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Abstract
Over recent decades, corporate social responsibility has become a very common
strategy that companies are using to differentiate themselves in competitive markets. This
paper uses a unique survey of Colorado College faculty and students and investigates
whether this is an effective strategy. The results show that corporate social responsibility
has a slightly negative effect on consumer’s intentions to purchase goods from a given
company. On the other hand, the results show that corporate social responsibility has a
positive effect on consumer’s likelihood to recommend products to someone else in the
future. Also, previous literature has demonstrated that demographics matter. Therefore,
we estimate the difference in difference coefficient for gender, nationality, department
associated with at Colorado College, product type, and being a student or a faculty
member. Each of these characteristics are found to be significant on whether an
individual is affected by corporate social responsibility. These results show that corporate
social responsibility initiatives are not always successful. Companies need to be mindful
of the types of consumer behavior that are influenced as well as the types of people that
are more likely to be influenced by corporate social responsibility initiatives.
KEYWORDS: (consumer behavior, corporate social responsibility, company loyalty,
customer recruitment)
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1. Introduction
Over the past 20 years, corporate social responsibility has become a commonly
used business and marketing strategy. “In 1993, only 26% of people surveyed by Cone
Communications could name a company as a strong corporate citizen, by 2004, the
percentage surged to as high as 80%.” (Bhattacharya and Luo, 2006, p. 1). Just two years
after that in 2006, “as many as 90% of the Fortune 500 companies [had] explicit CSR
initiatives,” (Bhattacharya and Luo, 2006, p. 1). Over time consumers are becoming
more aware of corporate social responsibility as part of a company’s identity. At the same
time, more companies are starting to implement social initiatives into their business
models and marketing strategies.
Many corporate social responsibility initiatives can be defined as sponsorships.
Sponsorship spending in North America has experienced consistent growth. In 2010
spending in North America was at 17.2 billion dollars, in 2011 18.1 billion, in 2012 18.9
billion, in 2013 19.8 billion, and the projection for 2014 is 20.6 billion dollars (IEG,
2014). Companies are working to find a cause to partner with and sponsor. They are
working to enhance their reputation, and try to differentiate themselves to attract more
customers and gain more profits. With copious amounts of money spent, it is important to
study the effects of corporate social responsibility on consumer behavior. If it is not
effective, companies are wasting resources that could be directed towards other strategies
that are more beneficial.
Therefore, this paper investigates whether corporate social responsibility affects
consumer’s intentions to purchase and consumer’s intentions to recommend products
from a given company. Data for this study was collected at Colorado College from
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faculty and students between November 2013 and January 2014. Within the literature,
there are not consistent findings regarding the effects of corporate social responsibility.
There is debate surrounding whether it affects purchasing intentions. This paper finds that
corporate social responsibility has a slightly negative effect on a consumer’s intention to
purchase products. These results are consistent with Bhattacharya and Sen (2004).
However the results of Fitzpatick (2013), Arlow (1991), González-Rodríguez, DíazFernández, Pawlak, and Simonetti, (2013), and Becker-Olsen, Cudmore, and Hill (2006),
show that corporate social responsibility has a positive effect on consumer’s purchasing
intentions.
However, the main contribution of this paper, is whether corporate social
responsibility affects the decision of consumers to recommend certain products to others.
This paper finds that corporate social responsibility has a positive effect on a consumer’s
likelihood to recommend products to someone else. To my knowledge, there is little
research on how corporate social responsibility affects a consumer’s likelihood to
recommend products to another consumer.
The literature outlines that demographics, such as gender and department, matter
(Arlow, 1991; Fitzpatrick, 2013). Therefore, we estimate difference in difference
coefficients for gender, nationality, the department associated with at Colorado College,
the type of product, and being a faculty member versus a student. Each of these
demographics are found to be significant and contribute to whether a consumer is
affected by corporate social responsibility.
The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. Section 2 explores the
theoretical background used in order to form the models of this study. Section 3 describes
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the data and empirical methodology. Section 4 describes and analyzes the results of the
study and section 5 concludes.

2. Theoretical Background
In today’s economy, companies are facing a great deal of competition. “What has
changed in business over recent decades is the amazing proliferation of product choices
in just about every category,” (Trout and Rivkin, 2008, p. 3). For example, in the 1950s,
when a consumer wanted to buy a car, they had 4 choices. However, by the 1970s there
were over 140 types of cars to choose from, and today, there are over 300 (Trout and
Rivkin, 2008). With constant innovation and new companies frequently entering into
markets, companies need to determine how to differentiate themselves. Companies need
to decide how they can create a company identity that will cause consumers to pick their
products over the products of their competitors. Corporate social responsibility is one
way that companies try to get a competitive edge.
Corporate social responsibility (CSR) “addresses how companies manage their
economic, social, and environmental impacts, as well as their relationships in all key
spheres of influence: the workplace, the marketplace, the supply chain, the community,
and the public policy realm” (Harvard Kennedy School, 2008). CSR goes beyond
supporting a cause; it is relevant to all aspects of creating and running a company. The
idea of the company image, the product, and the reputation as one can be summed up as
the company identity.
A company’s identity is a crucial factor for consumers when they are deciding
where to purchase goods and services (Lopez and Villagra, 2013). A company’s identity
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is based off of a number of factors. Figure 2.1 is adapted from Bhattacharya and Sen
(2003), and shows the ways in which a company’s identity influences customer to
company identification.

Figure 2.1: Conceptual Framework of Company Identity to End Consumer
Identification

Source: Bhattacharya and Sen, (2003)

Figure 2.1 shows that having a strong customer to company identification leads to
company loyalty, company promotion, customer recruitment, resilience to negative
information, and a stronger claim on the company. All of these aspects are things that a
company wants to gain with a strong identity. One of the ways in which companies work
to form identity attractiveness is through corporate social responsibility.
Figure 2.2 is a modification of Figure 2.1. Figure 2.2 outlines the way in which
corporate social responsibility is incorporated into changing a company’s identity and
influencing identity attractiveness.
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Figure 2.2: Corporate Social Responsibility as a Factor of Company Identity
influencing Company Loyalty and Customer Recruitment

Figure 2.2 outlines the possible influence of adding a CSR initiative to a company’s
identity. It demonstrates the possible impact on the company’s identity attractiveness and
the customer to company identification. As a result this would change consumer behavior
in respect to company loyalty and customer recruitment. Company loyalty refers to future
purchase intentions. Is the consumer likely to plan to purchase products from this
company in the future? Customer recruitment refers to whether consumers are likely to
recommend products to other consumers, therefore allowing for the company to obtain
new customers. Are consumers going to recommend products from this company in the
future? This paper investigates whether corporate social responsibility has an effect on
the consumers in relation to company loyalty and customer recruitment.
The purpose of corporate social responsibility is for a company to differentiate
themselves. By incorporating CSR into their identity, companies are able to create the
image that people want to associate themselves with. Just like people judge the
personality of people they want to connect themselves with, they judge the “personality”
of the companies that they are going to support with their business. “As a result, the
behavior of a corporation is judged in virtue ethical terms such as ‘crooked’, ‘corrupt’, or
5

‘trustworthy’ and ‘responsible’” (Lopez and Villagra, 2013, p. 203). A company that has
the reputation of a responsible and trustworthy brand will be able to attract the customers
that the corrupt companies cannot keep due to their image.
Not only do consumers judge the personality of companies, they are more likely
to resonate with brands that they feel match who they believe they are as a person.
Feeling a personal connection to company’s “identities enable them to maintain and
express more fully and authentically (Pratt, 1998) their sense of who they are (i.e., their
traits and values)” (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2003, p. 80). If a person finds something
attractive in a brand and sees that trait as something they want or see within themselves,
they are likely to support it. For example, Ben & Jerry’s Ice Cream uses fair trade
ingredients, engages with local communities, and supports diversity in the work place. A
consumer will see these attributes of the Ben & Jerry’s and feel as if they are reflecting
the ideals of the company. By purchasing Ben & Jerry’s Ice Cream rather than the
competitor’s, they are getting the gratification of supporting the cause and enhancing who
they are as a person. They are a person that supports the fair trade, the community, and
diversity in the work place. They are supporting a brand that gives them an image that
they feel is attractive.
Although many companies are using CSR to market themselves, draw in customer
loyalty, and differentiate themselves in the very competitive current markets, there is
debate as to whether it actually works as a strategy for companies. Often consumers are
not convinced that a company’s campaign is genuine or related to the company image.
“Responsible behavior is only efficient and sustainable if it is connected with the
business strategy, vision and mission of the company” (Bartáková and Stříteská, 2012, p.
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165). This holds true to not only the consumer but also those working within the
company. Everyone involved has to be on board and believe what the company is doing
in order for consumers to use CSR as a reason to choose supporting one company over
another.
One industry that has struggled to incorporate successful CSR initiatives is the
high-end, self-enhancement industry. For example, Rolex had a CSR initiative stating,
“Rolex supports a variety of programs that demonstrate innovative thought and contribute
to the betterment of humankind,” (Torelli, Monga, & Kaikati, 2012, p. 4). Rolex is a
brand associated with a high-end lifestyle that is very exclusive. Research shows that
consumers do not react to CSR initiatives of luxury, self- enhancement brands. Rolex’s
struggle to incorporate CSR initiatives into their business model exemplifies that product
type matters. That is, a company has to have the appropriate type of product in order to
benefit from CSR. For this reason, this study incorporates a variety of products from
different industries as well as different price and luxury levels into the analysis. The
companies being observed range from BMW, to Method cleaning products, to Newman’s
own, in order to examine whether corporate social responsibility has a different effect on
the consumer due to different types of products.
To consumers, there is a disconnection between such a high- end luxury brand
that is so exclusive, and the goal to support the betterment of society (Torelli, et al.,
2012). This is an instance in which consumers do not believe that the social initiative of
the company is genuine and connected to the origins and core of the company. Rather, in
instances like this, consumers believe the CSR initiative is added on as a second thought.
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In order for CSR to affect consumer behavior, consumers have to trust the
initiative. Companies that use corporate social responsibility that does not mirror the
“strategy, vision, and mission” of the company, are referred to as using low fit initiatives.
“Low-fit initiatives are likely to diminish overall attitude as well as perceptions of
corporate credibility, corporate position, and purchase intention” (Becker-Olson, et al.,
2006, p. 50). If the company is working with a cause that is not parallel with their line of
products, people can be negatively impacted by the campaign that the company is
marketing and getting involved with. The consumer has to trust the company. With what
follows, the effect of CSR on consumer behavior is examined.
3. Data and Methodology
Equation 1 below estimates two distinct models. First, do consumers intend to
purchase products from a given company in the future and, second, would a consumer
recommend products from a given company to someone else.

yip= β0 + β1t + XipΒ2 + tXip Β3 + XipΒ4 + εip ,

(3.1)

Where the vector “X” contains: faculty or student, member of the Economics and
Business department or a different department, income, gender, American or nonAmerican, and product ratings. These variables are consistent with other studies about
corporate social responsibility and consumer behavior. More specifically, the variables in
Vector “X” are chosen to mimic Fitzpatrick (2013), Arlow (1991), and GonzálezRodríguez, Díaz-Fernández, Pawlak, and Simonetti (2013). Vector “Z” variables are
selected based on results found in Arlow (1991) and Becker-Olsen et al. (2006).
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The vector “Z” contains: age and how much do you like the company. The
variable “t” is the treatment. In this study the treatment is the representation of corporate
social responsibility in a print advertisement or logo of a given company (See figure 3.2).
The vector “tX” captures the interaction terms between vector “X” and the treatment.
Subscript “i” represents the number of observations. Each observation is either a student
or a member of the faculty at Colorado College. Subscript “p” represents the observations
for each of the 8 products in the survey (see figure 6.1 and 6.2 for more detail).
The main focus of this paper is identifying β1 and Β3. The parameter β1 captures
the overall effect of corporate social responsibility. The parameter Β3 is the difference in
difference coefficient. When looking at β1, the sign of the coefficient explains the effect
of corporate social responsibility on a consumer’s behavior. If positive, corporate social
responsibility matters. If the coefficient is negative, corporate social responsibility has a
negative effect on the outcome variable. The coefficients, Β3, captures the marginal
effects of the interaction between corporate social responsibility (treatment) and other
variables. For instance, one interaction could be between gender and product type. These
types of interactions capture the degree to which corporate social responsibility matters
when comparing 4 distinct groups. For example, a positive Β3 can indicate that exposure
to corporate social responsibility matters more for product A than product B. That is, Β3
is the estimate of the difference in the difference in responses about the outcome variable
between products A and B.
Three questions are designed for each of the participants to answer in regards to
the 8 advertisements and logos of the 8 companies used in this study. Each advertisement
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for the different companies is followed by three questions. The three questions are the
same for each of the advertisements. They are as follows:
1. How much do you like this company?
2. Do you intend to purchase products from the company in the future?
3. Would you recommend this company’s products to someone else?
Participants were asked to answer the questions on a sliding scale ranging from one to
seven. Questions 1 and 2 are similar to Becker-Olsen et al. (2006). The third question
however, is the main contribution of this paper. There exists information on the impacts
of corporate social responsibility for financial gains, customer loyalty, and purchase
intention, however up to my knowledge, the research so far is lacking on how consumers
interact with other consumers (Fitzpatick, 2013; Arlow, 1991; González-Rodríguez et al.,
2013; Becker-Olsen et al., 2006; and Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004). This study, therefore,
attempts to fill this gap and investigate how corporate social responsibility affects
someone’s likelihood to recommend a company’s products to someone else given their
social initiative.
A total of 1312 surveys were emailed out to Colorado College students and
faculty. When sending out the surveys, the students were randomized by putting their
names in alphabetical order. A total of 1011 emails were sent out to students. In a list
generated from students that allowed for their emails to be public, names numbered 1 –
276 and 554 – 783 received individual emails with a link to the survey with the treatment.
Names 277 – 553 and 784-1011 received individual emails with a link to the control
survey. The same process was repeated for faculty members. Individual emails were sent
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to a total of 301 faculty members. Members with names listed alphabetically 1-150 got a
link to the treatment survey and names 151- 301 got a link to the control survey.

Figure 3.2: Example of the Difference in Images in Control and Treatment
Surveys
Control

Treatment

Figure 3.2 shows an example of what the control survey shows participants in
comparison to what the treatment shows for a given company (see figure 6.1 and 6.2 for
more details). In each of the emails there was no mention of corporate social
responsibility.
Table 3.1 shows summary statistics for the data collected. Each of the statistics
shows the percentage of the participants in each of the following categories used in the
models.
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Table 3.1: Response Summary Statistics
Faculty
Business Department
Male
Income 1
Income 2
Income 3
American
Treatment Surveys

Percent of Responses
18.75%
15.48%
32.11%
17.30%
32.18%
50.52%
77.85%
54.35%

Standard Deviation
0.391
0.362
0.321
0.173
0.322
0.505
0.779
0.498

Only 32.11% of the participants were male but the ratio of male to female at Colorado
College is 46% male and 54% female (US News, 2014). The percentage of the population
in the Economics and business department is very accurate as the real population in the
school in the department is 15% (US News, 2014). There was also a fairly even
proportion in the responses for the treatment and the control survey as just over 50% took
the treatment survey. Lastly, the student population at Colorado College is mostly
American therefore the proportion of American students to students of other nationalities
is realistic.
Table 3.2 shows a breakdown of the summary statistics for the data collected.
Each of the statistics shows the percentage of the participants in each of the following
categories used in the models.
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Table 3.2: Response Summary Breakdown
Student
Control

Male
Income 1
Income 2
Income 3
Business Department
American

Male
Income 1
Income 2
Income 3
Business Department
American

Treatment
Standard
Standard
Mean
Deviation
Mean
Deviation
20%
0.405
20%
0.405
25%
0.440
20%
0.405
25%
0.440
40%
0.496
50%
0.508
40%
0.496
50%
0.516
0%
0.000
100%
0.000
80%
0.405
Faculty
Control
Treatment
Standard
Standard
Mean
Deviation
Mean
Deviation
52%
0.501
37%
0.484
14%
0.344
21%
0.407
50%
0.501
46%
0.500
36%
0.482
33%
0.473
5%
0.224
14%
0.338
85%
0.358
91%
0.283

The distribution between the treatment and control is not identical. First, when examining
students, being male is the only characteristic that has equal representation in both the
treatment and control. There are slight differences between the income groups and a 20%
difference in the percentage of American respondents. The main issue with the sample is
the fact that 0% of the respondents in the treatment group are in the economics and
business department. Although it is problematic, the data is pooled between faculty and
students and therefore there are responses with the treatment in the Economics and
Business department. On the other hand, 50% of the respondents in the control were in
the economics and business department. Second, when examining faculty, none of the
variables have identical percentages of responses in the treatment or control.
Although response percentages are not identical, there is only one variable with a
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difference in the response percentage between the treatment and control greater than 7%.
There is a 15% difference in the response proportion in gender between the treatment and
control group. While it would be ideal for the response proportions to be identical, there
is enough variation in both treatment and control groups to obtain reliable estimates.

4. Results and Discussion
This paper focuses on the following questions: Does knowledge of a company’s
corporate social responsibility affect consumer’s intention to purchase its products? Does
knowledge of a company’s corporate social responsibility affect consumer’s likelihood to
recommend its products? That is, does corporate social responsibility matter? After
surveying 290 members of the Colorado College community between November 2013
and January 2014, results show that corporate social responsibility has a negative effect
on a consumer’s intention to purchase products (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004). However,
that corporate social responsibility does affect a consumer’s likelihood to recommend
products to someone else.
Tables 4.3 and 4.4 display results for models 1 and 2 from equation 3.1. All
results in tables 4.3 and 4.4 are statistically significant at a 95% confidence level and
show the marginal effects on a sliding scale of 1 to 7 (see table 6.1 and 6.2 for full set of
results).
Table 4.3: Effect of Corporate Social Responsibility on Intention to Purchase
Treatment
Ben & Jerry’s * Treatment
Department * Treatment
Gender * Treatment
Nationality * Treatment

Coefficient
-0.387
0.773
-1.014
-0.761
0.422

All information in chart above is based on 95% confidence intervals.
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Standard Error
0.185
0.058
0.233
0.098
0.130

Table 4.4: Effect of Corporate Social Responsibility on Likelihood to Recommend
Treatment
Ben & Jerry’s * Treatment
Department * Treatment
Gender * Treatment
Nationality * Treatment
Faculty * Treatment

Coefficient
1.867
-0.375
0.296
-0.608
-0.513
-0.591

Standard Error
0.002
0.100
0.049
0.059
0.158
0.041

All information in chart above is based on 95% confidence intervals

Overall, corporate social responsibility has a slightly negative affect on
consumer’s intention to purchase products from companies (table 4.3). However, on the
whole, corporate social responsibility has a positive effect on a consumer’s likelihood to
recommend products from a company to someone else (table 4.4). Certain demographics
influence how consumers react to corporate social responsibility when considering their
intentions to purchase products.
Men are less likely to be affected by corporate social responsibility. With respect
to intention to purchase, the difference in the response of males about corporate social
responsibility was 0.461 smaller than the difference in the response of females. That is,
males are less responsive to corporate social responsibility relative to females. With
respect to intention to recommend products to someone else, males are also less
responsive to corporate social responsibility than females. These results are consistent
with Fitzpatrick (2013). Men and women view how businesses should be run differently.
Male business students think that making a profit is more important than running a
business responsibly, whereas women were more concerned with the day to day ethics of
a business (Fitzpatrick, 2013).
Table 4.4 shows that with respect to intention to recommend products to someone
15

else, faculty members were less responsive to the treatment than students. In this study,
all faculty members were older than 24. Arlow (1991) found that people over the age of
24 are less likely to feel motivated by corporate social responsibility in their consumer
behavior. Similarly, Fitzpatrick (2003) found that younger students react more to
corporate social responsibility. For this reason, because faculty members are older than
students, they are less likely to respond to the treatment when rating their intention to
recommend products to someone else.
Table 4.3 shows that relative to other departments, people within the Economics
and Business department at Colorado College were less responsive to corporate social
responsibility with respect to intention to purchase. Arlow (1991) also found that nonbusiness students were more likely to be impacted by corporate social responsibility.
Table 4.4, however, contradicts these results. With respect to likelihood to recommend
products to someone else, people within the Economics and Business department at
Colorado College who were exposed to the treatment were more responsive relative to
members of Colorado College in other departments. This is possibly because the
questions used to collect data were different. However due to the discrepancy in the
results further investigation is needed.
González-Rodríguez et al. (2013) find that countries where students have been
more exposed to corporate social responsibility are not as impacted by the initiatives as
the students in Eastern European countries who have been less exposed to initiatives. The
results in table 4.3 and table 4.4 show a difference in the effect of the treatment on
nationality. Table 4.3 shows that with reference to intention to purchase, Americans were
more responsive to the treatment than non-Americans. On the other hand, table 4.4
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shows, Americans were less responsive to the treatment than non- Americans. Perhaps
Americans have been more exposed to corporate social responsibility than other
nationalities but the reason for this is unknown and is something that should be examined
in further studies.
A few characteristics of the study need to be taken into consideration. The
population of the study is taken from a small liberal arts college. The students and faculty
at Colorado College are very well educated and overall aware of social issues. Using a
sample that is well educated and aware of corporate social responsibility initiatives prior
to participating in the survey is potentially a drawback. Colorado College is ranked
number 31 in the top liberal arts colleges in the country. It has a 23% acceptance rate and
costs 44,222 dollars to attend each year, making it a very exclusive college (US News,
2014). There is very little diversity in the sample in terms of education and knowledge of
corporate social responsibility as a business strategy. González-Rodríguez et al. (2013)
found that higher levels of education on the issues presented in the corporate social
responsibility initiatives caused respondents to be less likely to change their consumer
behavior. Ideally, one would prefer more variability regarding education in the sample.
Other than the population, there are a couple of other drawbacks within the
surveys sent out to participants. The first is within the advertisements and logos used in
the survey. The independent variables being considered are asking questions about the
products of a given company; however, in many cases the product itself is not shown in
the advertisement or logo. For example, no products from the Walt Disney Company are
shown, but the questions are asking about intentions regarding the products (see
Appendix 3 and 4). If the study were to be redone, the questions would be more
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appropriate if company advertisement or logo and its corporate social responsibility
initiative were shown with its products. Another issue might be that there is nothing
gauging whether the consumer had previous knowledge of a company. In the control
survey the participant is not shown anything to tell them about the corporate social
responsibility of a company. However, they may have prior knowledge of an initiative
the company has done. If the participant has prior knowledge of a company’s initiatives,
the data might be skewed. Therefore results of the treatment would not show the real
difference in the results between the two surveys. Hence, the results found in this study
are likely to be conservative.
In future studies, it is important to try and screen for how much participants know
about corporate social responsibility and the companies presented in the study before
collecting observations. Despite these drawbacks, this study shows what demographics
would be useful to target when creating corporate social responsibility initiatives. It also
observes a new dimension to customer loyalty as it determines whether corporate social
responsibility affects consumer’s likelihood to recommend products to other consumers.

5. Conclusion
This paper examines whether corporate social responsibility matters. It
investigates whether CSR can change consumer behavior. This study finds that CSR does
not affect a consumer’s intention to purchase products (Bhattacharya and Sen, 2004).
Rather, CSR influences a consumer’s likelihood to recommend products to someone else.
This paper shows, that in some ways consumer behavior is affected by corporate social
responsibility but that it depends on what consumer intentions are being investigated.
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It is important for companies to determine in what way they hope to influence
consumers before incorporating CSR into their identity. Given that CSR is not always
successful in influencing consumer behavior, companies need to make sure they are using
the tool in a useful way before investing resources into an initiative. It is also important
for companies to think about who their target customer is. This study also shows that
certain demographics are affected by corporate social responsibility differently than
others. It is important to make sure that the target consumer is one that will respond to a
corporate social responsibility initiative in a positive way.
This study did not find enough results statistically significant to report on whether
the type of product the company produces matters when determining whether a CSR
initiative will be successful. Given that prior research done by Torelli et al. (2012)
demonstrates that CSR initiatives are not successful for companies with luxury products,
this is a factor that should be investigated further in the future. It is also important that
this study is repeated on a more diverse sample. This sample is relatively homogenous
and it is important to test these results on samples that are more diverse and contain some
people that are less educated. Further research also needs to be conducted in order to
determine why it is that overall CSR has a slightly negative impact on consumer’s
intention to purchase, however, has a positive influence on consumer’s intention to
recommend products to someone else.
Corporate social responsibility is becoming more prevalent as more companies
are beginning to adapt it as a tool to differentiate and market themselves. With so much
competition, companies need to find a way to make consumers use their products and
services over their competitors. Technology has made it so companies no longer have
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control of what information the public has access to. There is almost no privacy for
companies anymore; therefore, any unethical or corrupt business decisions are subject to
the public. Technology has also given the consumer a voice. With many blogs, forums,
and review sites on the Internet, companies are losing some control of their brand image
and what they want to public know. The consumer can now share their opinions and
experiences with other consumers regarding companies and their products.
Corporate social responsibility allows companies to regain some control and
create the image they want consumers to associate with their brand. This tool is causing
companies to spend millions of dollars each year to make their brand image inherently
good. Some companies have mastered it while others have not. Corporate social
responsibility initiatives will continue to be researched and studied in order for
companies to gain the potential benefits of a successful initiative. That is, the ability to
use CSR in order to gain the potential profits, recognition, and brand image that
companies strive for.
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6. Appendix
Table 6.1: Full Set of Results Regarding the Effect of Corporate Social
Responsibility on Intention to Purchase

Treatment
Ben & Jerry’s * Treatment
Department * Treatment
Gender * Treatment
Nationality * Treatment
Age
How much do you like the company?
Faculty
Department (Economics and Business)
Income bracket 2
Income bracket 3
Gender (male)
Nationality (American)
Ben and Jerry’s
Tom’s
Newman’s Own
Walt Disney
BMW
Burt’s Bees
Whole Foods
Tom’s * Treatment
Newman’s Own * Treatment
Walt Disney * Treatment
BMW * Treatment
Burt’s Bees * Treatment
Whole Foods * Treatment
Faculty * Treatment
Income bracket 2 * Treatment
Income bracket 3 * Treatment
Constant

Coefficient
-0.387*
0.773*
-1.014*
-0.761*
0.422*
-0.022
0.820*
0.916*
-0.026
-0.686*
-0.304*
0.269 *
-0.306*
-0.393*
-0.650*
0.484*
-0.482
-1.272*
0.634*
0.820*
-0.301
0.024
0.157
0.264
-0.150
0.055*
-0.364
0.670*
1.013*
1.349

Number * shows statistical significance at a 95% confidence level.
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Standard Error
0.185*
0.058*
0.233*
0.098*
0.130*
0.007
0.016*
0.291*
0.071
0.138*
0.092*
0.062*
0.010*
0.197*
0.205*
0.088*
0.278
0.047*
0.023*
0.115*
0.778
0.385
0.682
0.586
0.835
0.027*
0.214
0.205*
0.381*
0.016

Table 6.2: Full Set of Results Regarding the Effect of Corporate Social
Responsibility on Likelihood to Recommend
Coefficient
1.867*
-0.375*
0.296*
-0.608*
-0.513*
-0.591*
-0.005*
0.786*
0.864*
0.234*
0.052*
0.028
-0.103*
0.197*
0.431*
-0.490*
0.075
0.057
-0.618*
0.461*
0.637*
-0.023
-0.230
-0.684*
-0.055
-0.495
-0.253
0.194
-0.010
-0.465*

Treatment
Ben & Jerry’s * Treatment
Department * Treatment
Gender * Treatment
Nationality * Treatment
Faculty * Treatment
Age
How much do you like the company?
Faculty
Department (Economics and Business)
Income bracket 2
Income bracket 3
Gender (male)
Nationality (American)
Ben and Jerry’s
Toms
Newman’s Own
Walt Disney
BMW
Burt’s Bees
Whole Foods
Tom’s * Treatment
Newman’s Own * Treatment
Walt Disney * Treatment
BMW * Treatment
Burt’s Bees * Treatment
Whole Foods * Treatment
Income bracket 2 * Treatment
Income bracket 3 * Treatment
Constant

Number * shows statistical significance at a 95% confidence level.
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Standard Error
0.002*
0.100*
0.049*
0.059*
0.158*
0.041*
0.001*
0.019*
0.018*
0.002*
0.021*
0.029
0.006*
0.003*
0.070*
0.249*
0.315
0.288
0.177*
0.189*
0.202*
0.274
0.336
0.224*
0.302
0.412
0.383
0.141
0.159
0.079*

Figure 6.1: Control Survey
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Figure 6.2: Treatment Survey
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