ questioning of the 

marketer motive in corporate societal marketing. Obermiller, Spangenberg, and 

MacLachlan (2005) suggest that consumers are less skeptical towards emotional appeals 

than informational appeals. When presented with information or claims, consumers may 

be able to question the credibility of the information source and validity of the claim. 

When presented with emotional appeals, such coping strategies are often useless. 

Findings from Study 1 seem to be consistent with Obermiller, Spangenberg, and 

MacLachlan (2005) in that the use of visual symbols seems to take the consumer’s 

attention away from questioning the marketer’s motives. Although it is not the main 

concern of the current investigation, therefore, the role of advertising creativity in 

fighting consumer skepticism commands further research. 

Another main goal of Study 1 was to figure out how ad skepticism affects the 

formation of perceived marketer motives. It was assumed that ad skepticism would affect 

perceived persuasion intent, which would in turn influence perceived marketer motives. 

Consumers high on ad skepticism would be more likely to perceive persuasion intent than 

those low on ad skepticism. Therefore, consumers high on skepticism would perceive less 

community-oriented, more company-oriented, and more manipulative motives than their 

low skepticism counterparts. Findings from Study 1 do suggest that ad skepticism lead to 
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less community-oriented, more company-oriented, and more manipulative motives. 

However, the effect of ad skepticism was not mediated by perceived persuasion intent. 

Those who perceived persuasion intent were no more skeptical than those who did not. It 

appears that ad skepticism directly influenced perceived marketer motives. 

 When asked to evaluate the local grocer’s motives in supporting local schools, 

consumers are likely to think consciously about why the company is supporting schools. 

Then, they are likely to rely on what they already know about marketers in general along 

with the information provided in the experimental stimulus. Ad skepticism concerns the 

consumer’s beliefs about marketer motives and truthfulness of ad claims (e.g., Friestad, 

Boush, and Rose 1994; Obermiller and Spangenberg 1998; 2000). Since the information 

given in the experimental stimulus is insufficient, as is the case in reality, to make an 

accurate assessment of the company’s motive, subjects would rely on what they already 

know about the marketer’s motives in general. Ad skepticism, therefore, had a significant 

effect when subjects were consciously evaluating the marketer’s motive. 

Notably, asking subjects to evaluate the company’s motive in corporate societal 

marketing may trigger their persuasion knowledge. While a majority of subjects did not 

mention persuasion intent in the free thought listing task, most subjects agreed that the 

grocery store had company-oriented motives to some extent when explicitly asked. 

Therefore, previous studies that directly asked subjects to indicate perceived marketer 

motives might have triggered persuasion knowledge, and associated skepticism. Given 

that consumers are not typically asked to think of the marketer’s motives in reality, future 

research should include both free thought listing methods and subsequent direct 

questioning.  
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Although ad skepticism was conceptualized as a proxy measure of persuasion 

knowledge accessibility, findings suggest that it is not. The construct of and 

operationalization of ad skepticism concern the content of persuasion knowledge rather 

than how accessible it is. Although ad skepticism had a significant effect on perceived 

marketer motives, therefore, how it influences perceived marketer motives needs an 

alternative explanation.  

Interestingly enough, the effect of ad skepticism on perceived marketer motives 

was even stronger than that of whether or not subjects perceived the marketer’s 

persuasion intent in the first place. Ad skepticism had a significant effect on all three 

dimensions of perceived marketer motives whereas perceived persuasion intent had a 

significant effect only on company-oriented motives. When asked to consciously think of 

the marketer’s motives, all subjects probably tapped into their persuasion knowledge. 

Once persuasion knowledge has been activated, it seems that the initial reaction no longer 

matters. Regardless of whether or not they perceived persuasion intent in the first place, 

their response to the perceived marketer motives was a function of their ad skepticism 

level. Although it was assumed that the adjustment of the initial reaction would be 

insufficient (Quattrone 1982) in earlier chapters, the adjustment seemed sufficient, if not 

excessive. The effect of ad skepticism seems to override the effect of initial reaction. 

Another important discovery in Study 1 is the relationship between perceived 

marketer motives. Although perceived marketer motives have been often conceptualized 

as a continuum where one end is completely altruistic (community-oriented) and the 

other completely egoistic (company-oriented), findings from Study 1 suggest that it may 

not be the case. Although community-oriented motives were negatively related to 
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company-oriented motives, the relationship was rather weak. Instead, community-

oriented motives were in a strong negative relationship with manipulative motives. 

Although manipulative motives were in a positive relationship with company-oriented 

motives, they may have different effects on subsequent consumer response to corporate 

societal marketing. Perception of manipulative marketer motives is likely to affect 

consumer response negatively whereas perception of company-oriented marketer motives 

may not. Therefore, it is important to distinguish company-oriented motives and 

manipulative motives in the future research. 

Last but not least, Study 1 also aimed at developing experimental stimuli to be 

used in Study 2. It was necessary to assure that the select company is relevant to the 

target audience. In a pretest, the grocery store was shown to be more relevant to the 

college students than the convenience store, bookstore, and shoe store. In addition, it is 

essential that the target audience perceive the cause relevant and important to them. 

Although education is one of the most non-controversial social causes that companies 

have traditionally preferred to support, it was desirable to examine how college students 

perceive that cause. The findings suggest that subjects found the cause of supporting local 

schools relevant and important to them. In sum, both the grocery store and support of 

local schools were perceived to be relevant to the target population in the current 

investigation. 

While subjects in Study 1 found both the company and cause relevant to them, it 

was still vital to make sure the company and the select cause are perceived to be a good 

match. Research suggests that consumers are more likely to question the marketer’s 

motive when the company and cause are perceived to be incongruent (e.g., Ellen, Mohr, 
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and Webb 2006; Rifon et al. 2004). Study 1 tested the perceived fit between Town 

Market, the fictitious local grocery brand, and support for local schools. The results show 

that the two entities are perceived to be an adequate match. Overall, the company and 

cause used in Study 1 seem appropriate for the subsequent study using college students. 

Additional findings from Study 1 help clear up some of the uncertainty in the 

initially proposed studies. For example, advertising/PR/marketing students were not 

necessarily less skeptical about advertising than non-majors. In addition, they were as 

likely to perceive persuasion intent as non-majors. However, students in marketing-

related areas were more likely to approve companies’ using social involvement for 

marketing purposes than non-majors. This suggests that students with marketing-related 

majors may respond more positively to corporate societal marketing than non-majors 

because they will be less sensitive to perceived marketer motives, especially company-

oriented motives. This possibility can be tested in Study 2. 
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CHAPTER VII 

REVISED FRAMEWORK 

Study 1 has provided some important insights for further investigation. Findings 

suggest that the type of corporate societal marketing influenced the likelihood of 

persuasion knowledge activation in corporate societal marketing. However, ad skepticism 

had no significant effect on the likelihood of persuasion knowledge activation. These 

findings contradict the initial conceptualization that ad skepticism is a proxy measure of 

persuasion knowledge accessibility. Therefore, the framework proposed in Chapter III is 

revised. Figure 3 illustrates the revised model. 

Figure 3. Revised Framework 
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Consistent with the original model, the revised model posits that the type of 

corporate societal marketing will affect the likelihood of persuasion knowledge 

activation. As seen in Study 1, it is expected that cause-related marketing will be more 

likely to activate persuasion knowledge than traditional corporate philanthropy. However, 

the effect of corporate societal marketing type will be moderated by cognitive capacity in 

this model. That is, when the consumer’s cognitive capacity is constrained, persuasion 

knowledge is less likely to be activated. Therefore, the effect of corporate societal 

marketing type will diminish when cognitive capacity is reduced. Research has shown 

that persuasion knowledge use requires substantial cognitive resources (e.g., Campbell 

and Kirmani 2000; 2003; 2007; Dahlen and Edenius 2007; Williams, Fitzsimons, and 

Block 2004). When imposed a secondary task, consumers are less likely to recognize a 

salesperson’s persuasion intent (Campbell and Kirmani 2000; Main, Dahl, and Darke 

2007) and the persuasion intent behind certain questions (Fitzsimons and Williams 2000, 

Williams, Fitzsimons, and Block 2004). Therefore, the following hypotheses are put 

forth. 

H1: The type of corporate societal marketing will affect the likelihood of 

persuasion knowledge activation. More specifically, cause-related marketing 

is more likely to activate persuasion knowledge than traditional corporate 

philanthropy. 

H2: Cognitive capacity will affect the likelihood of persuasion knowledge. More 

specifically, persuasion knowledge is more likely to be activated when 

cognitive capacity is unconstrained than constrained. 
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H3: There will be an interaction effect between corporate societal marketing type 

and cognitive capacity on persuasion knowledge activation. That is, the effect 

of corporate societal marketing type will be greater when cognitive capacity 

is unconstrained than when constrained. 

The initially proposed model assumed that perceived marketer motives would be 

determined in part by whether or not persuasion knowledge was activated in the first 

place. The immediate categorization of corporate societal marketing would serve as an 

anchor, which would be adjusted depending on whether or not the consumer has 

sufficient cognitive capacity to do so. Findings from Study 1 suggest that, questioning the 

marketer’s motives itself activate persuasion knowledge and therefore the effect of 

corporate societal marketing type may disappear. Once persuasion knowledge is 

activated, ad skepticism, due to its relevance to marketing and persuasion, is likely to be 

activated as well. In addition, subjects are likely to perceive an excerpt from a corporate 

website as advertising. Thus, it is expected that ad skepticism will affect perceived 

marketer motives such that highly skeptical consumers will perceive higher manipulative 

and company-oriented motives than less skepticism consumers. In addition, highly 

skeptical consumers will perceive lower community-oriented motives than less skeptical 

consumers. 

H4: When cognitive capacity is unconstrained, ad skepticism will influence perceived 

marketer motives. 

H4a: Highly skeptical consumers will perceive higher manipulative motives than less 

skeptical consumers when cognitive capacity is unconstrained. 
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H4b: Highly skeptical consumers will perceive higher company-oriented motives than 

less skeptical consumers when cognitive capacity is unconstrained. 

H4c: Highly skeptical consumers will perceive lower community-oriented motives 

than less skeptical consumers when cognitive capacity is unconstrained. 

However, Study 1 did not manipulate cognitive capacity. Subjects had 

unconstrained cognitive capacity when assessing the marketer’s motives. If cognitive 

capacity is constrained, persuasion knowledge is less likely to be activated and less likely 

to be used. Therefore, when cognitive capacity is constrained, more community-oriented, 

less company-oriented, and less manipulative motives will be perceived. Therefore, the 

following set of hypotheses is proposed. 

H5a: Higher community-oriented motives will be perceived when cognitive capacity 

is constrained than when unconstrained. 

H5b: Lower company-oriented motives will be perceived when cognitive capacity is 

constrained than when unconstrained. 

H5c: Lower manipulative motives will be perceived when cognitive capacity is 

constrained than when unconstrained. 

Perceived marketer motives are expected to affect company evaluation. Higher 

community-oriented motives will lead to more positive company evaluation. Higher 

manipulative motives will lead to less positive company evaluation. However, the effect 

of company-oriented motives may depend on approval for self-promotion. Those who 

approve corporate social involvement for marketing purposes will not be negatively 

affected by company-oriented motives. However, those who disapprove will evaluate the 
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company less positively as they perceive higher company-oriented motives. Hence, the 

following hypotheses are proposed. 

H6: Perceived marketer motives will influence company evaluation. 

H6a: The higher perceived manipulative motives are, the lower company evaluation 

will be. 

H6b: The higher perceived community-oriented motives are, the higher company 

evaluation will be. 

H7: The effect of company-oriented motives on company evaluation will depend on 

approval of self-promotion.  

H7a: Among disapprovers, the higher company-oriented motives are, the lower 

company evaluation will be.  

H7b: Among approvers, there will be no significant effect of company-oriented 

motives on company evaluation. 

Perceived marketer motives are expected to affect attitude toward the company 

and purchase intent as overall consumer response to corporate societal marketing. Higher 

community-oriented motives will lead to more positive company attitude and higher 

purchase intent. Higher manipulative motives will lead to company attitude and higher 

purchase intent. However, the effect of company-oriented motives may depend on 

approval for self-promotion. Among those who disapprove corporate social involvement 

for marketing purposes, higher company-oriented motives will lead to less favorable 

company attitude and lower purchase intent. However, those who approve will not be 

affected by company-oriented motives. Therefore, two sets of hypotheses are proposed 

below. 
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H8a: The higher perceived manipulative motives are, the less favorable attitude 

toward the company will be. 

H8b: The higher perceived manipulative motives are, the lower purchase intent will 

be. 

H9a: The higher perceived community-oriented motives are, the more positive 

attitude toward the company will be. 

H9b: The higher perceived community-oriented motives are, the higher purchase 

intent will be. 

H10: The effect of company-oriented motives on attitude toward the company will 

depend on approval of self-promotion.  

H10a: Among disapprovers, the higher company-oriented motives are, the less 

favorable attitude toward the company will be. 

H10b: Among disapprovers, the higher company-oriented motives are, the lower 

purchase intent will be.  

H11a: Among approvers, there will be no significant effect of company-oriented 

motives on attitude toward the company. 

H11b: Among approvers, there will be no significant effect of company-oriented 

motives on purchase intent. 
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CHAPTER VIII 

STUDY2 METHODOLOGY 

Study 2 was designed to assess the effect of corporate societal marketing type, 

cognitive capacity, and ad skepticism on perceived marketer motives and the role of 

approval for self-promotion on the subsequent consumer response. It was concerned that 

measuring ad skepticism itself may impact response to other questions. Therefore, ad 

skepticism was measured in a separate study. An experiment was conducted as an 

unrelated study to manipulate corporate societal marketing type and cognitive capacity 

available for the task of reading a marketing communication material. Both studies were 

conducted as a class exercise in an introductory advertising course. The participants were 

college students who were enrolled in an introductory advertising course at a private 

university in a metropolitan city in the South. 

Measuring Ad Skepticism 

Ad skepticism was measured on the first day of class as part of “the entrance 

survey,” which asked a variety of questions about the student’s expectation for the 

course. Questions such as, “Is there any particular topic you want to learn in this 

course?”, “What is your anticipated grade in this course?”, “What is your anticipated 

percentile rank in this course?” were asked following the ad skepticism measure. The 

survey was conducted anonymously and it was made clear that their response would no 

way influence their grade and the only best answers were honest answers. 

In order to match the response to ad skepticism with the response to the following 

main study, the survey asked two questions, last four digits of their primary phone 

number and five digits ZIP code of their permanent address. 
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The Experiment 

The main test was a 3 (corporate societal marketing types) X 2 (cognitive 

capacity) experiment. Subjects were presented with an article excerpt from a corporate 

website for Town Market, a hypothetical grocery store. Study 1 results suggest that the 

effect of corporate societal marketing type on persuasion knowledge activation was 

observable when the message was presented in the form of corporate website article. The 

main study used the same articles used in Study 1, but not the poster and ad forms, as 

presented in Appendix A.   

In addition to corporate societal marketing type, cognitive capacity was another 

key independent variable. To manipulate the amount of cognitive capacity available for 

reading and responding to motive questions, a secondary task was imposed on low 

cognitive capacity groups. Low cognitive capacity groups were instructed to keep a 

mental count of the number of times they blinked their eyes (Fitzsimons and Williams 

2000; Williams, Fitzsimons, and Block 2004). In contrast, high cognitive capacity groups 

were told to ready the article very carefully to answer the following questions. 

Procedure 

The study was conducted in a computer lab. Each subject was seated in a desktop 

station on which the instructions, experimental stimuli, and questionnaire were presented. 

As subjects accessed the experimental website, they were randomly assigned to one of 

the six experimental conditions. Subjects were first presented with the instructions. High 

cognitive capacity groups were instructed to read the article very carefully as they would 

be later asked some questions about the article. Low cognitive capacity groups were 

instructed to count the number of times they blink their eyes as they read the article and 
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answer the subsequent questions. They were also informed that they would be asked to 

provide the number of eye blinks afterwards. 

Following the instructions, subjects were presented with one of three articles, 

each describing Town Market’s cause-related marketing, sponsorship, or corporate 

philanthropy. Immediately after reading the article, subjects were asked to write down 

any thoughts and feelings that went through while they were reading the article. Low 

cognitive capacity groups were instructed to continue to keep track the number of times 

they blink their eyes as they respond to the question. After the thought protocol, subjects 

were presented with perceived marketer motives questions. The presentation order of 

corporate motives questions was randomized to eliminate possible priming effects. 

Again, low cognitive condition groups were reminded to keep counting the number of 

times they blink their eyes as they read and answer the question. High cognitive capacity 

group were not given such instructions; they were instructed to carefully read and answer 

to the questions. Both groups were asked to write the number of times they blinked their 

eyes. They were instructed to write, “I did not count” if they did not count, or “I forgot” 

if they did count but forgot the number. 

Following the eye blink question, subjects were presented with questions on 

company evaluation, attitude toward the company, purchase intent, cause involvement, 

approval for self-promotion, and perceived company-cause fit. All these measures were 

identical to those used in Study 1. Subjects were asked to provide last four digits of their 

primary phone number and five digits ZIP code of their permanent address to combine 

their response to this lab study with their ad skepticism measured in a separate study. 
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The study concluded with a few demographic questions, including age, gender, 

and declared major. Subjects were thanked for participation and dismissed.  
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CHAPTER IX 

STUDY 2 RESULTS 

Study 2 involved two stages of data collection. The first stage involved measuring the 

subjects’ ad skepticism. A total of 154 subjects participated in the first stage. The second 

stage involved assessing the response to different types of corporate societal marketing in 

high and low levels of cognitive capacity conditions. A total of 175 subjects participated 

in the second stage. Since the first stage data collection was conducted on the first day of 

class in the semester, a few students dropped out of the course and others added. Due to 

the discrepancy in the class roster between the two time points, four cases among the first 

set of data were lost. Thus, a total of 151 usable cases were obtained.  

Sample Profile 

Table 12. Sample Characteristics  

  Frequency Percent 

Gender Female 86 57.0% 

 Male 65 43.0% 

Age 18-24 138 97.2% 

 21-24 1 2.8% 

Classification Freshman 84 55.6% 

 Sophomore 41 27.2% 

 Junior 17 11.3% 

 Senior 9 6.0% 

Major Advertising 19 12.6% 

 PR 9 6.0% 

 Marketing 19 12.6% 

 Other (Undeclared) 104 68.9% 

Ethnicity African American 4 2.7% 

 Anglo American 110 73.3% 

 Asian American 5 3.3% 

 Hispanic 9 6.0% 

 Multiracial 9 6.0% 

 International 9 6.0% 

 Other  4 2.7% 
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Among the 151 subjects, eighty-six were female (57%) and the other sixty-five 

were male (43%). A majority of them were freshmen and sophomores (82.8%). Thus, 

most of them had not yet declared their major (68.9%). In terms of ethnicity, the sample 

was largely Anglo Americans (73.3%), and all other ethnic groups accounted for less 

than 10% each. 

 

Manipulation Checks 

 The level of cognitive capacity was manipulated by imposing a secondary task. 

Low cognitive capacity groups were asked to keep track of the number of times they 

blinked their eyes while reading the experimental stimuli and answering the subsequent 

questions. High cognitive capacity groups were not given that task. The effectiveness of 

this manipulation was checked via two measures. First, subjects were asked to provide 

the number of times they blinked their eyes. Both high and low cognitive capacity groups 

were allowed to state, “I did not count” or “I forgot.” Among low cognitive capacity 

groups, forty-seven subjects reported the number of eye blinks. On average, they reported 

blinking their eyes 25 times. Only four out of seventy-two did so in high cognitive 

capacity groups. Another manipulation check was the number of thoughts reported in 

response to the thought protocol. On average, low cognitive capacity groups reported 1.7 

thoughts whereas high cognitive capacity groups reported 2.4 thoughts. This difference 

was statistically significant (t = 3.522, df = 149, p < .01). Therefore, the manipulation of 

cognitive capacity appeared to be successful.  

Dependent Measures 

 The main dependent variable in this study was perceived marketer motives. Since 

there has not been an established scale for it, perceived marketer motives were measured 
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on sixteen items that had been used in the previous studies. It was assumed that there is 

more than one dimension in perceived marketer motives. Therefore, Principle Component 

Analysis (PCA) was run to find out what dimensions exist within perceived marketer 

motives. Since the dimensions were assumed to be independent from one another, an 

oblique rotation method was used. This analysis was run with the combined data 

collected in Studies 1 and 2. Thus, the sample size for this particular analysis was 300.  

A three-factor solution resulted on the basis of the following criteria: 

1. All three factors had Eigenvalues greater than one. 

2. A significant dip in the Scree plot followed the third factor. 

3. The first three factors were most meaningful, rich, and interpretable. 

4. The three-factor solution explained a substantial portion of variance in 

perceived marketer motives (57.5%).  

5. The three-factor solution was stable and robust as illustrated by subsample 

factor analysis (Study 1 sample vs. Study 2 sample). 

The names determined to represent best the type of motives were Community-

Oriented Motives, Company-Oriented Motives, and Manipulative Motives. These three 

dimensions are consistent with the conceptualization in Study 1. To test the stability of 

this three-factor solution, separate Principle Component Analyses were run on the sample 

from Study 1 (n = 149) vs. Study 2 (n = 151). The results with the sample from Study 1 

were almost identical with the results from the combined sample. The same items loaded 

on the same factors as in the combined sample factor analysis. In addition, the variance 

explained by each factor in both groups was approximately the same while the total 

variance explained was slightly greater (60.09%) with the sample from Study 1. 
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Table 13. Dimensions in Perceived Marketer Motives (Combined Sample) 

Dimension 

Factor 

Loadings Eigenvalue 

Variance 

Explained 

Cumulative 

Variance 

Explained 

Community-Oriented Motives 4.974 31.089 31.089 

Community-focused 0.827 

Genuine 0.811 

Honest 0.782 

Public-serving 0.748 

To pursue the values the 

company believes in 0.689 

Customer-focused 0.635 

Altruistic 0.555 

Socially-motivated 0.524 

Company-Oriented 3.167 19.796 50.885 

Profit-motivated 0.823 

To generate profits 0.782 

Firm-focused 0.696 

Self-interested 0.554 

Self-serving 0.529 

Manipulative Motives 1.058 6.612 57.497 

Egoistic 0.771 

Manipulative 0.767 

Exploitive 0.713 

However, the sample from Study 2 showed a somewhat different picture. Four 

items loaded on factors that were different from the combined sample and the Study 1 

sample. Two items that loaded on Company-Oriented Motives now loaded with 

Manipulative Motives: self-interested and self-oriented. Given that egoistic also loaded 

on Manipulative Motives, it is understandable those two items could load either on 

Company-Oriented Motives or Manipulative Motives, depending on the connotation 

subjects perceived during the experiment. Nonetheless, it seemed that those two items 

and even the item egoistic could cause a problem delineating the two dimensions 

Company-Oriented Motives vs. Manipulative Motives. Therefore, it was necessary to 
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remove those two items to minimize the confusion. Two additional items loaded on an 

unexpected factor with the Study 2 sample. Socially-motivated and customer-focused 

loaded on Company-Oriented Motives. This result was simply perplexing and difficult to 

explain. Therefore, these two items were also removed in the further analysis. The 

removal of those four items increased the total variance explained. The final factor 

structure is presented in Table 14. The items on each dimension were averaged to form 

indices and their reliability scores are also reported in Table 14. 

Table 14. Perceived Marketer Motives (Study 2) 

Dimension 

Factor 

Loadings Eigenvalue 

Variance 

Explained 

Cumulative 

Variance 

Explained Reliability 

Community-Oriented Motives 4.04 33.70 33.70 .817 

Genuine 0.881     

Honest 0.816     

Community-focused 0.783     

Public-serving 0.693     

To pursue the values the 

company believes in 0.621   

 

 

Altruistic 0.534     

      

Company-Oriented Motives 2.54 21.16 54.87 .784 

Profit-motivated 0.862     

Firm-focused 0.827     

To generate profits 0.774     

      

Manipulative Motives  1.14 9.50 64.37 .769 

Egoistic 0.826     

Manipulative 0.653     

Exploitive 0.650     

 

Overall, the sample perceived the similar level of community-oriented motives 

and company-oriented motives whereas they perceived a low level of manipulative 

motives. The descriptive statistics are presented in Table 15. 

The relationships between the three identified types of perceived marketer 

motives were examined via Pearson Correlation Coefficient. It appeared that 
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Community-Oriented Motives and Company-Oriented Motives had no significant 

relationship (r = .103, p > .05). Community-Oriented Motives and Manipulative Motives 

did appear to have a negative relationship (r = -.408, p < .01). Company-Oriented 

Motives and Manipulative Motives were positively related although the relationship was 

rather weak (r = .276, p < .01). Again, these relationships suggest that Company-Oriented 

Motives should be independent from Manipulative Motives although the literature tends 

to treat them as two extremes on a continuum. 

Table 15. Perceived Marketer Motives 

 M SD 

Community-Oriented Motives* 5.1 0.8 

Company-Oriented Motives* 5.1 1.1 

Manipulative Motives* 3.4 1.1 

* All measured on a 7-point basis. 

 As an additional measure of perceived marketer motives, subjects were asked to 

record all the thoughts and feelings they experienced while they were reading the 

experimental stimuli. The goal in the thought protocol measure was to test whether or not 

subjects recognized the marketer’s motives without being prompted. Two coders 

analyzed the content of thought protocol responses. The variables were marketer motives, 

community-oriented motives, company-oriented motives, and manipulative motives. 

These variables were all dummy variables that if the coder determined whether the 

content of thought protocol response had anything to do with those motives, the value of 

“1” was assigned and “0” otherwise.  

If the subject mentioned or implied anything related to the marketer’s motive in 

helping out local schools or putting up an article about it online, it was coded as a thought 

on the marketer’s motives. It was coded as community-oriented motives if subject 

mentioned or implied that the company concerned/ cared about local schools, the 
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company believed that local schools are important and worthy their support, the company 

intended to contribute to the society, or the company intended to do its share/ fulfill its 

responsibility as part of the society. In addition, it was coded as company-oriented 

motives if subject mentioned or implied that the company ultimately intended to help the 

business, to boost sales, or to improve the consumer’s perception of the company. 

Finally, it was coded as manipulative motives if subject mentioned or implied that the 

company intended to take advantage of local schools, to take more credits than they 

deserve, or to exaggerate their contribution to the society.  

A total of sixty-one subjects mentioned or implied the company’s motives in 

giving to local schools. Among them, forty-two mentioned or implied the company’s 

intention to contribute to the community; twenty-four to help the company itself one way 

or another; and only two mentioned that the company could be misleading or deceptive.  

Additional Measures 

Several additional measured were taken to identify the antecedents and 

consequences of perceived marketer motives. Each of those measures was analyzed for 

its reliability prior to further analysis. As presented in Table 16, all measures reached an 

acceptable reliability level. Approval for Self-promotion was of particular concern as it is 

a new concept and measure. The three-item index’s reliability was acceptable at 922. 

Table 16. Scale Reliability 

 Cronbach's Alpha Number of Items 

Company Evaluation 0.899 7 

Attitude toward the company 0.922 3 

Purchase Intent 0.869 3 

Cause Involvement 0.949 19 

Approval for Self-promotion 0.922 3 

Company-Cause Fit 0.873 3 

Ad Skepticism 0.811 9 
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The sample appeared to be quite highly involved with the cause of supporting 

local schools. The mean cause involvement was significantly higher than the scale 

midpoint 4 (M = 5.48, t = 18.382, p < .001). Also, they seemed to approve the company’s 

using social involvement in its marketing effort. The mean approval score was also 

significantly higher than the scale midpoint 4 (M = 5.63, t = 15.939, p < .001). This was 

consistent with Study 1, where the mean Approval for Self Promotion score was 5.7. In 

addition, they seemed to think the company and the cause of supporting local schools is a 

good fit. The mean score was again significantly higher than the midpoint 4 (M = 5.39, t 

= 14.906, p < .001). These findings are consistent with findings from Study 1.  

When it comes to ad skepticism, the sample was moderately skeptical. The 

sample was quite widely spread ranging from 11 to 37 on a 45-point scale. On average, 

the sample was as less skeptical than the sample in Study 1 (22.9 vs. 27.4).  

Table 17. Descriptive Statistics 

 M SD 

Company Evaluation
A
 5.37 0.96 

Company Attitude
A
 5.39 1.07 

Purchase Intent
A
 5.40 1.18 

Cause Involvement
A
 5.48 0.97 

Company Cause Fit
A
 5.39 1.14 

Approval for Self Promotion
A
 5.63 1.25 

Ad Skepticism
B
 22.98 5.19 

A
measured on a 7-point scale, higher scores represent higher levels of the construct. 

B
measured on a 45-point scale, higher scores represent higher levels of the construct. 

 

Generally low ad skepticism level and high approval for self promotion among 

the sample presented some threats to the study design. For example, only two out of 151 

subjects mentioned or implied that the company may be misleading or deceptive, making 

it difficult to assess the antecedents and consequences of initial perception of the 
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marketer motives. Nonetheless, analyses were carried out to test the proposed hypotheses 

given the circumstances. 

Hypotheses Testing 

The first set of hypotheses concerned the likelihood of persuasion knowledge 

activation. It was predicted that the type of corporate societal marketing and level of 

cognitive capacity would affect the likelihood of persuasion knowledge activation. 

Cause-related marketing was expected to be more likely to activate persuasion 

knowledge than corporate philanthropy; high cognitive capacity groups were expected to 

be more likely to activate persuasion knowledge than low cognitive capacity groups. 

Table 18. Persuasion Knowledge Activation by CSM Type 

Persuasion Knowledge 

No Yes Total 

CRM Count 34 16 50 

% within Type 68.00% 32.00% 100.00% 

% within Persuasion Knowledge 37.80% 26.20% 33.10% 

Sponsorship Count 28 24 52 

% within Type 53.80% 46.20% 100.00% 

% within Persuasion Knowledge 31.10% 39.30% 34.40% 

Philanthropy Count 28 21 49 

% within Type 57.10% 42.90% 100.00% 

% within Persuasion Knowledge 31.10% 34.40% 32.50% 

Total Count 90 61 151 

% within Type 59.60% 40.40% 100.00% 

% within Persuasion Knowledge 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

Overall, about 40% of all subjects mentioned or implied the marketer’s motive in 

supporting local schools in the thought protocol response. A cross-tabulation of 

persuasion knowledge activation by corporate societal marketing type shows that there 

was no significant difference across three types. As presented in Table 18, about 32% of 

subjects in cause-related marketing groups mentioned the marketer’s motive whereas 

46% of sponsorship conditions and 43% of philanthropy conditions did. These 
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differences were not statistically significant (Chi-Squared = 2.303, df =2, p > .05). 

Therefore, H1 was not supported. 

The level of cognitive capacity did have an impact on the likelihood of persuasion 

knowledge activation. As presented in Table 19, about 60% of subjects in high cognitive 

capacity condition mentioned or implied the marketer’s motive whereas 23% in low 

cognitive capacity condition did so. This difference was statistically significant (Chi-

Squared = 21.345, p < .001). Therefore, H2 was supported. 

Table 19. Persuasion Knowledge Activation by Cognitive Capacity 

          Persuasion Knowledge 

No Yes Total 

Low Count 61 18 79 

% within Cognitive Capacity 77.20% 22.80% 100.00% 

% within Persuasion Knowledge 67.80% 29.50% 52.30% 

High Count 29 43 72 

% within Cognitive Capacity 40.30% 59.70% 100.00% 

% within Persuasion Knowledge 32.20% 70.50% 47.70% 

Total Count 90 61 151 

% within Cognitive Capacity 59.60% 40.40% 100.00% 

% within Persuasion Knowledge 100.00% 100.00% 100.00% 

H3 posited that the effect of the corporate societal marketing type would be 

greater when the cognitive capacity is high. However, the effect of the corporate societal 

marketing type was significant neither in high nor low cognitive capacity groups. 

Therefore, H3 was not supported. 

H4 predicted the effect of ad skepticism on perceived marketer motives when 

cognitive capacity is unconstrained. More specifically, H4a through H4c predicted that 

highly skeptical consumers would perceive higher manipulative motives, higher 

company-oriented motives, and lower community-oriented motives when their cognitive 

capacity is unconstrained. To test these hypotheses, three linear regression analyses were 
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conducted with ad skepticism as a predictor variable and each of the three types 

perceived marketer motives as an outcome variable. Only high cognitive capacity groups 

were included in these analyses. As presented in Table 20, ad skepticism had no 

significant effect on any of the three types of perceived marketer motives when cognitive 

capacity was unconstrained. Therefore, H4 was not supported. 

Table 20. Ad Skepticism and Perceived Marketer Motives 

Outcome Variable Beta* t p 

Manipulative Motives .112 .943 .349 

Company-Oriented Motives .006 .049 .961 

Community-Oriented Motives -.003 -.021 .983 

* Standardized coefficient when ad skepticism was regressed on each outcome variable.

Table 21. Cognitive Capacity and Perceived Marketer Motives 

Perceived Marketer Motives 

Cognitive 

Capacity n Mean SD t p 

Community-Oriented Low 79 4.9 0.8 

High 72 5.3 0.8 
3.153 < .01 

Company-Oriented Low 79 5.0 1.1 

High 72 5.1 1.0 
.303 >. 05 

Manipulative Low 79 3.5 1.1 

High 72 3.3 1.2 
1.289 > .05 

H5 posited the effect of cognitive capacity on perceived marketer motives. More 

specifically, H5a through H5c expected that higher community-oriented motives, lower 

company-oriented motives, and lower manipulative motives would be perceived when 

cognitive capacity was constrained than unconstrained. As presented in Table 21, high 

cognitive capacity groups perceived higher community-oriented motives than low 

cognitive capacity groups (Ms = 5.3 vs. 4.9) and the difference was statistically 

significant (t = 3.153, p < .01). This is, in fact, the opposite of what H5a predicted. High 

cognitive capacity groups perceived about the same level of company-oriented motives as 

low cognitive capacity groups (Ms = 5.1 vs. 5.0). High cognitive capacity groups 

perceived slightly lower manipulative motives than low cognitive capacity groups (Ms = 
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3.2 vs. 3.5). However, the difference was not statistically significant (t = 1.289, p >.05). 

Therefore, H5 was not supported. 

H6 posited that community-oriented and manipulative motives would influence 

company evaluation. Binary correlation analysis results showed that community-oriented 

motives and manipulative motives did have statistically significant effects on company 

evaluation while company-oriented motives did not. As predicted by H6a, the higher 

perceived manipulative motives were, the lower company evaluation was (r = -.414, p < 

.001). As predicted by H6b, the higher perceived community-oriented motives were, the 

higher company evaluation was (r = .575, p < .001). Therefore, H6 was supported. 

H7 predicted that the effect of company-oriented motives would depend on 

approval for self-promotion. Subjects in this sample generally approved the use of social 

involvements for marketing purposes. The distribution of approval for self-promotion 

was positively skewed, with the mode being 7, the highest score possible. The majority of 

the sample scored higher than 4, the midpoint, and only 27 subjects scored 4 or lower. 

Nonetheless, the sample was split into two groups, one that was supportive of 

corporations using social involvement for marketing purposes (approvers) and one that 

was less supportive (disapprovers). H7a predicted that, among disapprovers, the higher 

company-oriented motives are the lower company evaluation will be. However, 

perceived company-oriented motives were not related to company evaluations among 

those 27 subjects who were not supportive of corporations using social involvement for 

marketing purposes (r = .145, p > .05). Therefore, H7a was not supported. H7b posited 

that there would be no significant effect of company-oriented motives on company 

evaluations among approvers. The correlation coefficient between perceived company-
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oriented motives and company evaluation was not statistically significant among the 

subjects who were supported of corporations using social involvement for marketing 

purposes (r = -.032, p > .05). Therefore, H7b was supported. 

H8 concerned the effect of perceived manipulative motives on attitude toward the 

company and purchase intent. H8a predicted that the higher perceived manipulative 

motives were, the less favorable attitude toward the company would be. Correlation 

analysis results showed that manipulative motives were negatively related to attitude 

toward the company (r  = -.399, p < .01). Therefore, H8a was supported. H8b predicted 

that the higher perceived manipulative motives were, the lower purchase intent would be. 

Correlation analysis results indicated that manipulative motives were indeed negatively 

related to purchase intent (r= -.259, p < .01). Therefore, H8b was supported. 

H9 concerned the effect of community-oriented motives on attitude toward the 

company and purchase intent. H9a predicted the higher community-oriented motives 

were, the more positive attitude toward the company would be. Correlation analysis 

results indicated that community-oriented motives were indeed positively related to 

attitude toward the company (r = .570, p < .01). Therefore, H9a was supported. H9b 

predicted the higher community-oriented motives were, the higher purchase intent would 

be. Again, correlation analysis results indicated that community-oriented motives were 

positively related to purchase intent (r = .443, p < .01). Thus, it appeared that higher 

community-oriented motives were indeed positively related to purchase intent (r = .443, p 

< .01). Therefore, H9b was supported. 

H10 predicted that the effect of company-oriented motives would depend on 

approval for self-promotion. More specifically, H10a predicted the negative relationship 
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between company-oriented motives and attitude toward the company among 

disapprovers. Correlation analysis results showed that company-oriented motives had no 

significant relationship with attitude toward the company among disapprovers (r = .106, 

p > .05). Therefore, H10a was not supported. H10b predicted a negative relationship 

between company-oriented motives and purchase intent among disapprovers. Correlation 

analysis results showed that company-oriented motives had no significant relationship 

with purchase intent among disapprovers (r = -.101, p > .05). Therefore, H10b was not 

supported. 

H11 predicted the effect of company-oriented motives on attitude toward the 

company and purchase intent among those who are supportive of corporation’s use of 

social involvement for marketing purposes. More specifically, H11a predicted no 

significant effect of company-oriented motives on attitude toward the company. As 

predicted, the relationship between company-oriented motives and attitude toward the 

company was not statistically significant (r = -.019, p > .05). Therefore, H11a was 

supported. In addition, H11b predicted no significant effect of company-oriented motives 

on purchase intent. Correlation analysis results showed that there was no significant 

relationship between company-oriented motives and purchase intent  (r = .058, p > .05). 

Therefore, H11b was also supported. 

Table 22 summarized the results of these hypotheses testing. 
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Table 22. Summary of Hypotheses Testing Results 

Hypothesis Supported? 

H1: The type of corporate societal marketing will affect the likelihood of persuasion knowledge activation. More 

specifically, cause-related marketing is more likely to activate persuasion knowledge than traditional corporate 

philanthropy. 

No 

H2: Cognitive capacity will affect the likelihood of persuasion knowledge. More specifically, persuasion knowledge is 

more likely to be activated when cognitive capacity is unconstrained than constrained. 

Yes 

H3: There will be an interaction effect between corporate societal marketing type and cognitive capacity on persuasion 

knowledge activation. That is, the effect of corporate societal marketing type will be greater when cognitive capacity 

is unconstrained than when constrained. 

No 

H4a: Highly skeptical consumers will perceive higher manipulative motives than less skeptical consumers when 

cognitive capacity is unconstrained. 

H4b: Highly skeptical consumers will perceive higher company-oriented motives than less skeptical consumers when 

cognitive capacity is unconstrained. 

H4c: Highly skeptical consumers will perceive lower community-oriented motives than less skeptical consumers when 

cognitive capacity is unconstrained. 

No 

No 

No 

H5a: Higher community-oriented motives will be perceived when cognitive capacity is constrained than when 

unconstrained. 

H5b: Lower company-oriented motives will be perceived when cognitive capacity is constrained than when 

No 

No 
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unconstrained. 

H5c: Lower manipulative motives will be perceived when cognitive capacity is constrained than when unconstrained. No 

H6a: The higher perceived manipulative motives are, the lower company evaluation will be. 

H6b: The higher perceived community-oriented motives are, the higher company evaluation will be. 

Yes 

Yes 

H7a: Among disapprovers, the higher company-oriented motives are, the lower company evaluation will be.  

H7b: Among approvers, there will be no significant effect of company-oriented motives on company evaluation. 

No 

Yes 

H8a: The higher perceived manipulative motives are, the less favorable attitude toward the company will be. 

H8b: The higher perceived manipulative motives are, the lower purchase intent will be. 

Yes 

Yes 

H9a: The higher perceived community-oriented motives are, the more positive attitude toward the company will be. 

H9b: The higher perceived community-oriented motives are, the higher purchase intent will be. 

Yes 

Yes 

H10a: Among disapprovers, the higher company-oriented motives are, the less favorable attitude toward the company 

will be. 

H10b: Among disapprovers, the higher company-oriented motives are, the lower purchase intent will be. 

No 

No 

H11a: Among approvers, there will be no significant effect of company-oriented motives on attitude toward the 

company. 

H11b: Among approvers, there will be no significant effect of company-oriented motives on purchase intent. 

Yes 

Yes 

Table 22, cont.
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Step-by-Step Testing of the Overall Model 

The revised framework posited that cognitive capacity and corporate societal 

marketing type would determine the activation of persuasion knowledge. To test this 

model, a binary logistic regression analysis was run with the persuasion knowledge (1 if 

subject mentioned/implied the marketer’s motive in thought protocol response, 0 

otherwise) as the outcome variable. The predictor variables were cognitive capacity (1= 

low, 2= high) and two dummy variables, CRM and Sponsor, to denote corporate societal 

marketing type. In addition, company-cause fit was included in the model. Previous 

studies suggest that congruence between the company and cause determine whether or 

not subjects elaborate the marketer’s motives (e.g., Nan and Heo 2007; Rifon, Choi, 

Trimble and Lee 2003; Simmons and Becker-Olsen 2006). Although this study did not 

manipulate the level of company-cause fit, this analysis was meaningful as subjects 

perceived varying levels of congruence.  

As presented in Table 23, the regression analysis results showed that only 

cognitive capacity had a significant effect on persuasion knowledge activation. As 

predicted, higher cognitive capacity increased the likelihood of persuasion knowledge 

activation (Beta = 4.964, p < .001). However, cause-related marketing (CRM) conditions 

were no more likely to activate persuasion knowledge than the other two types (Beta = 

.641, p > .05). Sponsorship conditions were no more likely to activate persuasion 

knowledge than other two types either (Beta = 1.302, p >.05). Neither was company-

cause fit a significant predictor of persuasion knowledge activation (Beta = 1.272, p > 
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.05). Therefore, it was largely a function of cognitive capacity that determined whether or 

not persuasion knowledge was activated without prompt. 

Table 23. Regression Analysis of Persuasion Knowledge Activation 

Predictor Variable  B S.E. Wald df Sig. Exp(B) 

Cognitive Capacity 1.602 0.370 18.757 1 .000 4.964 

CRM -0.445 0.459 0.941 1 0.332 0.641 

Sponsor 0.264 0.440 0.360 1 0.549 1.302 

Company-Cause Fit 0.241 0.163 2.168 1 0.141 1.272 

Constant -4.075 1.104 13.632 1 .000 0.017 

 

Perceived marketer motives were assumed to be a function of initial spontaneous 

assessment of marketer motives and ad skepticism. Given the three different types of 

marketer motives, three separate regression analyses were run to evaluate these 

relationships. First, community-oriented motives were regressed with ad skepticism and 

the initial assessments of marketer motives as captured in thought protocol response 

content analysis. As presented in Table 24, initially assessed community-oriented motives 

was the factor that had a significant effect on final perceived marketer motives (Beta = 

.375, t =4.771, p < .001). Those who initially thought of community-oriented motives in 

the thought protocol perceived higher community-oriented motives in the later  

Table 24. Regression Analysis of Community-Oriented Motives 

Predictor Variable  B SE Beta t Sig. 

(Constant) 5.091 0.280  18.178 0.000 

Ad Skepticism -0.005 0.012 -0.035 -0.450 0.653 

Community Motives 0.639 0.134 0.375 4.771 0.000 

Company Motives -0.126 0.173 -0.058 -0.732 0.465 

Manipulative Motives 0.190 0.536 0.028 0.355 0.723 

 

questionnaire. However, whether one mentioned company-oriented motives or 

manipulative motives in the thought protocol response had no significant effect on the 
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later assessment of the marketer’s community-oriented motives. Furthermore, neither had 

ad skepticism a significant effect on the later assessment of community-oriented motives.  

The other two types of perceived motives, company-oriented motives and 

manipulative motives were regression analyzed using the same predictor variables. As 

presented in Table 25, the only significant predictor of company-oriented motives was 

whether or not subject assessed company-oriented motives in the thought protocol 

response (Beta = .216, t = 2.610, p < .05). When it comes to manipulative motives, both 

of the initial assessments appeared to have a significant effect. As presented in Table 26, 

those who assessed community-oriented motives in the thought protocol were less likely 

to perceive manipulative motives later (Beta = -.283, t = -3.526, p < .01). Moreover, 

those who assessed company-oriented motives were more likely to perceive manipulative 

motives later (Beta = .164, t = 2.030, p < .05). However, whether or not subject initially 

assessed manipulative motives in the initial assessment does not seem to have a 

significant effect on the final assessment of manipulative motives. This may be explained 

that few subjects in fact perceived manipulative motives in their initial assessment. 

Table 25. Regression Analysis of Company-Oriented Motives 

Predictor Variable  B SE Beta t Sig. 

(Constant) 5.204 0.399  13.052 0.000 

Ad Skepticism -0.011 0.017 -0.055 -0.681 0.497 

Community Motives 0.085 0.191 0.037 0.447 0.656 

Company Motives 0.641 0.246 0.216 2.610 0.010 

Manipulative Motives -0.066 0.763 -0.007 -0.087 0.931 

 

These findings contradict the results of Study 1, which showed the predominant 

effect of ad skepticism on the final perceived marketer motives. In Study 1, perceived 
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marketer motives were largely a function of ad skepticism and whether or not persuasion 

knowledge was activated in the first place. This contradiction may be explained with a 

couple of differences between Studies 1 and 2 such as when ad skepticism was measured, 

how skeptical the sample was, which will be discussed in the subsequent chapter. 

Table 26. Regression Analysis of Manipulative Motives 

Predictor Variable  B SE Beta t Sig. 

(Constant) 3.656 0.413  8.846 0.000 

Ad Skepticism -0.004 0.017 -0.019 -0.244 0.807 

Community Motives -0.697 0.198 -0.283 -3.526 0.001 

Company Motives 0.517 0.255 0.164 2.030 0.044 

Manipulative Motives 0.694 0.791 0.070 0.877 0.382 

 

The perceived marketer motives were conceptualized to impact company 

evaluation, which in turn impact attitude toward the company and purchase intent. A 

linear regression analysis was run with company evaluation as an outcome variable and 

three dimensions of perceived marketer motives as predictor variables. In addition, 

company-cause fit and cause-involvement were included as predictor variables. The 

literature suggests that company-cause fit have an effect on consumer response to 

corporate societal marketing (Haley 1996; Nan and Heo 2007; Simmons and Becker-

Olsen 2006). Cause-involvement has also been shown to affect the consumer response to 

corporate societal marketing such that consumers tend to respond more positively when 

they are highly involved with the cause than when not (e.g., Ellen, Mohr and Webb 

2006). Approval for self-promotion was an additional consideration in this study as it was 

assumed that some people do not support companies using their social engagement for 
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marketing purposes and their response to corporate societal marketing would be different 

from those who support the idea. 

Table 27. Regression Analysis of Company Evaluation 

 B SE Beta t Sig. 

(Constant) 1.605 0.614  2.615 0.010 

Company Cause Fit 0.096 0.071 0.115 1.352 0.179 

Cause Involvement 0.212 0.079 0.212 2.696 0.008 

Community-Oriented Motives 0.420 0.087 0.355 4.820 0.000 

Company-Oriented Motives 0.015 0.059 0.017 0.246 0.806 

Manipulative Motives -0.156 0.062 -0.187 -2.507 0.013 

Approval for Self-promotion 0.069 0.063 0.088 1.105 0.271 

* Adjusted R
2
 = 44.7% 

As presented in Table 27, cause-involvement, community-oriented motives, and 

manipulative motives were significant predictors of company evaluation. As predicted, 

the more involved subjects were with the cause, the higher company evaluation was (Beta  

= .212, t = 2.696, p < .01). In addition, the more community-oriented motives subjects 

perceived, the higher company evaluation was (Beta = .355, t = 4.820, p < .001). In 

contrast, the more manipulative motives subjects perceived, the lower company 

evaluation was (Beta = -.187, t = 2.507, p < .05). Company-cause fit appeared to have 

some positive effect on company evaluation (Beta = .115). However, this effect was not 

statistically significant (t = 1.352, p > .05). Company-oriented motives did not have any 

significant effect on company evaluation (Beta = .017, t = .246, p >. 05). Neither did 

approval for self-promotion (Beta = .088, t = 1.105, p >. 05). 

Company evaluation was conceptualized to affect attitude toward the company. 

Thus, a regression analysis was run with attitude toward the company as the outcome 

variable and company evaluation as the predictor variable. The predictor variables used 
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in the analysis of company evaluation were kept to assess if their effects were all 

absorbed by company evaluation. As can be seen in Table 28, company evaluation had 

the greatest impact on attitude toward the company (Beta = .670, t = 10.215, p < .001). 

While the effects of cause-involvement and manipulative motives were no longer 

significant on attitude toward the company, community-oriented motives still had a 

significant effect on attitude toward the company (Beta = .126, t = 2.070, p < .05). 

Therefore, it appeared that community-oriented motives had a direct and indirect effect 

on attitude toward the company. 

Table 28. Regression Analysis of Attitude toward Company  

 B SE Beta t Sig. 

(Constant) -0.120 0.542  -0.222 0.825 

Company Cause Fit 0.061 0.062 0.064 0.980 0.329 

Cause Involvement 0.092 0.070 0.082 1.322 0.188 

Community-Oriented Motives 0.168 0.081 0.126 2.070 0.040 

Company-Oriented Motives -0.002 0.051 -0.002 -0.045 0.964 

Manipulative Motives -0.032 0.055 -0.034 -0.576 0.566 

Approval for Self-promotion -0.020 0.054 -0.023 -0.369 0.713 

Company Evaluation 0.755 0.074 0.670 10.215 0.000 

*Adjusted R
2 
= 67.6% 

Finally, attitude toward the company was expected to affect purchase intent. 

Hence, a regression analysis was run to assess the effects of attitude toward the company 

and other predictor variables on purchase intent. As seen in Table 29, the effect of 

community-oriented motives was absorbed by attitude toward the company and was no 

longer significant on purchase intent (Beta = .019, t = .272, p > .05). In contrast, cause-

involvement had a significant direct effect on purchase intent (Beta = .150, t = 2.141, p < 

.05). Some people may be willing to shop at the store not necessarily because they like 
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the store but because they want to help the cause. Attitude toward the company indeed 

had the greatest impact on purchase intent (Beta = .584, t = 6.011, p < .001). 

Table 29. Regression Analysis of Purchase Intent  

 B SE Beta t Sig. 

(Constant) -0.476 0.663  -0.718 0.474 

Company Cause Fit 0.058 0.076 0.057 0.766 0.445 

Cause Involvement 0.183 0.085 0.150 2.141 0.034 

Community-Oriented Motives 0.027 0.101 0.019 0.272 0.786 

Company-Oriented Motives 0.022 0.063 0.020 0.349 0.728 

Manipulative Motives 0.065 0.067 0.064 0.964 0.337 

Approval for Self-promotion -0.020 0.066 -0.021 -0.300 0.765 

Company Evaluation 0.148 0.120 0.122 1.234 0.219 

Attitude toward Company 0.632 0.105 0.584 6.011 0.000 

*Adjusted R
2
 = 58.8% 

Figure 4 illustrates the relationships between the perceived marketer motives, 

cause-involvement, company evaluation, attitude toward the company, and purchase 

intent. 

FIGURE 4. PERCEIVED MARKETER MOTIVES, CAUSE-INVOLVEMENT, 

AND CONSUMER RESPONSE TO CORPORATE SOCIETAL MARKETING  
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CHAPTER X 

STUDY 2 DISCUSSION 

 Study 2 was aimed at assessing the effect of cognitive capacity and corporate 

societal marketing type on perceived marketer motives and the effects of perceived 

marketer motives on consumer response. As presented in Chapter IX, the effect of 

cognitive capacity on some of the perceived marketer motives was not significant. That 

is, subjects perceived the same levels of company-oriented motives and manipulative 

motives regardless of cognitive capacity available for information processing. On the 

other hand, subjects perceived higher community-oriented motives when cognitive 

capacity was unconstrained than constrained. This is in fact in the opposite direction of 

what was predicted. It was assumed that consumers would perceive the community-

oriented motives in the initial assessment of the stimulus information and then discount 

the community-oriented motives as they scrutinize the underlying motives during the 

subsequent systematic attribution. However, it appears that subjects perceived increased 

community-oriented motives as they were given the cognitive capacity to perform the 

systematic attribution.  

It appears that the stimuli presented in the current investigation may have been 

perceived as advertising. For instance, eleven subjects used the terms “advertising” or 

“advertisement” to refer to the experimental stimulus in thought protocol response. If the 

experimental stimuli were perceived as advertising, then the company-oriented motives, 

rather than community-oriented motives could have been a default. Subjects in 

unconstrained cognitive capacity conditions then had an opportunity to analyze the 
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marketer’s motives and may have come to realize that the marketer was motivated at least 

in part to help the community. Subjects in constrained cognitive capacity conditions, on 

the other hand, were not afforded with the opportunity to adjust their initial assessment of 

the marketer motives. Therefore, subjects in constrained cognitive capacity conditions 

perceived lower community-oriented motives than subjects in unconstrained cognitive 

capacity conditions.  

 This is an interesting observation given that previous studies often assumed that 

consumers would initially perceive altruistic motives in corporate societal marketing and 

then discount such motives as they realize the company’s self-oriented motives during the 

subsequent attribution process (e.g., Nan and Heo 2007; Rifon et al. 2004; Simmons and 

Becker-Olsen 2007). Findings from the current investigation, in contrast, suggest that 

community-oriented motives perception increased as subjects were afforded cognitive 

capacity.  

At least one previous study seems to assume that company-oriented motives, 

instead of community-oriented motives, are more natural response to corporate societal 

marketing. Menon and Kahn (2003) suggested that profit motives are naturally linked to 

the concept of corporations; therefore, consumers find cause-related marketing consistent 

with the concept of corporations due to its apparent profit motives whereas they find 

advocacy marketing inconsistent due to the lack of apparent corporate benefits. In their 

studies, Menon and Kahn (2003) presented subjects with a text that consisted of a 

headline, body copy, tagline and brand logo. Therefore, subjects were likely to perceive 

the stimulus as advertising.  
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The initial assessment of the marketer motives may depend on the nature of the 

stimulus. For example, Simmons and Becker-Olsen (2006), for example, used a news 

article. Rifon and her colleagues (2003) used a health website that was sponsored by a 

corporation. In those studies, subjects were less likely to perceive company-oriented 

motives as an initial response as the stimulus is not directly linked to the typical tone or 

voice of marketing communication. Rifon et al. (2003) showed altruistic motives 

decreased as subjects Nan and Heo (2007), on the other hand, used a print ad that 

consisted of a headline, body copy, and a large image in a poster-style layout. Although 

they did not assess perceived marketer motives in their studies, they did assume that 

subjects’ elaboration of the stimulus message would involve attribution of the marketer 

motives, which would in turn lead to less positive consumer response. Further research is 

called for to better understand how the communication format influences the initial 

perception of the marketer motives and how the subsequent attribution process changes 

the initial perception. 

 Another major independent variable in this study was corporate societal 

marketing type. The results show that corporate societal marketing type had no 

significant effect on perceived marketer motives. Unlike in Study 1 where corporate 

societal marketing type made a significant difference in the likelihood of persuasion 

knowledge activation, subjects in Study 2 did not show any difference. As in Study 1, 

corporate societal marketing type did not make any significant difference in the later 

assessment of marketer motives. It is probable that subjects in Study 2 were unable to tell 

the differences between types of corporate societal marketing. 
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At least two previous studies suggest that the type of corporate societal marketing 

make a difference in consumer response. Dean (2003), in particular, reported that 

corporate societal marketing type affected perceived marketer motives. In his study, 

subjects perceived significantly higher monetary marketer motives in cause-related 

marketing than corporate philanthropy. Unlike the current investigation, Dean’s (2003) 

study clearly stated in the stimulus that the amount of donation would be dependent upon 

the company’s sales in the cause-related marketing conditions and unconditional in the 

corporate philanthropy conditions. Therefore, subjects in Dean (2003) may have found a 

cue that signals the conditional nature of cause-related marketing and unconditional 

nature of corporate philanthropy, which contributed to the perception of marketer 

motives. On the other hand, the current investigation did not provide such cues. 

Menon and Kahn (2003) is another study that reported the effect of corporate 

societal marketing type on consumer response. Menon and Kahn (2003) reported 

consumers responded less positively (i.e., lower perception of corporate social 

responsibility) in advocacy advertising than in cause-related marketing when the cause 

and company were perceived congruent. They explained that consumers are more likely 

to scrutinize the marketer’s motives when there is no apparent benefit to the company 

(i.e., advocacy advertising) than when the company is getting its fair share of interest 

(i.e., cause-related marketing). When the company-cause fit is high, consumers are likely 

to figure out through scrutiny that the company is somehow enjoying its benefits and 

discount the seemingly altruistic motives. Such discounting may lead to over-correction 

that consumer response is less positive in advocacy advertising than cause-related 
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marketing in which consumers have no reason to scrutinize the marketer motives. 

However, Menon and Kahn (2003) did not assess perceived marketer motives that a 

direct comparison with the current investigation is difficult. Further research is in order to 

better understand how corporate societal marketing type may influence consumer 

response. 

In addition, the current investigation was aimed at assessing the effect of ad 

skepticism. In Study 1, high skepticism subjects perceived lower community-oriented 

motives, higher company-oriented motives, and higher manipulative motives than low 

skepticism subjects. However, ad skepticism had no significant effect on perceived 

marketer motive in Study 2. The key difference between the two studies is that ad 

skepticism was measured at a different time point in Study 2 whereas it was measured 

during the experiment in Study 1. Although ad skepticism was measured after all the 

dependent measures were taken in Study 1, it is nonetheless possible that responses to 

early questions may have impacted the response to ad skepticism and therefore an 

artificial correlation might have been created.  

Alternatively, subjects’ ad skepticism may have been suppressed, rather than 

activated, in Study 2 as they were presented with a stimulus that highlighted the 

company’s apparent good deed. Although Obermiller and his colleagues conceptualize ad 

skepticism as a stable personal trait (Obermiller and Spangenberg 1998; Obermiller, 

Spangenberg, and MacLachlan 2006), others conceptualized that ad skepticism as a state 

that depends on situational factors (Ford, Smith and Swasy 1990; Forehand and Grier 

2003; Kim and Lee 2009). In Study 2, ad skepticism was measured two weeks prior to 



!

129 

the lab experiment. At this point, subjects were not presented any additional stimuli. 

Therefore, the ad skepticism score in Study 2 should reflect subjects’ trait skepticism. 

When subjects were responding to the experimental stimuli two weeks later, however, the 

stimuli may have primed subjects and, given the nature of the stimuli, suppressed, instead 

of activated, their ad skepticism. Therefore, the findings showed no effect of ad 

skepticism on perceived marketer motives. 

Another probable explanation is that subjects in Study 2 could be unusually low 

on ad skepticism. Although it is difficult to determine what these ad skepticism scores 

really mean, subjects in Study 1 scored significantly higher than subjects in Study 2. In 

addition, it is possible that the effect of ad skepticism is not linear. Instead, there may be 

a threshold level above which consumers see any marketing communications in the 

negative light and below which consumers evaluate marketing communications in a 

rather rational manner. Main, Dahl and Darke (2007) showed that overly skeptical 

consumers may perceive the manipulative motives in well-intended salesperson’s actions. 

Likewise, unusually naïve consumers may not perceive any ulterior motives in corporate 

societal marketing. Subjects in Study 2 may have been on the naïve side of the consumer 

spectrum.   

Although the main hypotheses were not supported in the current investigation, the 

inquiry into the structure of perceived marketer motives opens up a new research 

opportunity. Previous studies on perceived marketer motives in corporate societal 

marketing have taken a rather simplistic approach that they often conceptualized 

perceived marketer motives as one dimensional except one by Ellen, Mohr, and Webb 
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(2006). The current investigation compiled 16 items that had been used in previous 

studies in search for a better measurement of perceived marketer motives. Findings 

provide some evidence that perceived marketer motives may consist of three dimensions, 

each of which has a different effect on the subsequent consumer response to corporate 

societal marketing. 

Data collected in Studies 1 and 2 suggest that community-oriented motives, 

company-oriented motives, and manipulative motives are independent from one another 

and each of them has distinctive effects on consumer response. The perception of 

community-oriented motives led to higher company evaluation whereas the perception of 

manipulative motives led to lower company evaluation. However, company-oriented 

motives did not have any effect on company evaluation. Therefore, the delineation of 

these three dimensions can help resolve some discrepancies in the literature and facilitate 

further research in this area.  

Forehand and Grier (2003) suggested that acknowledging the company’s profit 

motives lead to more positive consumer response than stating only altruistic motives 

whereas others suggested that altruistic motives lead to more positive response (Dean 

2003; Rifon, Choi, Trimble, and Li 2004; Trimble and Rifon 2006). When treating 

perceived marketer motives as one dimension, such inconsistency is difficult to resolve. 

Delineating three dimensions of perceived marketer motives, on the other hand, 

acknowledges that consumers understand the very nature of corporations and do not 

necessarily punish them for seeking profits. Therefore, the inconsistency in the literature 
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can be resolved through a multi-dimensional marketer motives approach in future 

research. 

Findings from the current investigation suggest that community-oriented motives 

positively affect company evaluation and attitude toward the company. The company is 

evaluated highly as it is perceived to be motivated to help the community. Company 

evaluation, in turn, affects attitude toward the company that higher company evaluation 

leads to more positive attitude toward the company. In addition to this indirect effect 

through company evaluation, community-oriented motives have a direct effect on attitude 

toward the company. Therefore, community-oriented motives seemed to affect attitude 

toward the company both directly and indirectly through company evaluation.  

 Manipulative motives, on the other hand, had a negative effect on company 

evaluation. Although only a few subjects perceived manipulative motives, the effect on 

company evaluation was significant. The effect of manipulative motives was absorbed in 

company evaluation, which in turn affected attitude toward the company, which in turn 

affected purchase intent. There was no additional direct effect of manipulative motives on 

attitude toward the company and purchase intent. Company-oriented motives had no 

significant effect on consumer response. Subjects may believe that it is natural for 

corporations to seek self-interest; having company-oriented motives may have no 

information value in evaluating the company. The effects of company-oriented motives 

and manipulative motives found in the current investigation are consistent with Forehand 

and Grier’s (2003) notion that consumers would not punish companies for pursuing self-

interest but for being deceptive.  
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Cause-involvement was a meaningful covariate in the current investigation. 

Although supporting local schools was shown to be a cause that college students found 

relevant and important to them in Study 1, there was also enough variance among 

subjects in Study 2. Therefore, it was possible to assess the effect of cause-involvement 

on the consumer response measures. Findings suggest that cause-involvement increased 

company evaluation. The more involved subjects were with the cause, the higher they 

evaluated the company. Company evaluation had a significant effect on attitude toward 

the company, which in turn affected purchase intent. While cause-involvement did not 

have any significant direct effect on attitude toward the company, it did have additional 

direct effect on purchase intent. When subjects perceived the cause important, they may 

shop at the store not necessarily because they like the store but because they would like to 

support the cause. 
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CHAPTER XI 

Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

This dissertation research was aimed at understanding the process in which 

consumers perceive the marketer’s motives in corporate societal marketing and how 

perceived marketer motives may affect the subsequent consumer response. More 

specifically, the present research assessed the effects of corporate societal marketing 

type, cognitive capacity, and ad skepticism on perceived marketer motives. 

Unfortunately, the effect of corporate societal marketing type was not found significant in 

Study 2 although findings from Study 1 suggest that corporate societal marketing type 

may influence the likelihood of persuasion knowledge activation. While at least two 

previous studies suggest that consumers may respond differently to different corporate 

societal marketing types, the sample in Study 2 did not seem to be able to discern the 

difference. It may be that the sample was young and relatively inexperienced. Over 97% 

of the sample was between age 18 and 24 and mostly college freshmen and sophomores. 

While the use of college samples was justified on the ground that many marketers use 

societal marketing programs to appeal to millennials, the sample’s persuasion knowledge 

may not be developed enough to differentiate varying types of corporate societal 

marketing. Future research should look into samples with varying age ranges and market 

experiences to understand if this is indeed the case. 

If younger consumers are indeed less skeptical about corporate societal marketing 

than older consumers, marketers have another reason for appealing to millennials through 

societal marketing. Today’s young adults are often believed to be more socially 
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conscious and civic minded than the previous generation (Jason 2006). If they are less 

likely to question the company’s motives in corporate societal marketing than their older 

counterparts, they may be more responsive to those marketing appeals as well.  

Another limitation in this study is that the fictitious grocery store, Town Market, 

reminded some subjects of Tom Thumb, an actual grocery store operating in the area 

most of subjects attended school. Tom Thumb happens to run a corporate societal 

marketing program that supports schools in the neighborhood through its “Good 

Neighbor Program,” in which consumers designate a school of their choice to donate a 

certain portion of their spending at its stores. While the number of subjects who 

mentioned the name Tom Thumb in thought protocol was small, additional subjects 

might have thought of the local grocer. If so, they might have responded to the 

questionnaire regarding Tom Thumb rather than the fictitious grocer, Town Market. 

Future research should check, even after the fact, whether subjects assumed an actual 

company when they respond to a fictitious company. 

The most fundamental limitation in the current investigation was the lack of 

established measures of perceived marketer motives. While perceived marketer motives 

have received quite a bit of research attention, there has not been an established measure 

for the concept. Therefore, the current research compiled items that have been used in the 

previous studies of perceived marketer motives in corporate societal marketing. 

Moreover, the current research attempted to collects some words consumers actually use 

through thought protocol. Although the qualitative data were limited, the results from the 

quantitative measures were rather fruitful. Although preliminary, a three dimensional 
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structure of perceived marketer motives was identified. Developing a scale for perceived 

marketer motives should be a promising research opportunity since the scale will 

facilitate further research on perceived marketer motives. 

In order to further develop research on perceived marketer motives, a couple of 

constructs may be helpful to broaden our understanding. Corporate credibility, for 

example, should affect perceived marketer motives (Dean 2003, Kim and Lee 2009; 

Rifon et al. 2003). Agent knowledge, or beliefs about marketers and persuaders, is part of 

the consumer’s persuasion knowledge (Friestad and Wright 1994). When consumers 

assess the marketer’s motives, it is likely that they tap into what they know about the 

marketer. Although the current investigation used a fictitious company, a few subjects 

indeed linked the fictitious grocery store with a real one with which they were familiar. If 

the use of the fictitious company does not ensure the experimental control, it may be 

more beneficial to use real companies and investigate the effect of pre-existing corporate 

credibility on perceived marketer motives and subsequent consumer response. 

Moreover, the role of advertising appeals, when investigated with perceived 

marketer motives, may prove quite informative. Thought protocol data in Study 1 suggest 

that consumers paid far more attention to the image than the copy in the stimuli. The 

heart shaped collage of vegetables drew so much attention that subjects seemed to care 

less about the marketer’s motives. Obermiller, Spangenberg, and MacLachlan (2006) 

reported that highly skeptical consumers were better persuaded by emotional appeals than 

rational appeals. If the consumer’s questioning of the marketer motives leads to less 

favorable responses, the use of emotional appeals and message elements that distract the 
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consumer’s attention away from the motives question may help overcome that challenge. 

Interestingly, previous studies in corporate societal marketing seldom used images and 

emotional appeals in their stimuli. Future research may look into possible effects of 

emotional appeals and use of images in corporate societal marketing. 

Another promising research path to pursue seems to be the effect of 

communication type. As discussed in the previous chapter, some subjects in Study 2 

appeared to perceive the stimulus as advertising. Although the instruction described it as 

an excerpt from the corporate website, subjects might have seen it as advertising. One 

reason could be that they participated in the study as a requirement in their advertising 

course. Alternatively, the voice and tone of the text resembled advertising. If subjects 

presumed the stimulus to be advertising, it is not surprising that community-oriented 

motives increased with additional cognitive capacity since their initial assessment likely 

involved the marketer’s persuasion motive. When corporate societal marketing is 

described in a third person’s voice, such as news report written by a journalist and story 

told by a beneficiary, the initial assessment of marketer motives may change and the 

effect of cognitive capacity may change as well. 

Notwithstanding the limitations discussed above, the present research contributes 

to the literature in a couple of ways. First, the present research is one of the first studies 

that looked into multiple dimensions in perceived marketer motives in corporate societal 

marketing. Ellen, Webb, and Mohr (2006) identified four dimensions of consumer 

attributions about company motives-values driven, stakeholder driven, egoistic, and 

strategic. The current research adds more evidence for the multi-dimensional structure of 
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perceived marketer motives, thereby supports the need for further research to develop an 

adequate scale. Moreover, the current research has shown a path in which perceived 

marketer motives affect consumer response. Findings show that community-oriented 

motives and manipulative motives influenced company evaluation, which in turn 

influences attitude toward the company and ultimately purchase intent. In addition, 

community-oriented motives had an additional direct effect on attitude toward the 

company. Therefore, perceived marketer motives seem to affect both cognitive and 

emotional aspects of the consumer response. 

Perceived marketer motives in corporate societal marketing have been of research 

interest for over a decade. Nonetheless, little progress has been made in terms of the 

conceptualization and measurement of the construct. The current investigation attempted 

to help move forward the research area by looking into some antecedents and 

consequences of perceived marketer motives in corporate societal marketing as well as 

exploring the underlying structure of perceived marketer motives. Although it is not free 

of methodological limitations, the current investigation certainly adds to our 

understanding of how perceived marketer motives are formed and how they may affect 

subsequent consumer response. Further research is certainly called for so as to understand 

how both for-profit and not-for-profit marketers may better involve consumers to achieve 

their common goals.  
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APPENDIX A. EXPERIMENTAL STIMULI 

 

1. Traditional Corporate Philanthropy/ Corporate Website 

(Heading) Dedicated to Our Community 

For more than 100 years, our commitment and involvement in the community has 

been recognized as an important part of the way we do business. It's our way of saying 

thank you for allowing us to be your neighbor. Each day we strive to earn, build and 

maintain a positive relationship of trust, creating a tradition of caring that has come to be 

known as Town Market's Spirit of Giving.   

In this spirit, Town Market contributes 5% of our pre-tax earnings to local schools 

each year. We are proud to be part of this wonderful community as you all are. And we 

are glad to give back some of the love we have received. 

 

2. Sponsorship/ Corporate Website 

(Heading) Dedicated to Our Community 

For more than 100 years, our commitment and involvement in the community has 

been recognized as an important part of the way we do business. It’s our way of saying 

thank you for allowing us to be your neighbor. Each day we strive to earn, build and 

maintain a positive relationship of trust, creating a tradition of caring that has come to be 

known as Town Market's Spirit of Giving.   

In this spirit, Town Market sponsors a variety of school events in the 

neighborhood by providing snacks and drinks as well as cash donations. In sum, about 
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5% of our pre-tax earnings are spent to support those local school events each year. When 

you see a Town Market volunteer at your school event, please stop by and say hello! 

 

3. Cause-Related Marketing/ Corporate Website 

(Heading) Dedicated to Our Community 

For more than 100 years, our commitment and involvement in the community has 

been recognized as an important part of the way we do business. It's our way of saying 

thank you for allowing us to be your neighbor. Each day we strive to earn, build and 

maintain a positive relationship of trust, creating a tradition of caring that has come to be 

known as Town Market's Spirit of Giving.   

In this spirit, Town Market contributes 5% of pre-tax earnings from your receipt 

to local schools. Every time you shop at Town Market, you are not only helping yourself 

with quality food at low prices but also helping schools in your neighborhood. So, shop 

with us at Town Market today! 
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4. Sponsorship/ Poster

(Headline) Town Market School Garden 

(Visual) A collage of vegetables in a shape of heart 

(Body copy) Town Market is committed to teaching our children to make healthy 

choices. In this spirit, we are sponsoring school gardens in the neighborhood, where our 

kids will watch vegetables and fruits grow and learn to love them. Please join us at the 

groundbreaking event for this exciting project! For information on the specific time and 

date, please contact your child’s school. 

5. Cause-Related Marketing / Ad

(Headline) We’ve Got Your Heart Covered! 

(Visual) A collage of vegetables in a shape of heart 
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(Body copy) Eating healthy starts with grocery shopping! At Town Market, you will find 

a variety of fresh produce, from fruits and vegetables to meat and seafood at low price. 

Furthermore, 5% of pretax-earnings from your receipt directly goes to schools in your 

neighborhood. Every time you shop at Town Market, your heart will feel healthy and 

wealthy!
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APPENDIX B. AD SKEPTICISM SCALE ITEMS 

 

Below are the items Obermiller and Spangenberg (1998) used to assess individual 

consumers’ level of ad skepticism. Each item is measured on a five-point Likert-type 

scale, anchored by Agree and Disagree. The SKEP score is formed by summing up the 

scores on all nine items. All items are reverse coded so that higher scores mean higher 

skepticism. 

1. We can depend on getting the truth in most advertising. 

2. Advertising’s aim is to inform the consumer. 

3. I believe advertising is informative. 

4. Advertising is generally truthful. 

5. Advertising is a reliable source of information about the quality and performance of 

products. 

6. Advertising is truth well told. 

7. In general, advertising presents a true picture of the product being advertised. 

8. I feel I’ve been accurately informed after viewing most advertisements. 

9. Most advertising provides consumers with essential information. 
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APPENDIX C. PERCEIVED MARKETER MOTIVES 

 

Below are the items that were used in Study 1 to assess perceived marketer motives. All 

items were assessed on a seven-point Likert-like measure, anchored by Strongly Disagree 

(1) and Strongly Agree (7). 

When supporting local schools, this company’s motives are….. Reliability 

Community-Oriented Motives .811 

Altruistic   

Public-serving  

Community-interested  

To pursue the values the company believes in  

Customer-focused  

Socially-motivated  

   

Company-Oriented Motives .769 

Egoistic   

Self-serving   

To generate profits  

Self-interested  

Profit-motivated  

   

Manipulative Motives .779 

Manipulative   

Exploitative   

Honest*   

Genuine*   

*reverse coded 
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APPENDIX D. CAUSE INVOLVEMENT MEASURE 

Supporting local schools is 

Important   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   unimportant 

Of no concern to me*   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   of concern to me 

Irrelevant*   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   relevant 

means a lot to me   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   means nothing to me 

Useless   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   useful 

Valuable   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   worthless 

Trivial*   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   fundamental 

Beneficial   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   not beneficial 

Matters to me   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   doesn't matter to me 

Significant   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   insignificant 

Vital   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   superfluous 

Boring*   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   interesting 

Unexciting*   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   exciting 

Appealing   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   unappealing 

Mundane*   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   fascinating 

Essential   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   nonessential 

Wanted   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   not wanted 

Not needed*   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   needed 

Undesirable*   _ _ _ _ _ _ _   desirable 

*reverse coded 
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APPENDIX E. STUDY 2 INSTRUMENT 

 

WELCOME! 

 

Thank you so much for participating in this important study. Corporations these days 

have been increasingly involved in social issues. Companies give billions of dollars to 

charitable organizations, pay their employees for their volunteering hours at those 

organizations, run advertising to increase awareness of social issues, help nonprofit 

organizations raise fund, and lend their marketing and management expertise to help 

social causes to achieve their goals. Yet, little research has been conducted on how 

consumers feel about or respond to such endeavors. This study includes a wide range of 

questions about your general perceptions of and attitudes toward companies that are 

involved in social causes at varying degrees. Your input is greatly appreciated. 

 

[Randomize which condition will be used] 
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Low Cognitive Capacity Cause-Related Marketing Conditions 

 

INSTRUCTION 

 

In the next page, you will be presented with some information about a local grocery store, 

Town Market. The information is taken from Town Market's corporate website.  

 

Please keep track of the number of times you blink your eyes as you read the article 

and answer the questions that follow. It will not be easy to count the number of eye 

blinks while you are reading and answering questions. Nonetheless, please try your best. 

You will be asked to provide the number of eye blinks afterwards. 

 

********************************************************************* 

Please keep track of the number of times you blink your eyes as you 

read. 

 

Dedicated to Our Community 

For more than 100 years, our commitment and involvement in the community has been 

recognized as an important part of the way we do business. It's our way of saying thank 

you for allowing us to be your neighbor. Each day we strive to earn, build and maintain a 

positive relationship of trust, creating a tradition of caring that has come to be known as 

Town Market's Spirit of Giving. 

In this spirit, Town Market contributes 5% of pre-tax earnings from your receipt to local 

schools. Every time you shop at Town Market, you are not only helping yourself with 

quality food at low prices but also helping schools in your neighborhood. So, shop with 

us at Town Market today! 
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Low Cognitive Capacity Sponsorship Conditions 

INSTRUCTION 

 

In the next page, you will be presented with some information about a local grocery store, 

Town Market. The information is taken from Town Market's corporate website.  

 

Please keep track of the number of times you blink your eyes as you read the article 

and answer the questions that follow. It will not be easy to count the number of eye 

blinks while you are reading and answering questions. Nonetheless, please try your best. 

You will be asked to provide the number of eye blinks afterwards. 

 

********************************************************************* 

Please keep track of the number of times you blink your eyes as you 

read. 

 

Dedicated to Our Community 

For more than 100 years, our commitment and involvement in the community has been 

recognized as an important part of the way we do business. It's our way of saying thank 

you for allowing us to be your neighbor. Each day we strive to earn, build and maintain a 

positive relationship of trust, creating a tradition of caring that has come to be known as 

Town Market's Spirit of Giving. 

In this spirit, Town Market sponsors a variety of school events in the neighborhood by 

providing snacks and drinks as well as cash donations. In sum, about 5% of our pre-tax 

earnings are spent to support those local school events each year. When you see a Town 

Market volunteer at your school event, please stop by and say hello! 

 



!

148 

Low Cognitive Capacity Corporate Philanthropy Conditions 

INSTRUCTION 

 

In the next page, you will be presented with some information about a local grocery store, 

Town Market. The information is taken from Town Market's corporate website.  

 

Please keep track of the number of times you blink your eyes as you read the article 

and answer the questions that follow. It will not be easy to count the number of eye 

blinks while you are reading and answering questions. Nonetheless, please try your best. 

You will be asked to provide the number of eye blinks afterwards. 

 

********************************************************************* 

Please keep track of the number of times you blink your eyes as you 

read. 

 

Dedicated to Our Community 

For more than 100 years, our commitment and involvement in the community has been 

recognized as an important part of the way we do business. It's our way of saying thank 

you for allowing us to be your neighbor. Each day we strive to earn, build and maintain a 

positive relationship of trust, creating a tradition of caring that has come to be known as 

Town Market's Spirit of Giving. 

 

In this spirit, Town Market contributes 5% of our pre-tax earnings to local schools each 

year. We are proud to be part of this wonderful community as you all are. And we are 

glad to give back some of the love we have received. 
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High Cognitive Capacity Cause-Related Marketing Conditions 

INSTRUCTION 

In the next page, you will be presented with some information about a local grocery store, 

Town Market. The information is taken from Town Market's corporate website.  

In the next page, you will be presented with some information about a local grocery store, 

Town Market. The information is taken from Town Market's corporate website. Please 

read it very carefully in order to answer the questions that will follow.   

Please click NEXT when you are ready. 

********************************************************************* 

Please read the article below very carefully so that you can answer the 

following questions. 

Dedicated to Our Community 

For more than 100 years, our commitment and involvement in the community has been 

recognized as an important part of the way we do business. It's our way of saying thank 

you for allowing us to be your neighbor. Each day we strive to earn, build and maintain a 

positive relationship of trust, creating a tradition of caring that has come to be known as 

Town Market's Spirit of Giving. 

In this spirit, Town Market contributes 5% of pre-tax earnings from your receipt to local 

schools. Every time you shop at Town Market, you are not only helping yourself with 

quality food at low prices but also helping schools in your neighborhood. So, shop with 

us at Town Market today! 
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High Cognitive Capacity Sponsorship Conditions 

INSTRUCTION 

 

In the next page, you will be presented with some information about a local grocery store, 

Town Market. The information is taken from Town Market's corporate website.  

 

In the next page, you will be presented with some information about a local grocery store, 

Town Market. The information is taken from Town Market's corporate website. Please 

read it very carefully in order to answer the questions that will follow.   

  

Please click NEXT when you are ready. 

 

********************************************************************* 

Please read the article below very carefully so that you can answer the 

following questions. 

 

Dedicated to Our Community 

For more than 100 years, our commitment and involvement in the community has been 

recognized as an important part of the way we do business. It's our way of saying thank 

you for allowing us to be your neighbor. Each day we strive to earn, build and maintain a 

positive relationship of trust, creating a tradition of caring that has come to be known as 

Town Market's Spirit of Giving. 

In this spirit, Town Market sponsors a variety of school events in the neighborhood by 

providing snacks and drinks as well as cash donations. In sum, about 5% of our pre-tax 

earnings are spent to support those local school events each year. When you see a Town 

Market volunteer at your school event, please stop by and say hello! 
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High Cognitive Capacity Corporate Philanthropy Conditions 

INSTRUCTION 

 

In the next page, you will be presented with some information about a local grocery store, 

Town Market. The information is taken from Town Market's corporate website.  

 

In the next page, you will be presented with some information about a local grocery store, 

Town Market. The information is taken from Town Market's corporate website. Please 

read it very carefully in order to answer the questions that will follow.   

  

Please click NEXT when you are ready. 

 

********************************************************************* 

Please read the article below very carefully so that you can answer the 

following questions. 

 

Dedicated to Our Community 

For more than 100 years, our commitment and involvement in the community has been 

recognized as an important part of the way we do business. It's our way of saying thank 

you for allowing us to be your neighbor. Each day we strive to earn, build and maintain a 

positive relationship of trust, creating a tradition of caring that has come to be known as 

Town Market's Spirit of Giving. 

 

In this spirit, Town Market contributes 5% of our pre-tax earnings to local schools each 

year. We are proud to be part of this wonderful community as you all are. And we are 

glad to give back some of the love we have received. 
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All Low Cognitive Capacity Conditions 

****Please continue to count of the number of times you blink your eyes 

as you answer the following questions.**** 

1. What thoughts or feelings went through your mind when you were reviewing the 

material that was just presented? Please list all thoughts and feelings you remember that 

went through your mind. 

2. When supporting local schools, the company’s motives are:   

 
Strongly 

Disagree 
     

Strongly 

Agree 

Altruistic        

Egoistic        

Public-serving        

Self-serving        

To pursue the 

values the company 

believes in 

       

To generate profits        

Honest        

Manipulative        

Genuine        

Exploitive        
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All High Cognitive Capacity Conditions 

****Please continue to count of the number of times you blink your eyes 

as you answer the following questions.**** 

1. What thoughts or feelings went through your mind when you were reviewing the 

material that was just presented? Please list all thoughts and feelings you remember that 

went through your mind. 

2. When supporting local schools, the company’s motives are:   

 
Strongly 

Disagree 
     

Strongly 

Agree 

Altruistic        

Egoistic        

Public-serving        

Self-serving        

To pursue the 

values the company 

believes in 

       

To generate profits        

Honest        

Manipulative        

Genuine        

Exploitive        
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All Low Cognitive Capacity Conditions 

How many times did you blink your eyes while reading the article and answering the 

questions in the previous pages? Please provide the number in the box below. If you have 

forgotten the number, please write "I forgot". If you did not count the eye blinks, please 

write, "I did not count". 

All High Cognitive Capacity Conditions 

It may sound absurd, but how many times did you blink your eyes while reading the 

article and answering the questions in the previous pages? Please provide the number in 

the box below. If you have forgotten the number, please write "I forgot". If you did not 

count the eye blinks, please write, "I did not count". 
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All Conditions  

Please indicate your quick assessment of Town Market by clicking on the appropriate 

button.  

 

Town Market is 

Good ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ Bad 

Unhelpful ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ Helpful 

Likeable___:___:___:___:___:___:___ Unlikeable 

Sincere ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ Insincere 

Untrustworthy ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ Trustworthy 

Not at all involved in the community___:___:___:___:___:___:___ Very involved in the 

community 

Does not care about customers ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ Cares about customers 

very much 
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Please indicate your attitude toward Town Market: 

I like Town Market___:___:___:___:___:___:___ I dislike Town Market 

Town Market is favorable___:___:___:___:___:___:___ Town Market is unfavorable 

Town Market is negative___:___:___:___:___:___:___ Town Market is positive 

 

Suppose Town Market is available in your neighborhood. How likely is it for you to shop 

at Town Market? 

Likely___:___:___:___:___:___:___ Unlikely 

Improbable___:___:___:___:___:___:___ Probable 

Possible___:___:___:___:___:___:___ Impossible 
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Please answer the following questions regarding the issue of supporting local schools. 

Supporting local schools is… 

important ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ unimportant 

of no concern ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ of concern to me 

irrelevant ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ relevant 

means a lot to me ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ means nothing to me 

useless ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ useful 

valuable ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ worthless 

trivial ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ fundamental 

beneficial ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ not beneficial 

matters to me ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ doesn’t matter 

significant ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ insignificant 

vital ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ superfluous 

boring ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ interesting 

unexciting ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ exciting 

appealing ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ unappealing 

mundane ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ fascinating 

essential ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ nonessential 

undesirable ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ desirable 

wanted ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ unwanted 

not needed ___:___:___:___:___:___:___ needed 
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 In your opinion, is it appropriate that the grocery store promotes the fact that it supports 

local schools in their marketing? 

 

Not At All 

Appropriate 

_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 

     1        2          3         4         5         6         7 

Completely 

Appropriate 

Not At All 

Acceptable 

_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 

     1        2          3         4         5         6         7 

Completely 

Acceptable 

Wrong 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 

     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
Right 
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In your opinion, Town Market's supporting local schools is… 

A good fit 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 

     1        2          3         4         5         6         7 
Not a good fit 

Compatible 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 

     1        2          3         4         5         6         7 
Not compatible 

Not congruent 
_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____:_____ 

     1         2         3         4         5         6         7 
Congruent 
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You're almost done! These last questions ask for some information about yourself to help 

us group your responses with other participants.  

1. What is your age?  ____________ 

 

2. What is your gender?  

a) Male 

b) Female 

 

3. What is your primary declared major? 

a) Advertising 

b) PR 

c) Other (specify:      ) 

 

 

4. What is your classification? 

a) Freshman 

b) Sophomore 

c) Junior 

d) Senior 

e) Other (Specify:      ) 

 

5. What is your ethnicity? 

a) African American 

b) Native American 

c) Anglo American (Caucasian) 

d) Asian American 

e) Hispanic American 

f) Multiracial 

g) International 

h) Other (Specify:  ) 

 

 

This is the end of the survey. Please click the submit button below to finish. Thank you 

so much for your participation.  
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