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Companies have increasingly been engaging in cause-brand alliances to enhance 

brand image and increase sales. But, consumers’ reactions to such campaigns can be 

difficult to predict. The purpose of this study was to create a model that explains the 

relationships between factors that have been shown to influence consumers’ reactions to 

cause-brand alliances, including cause involvement, message source, cause-brand fit, and 
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perceived brand motivations, and the impact that these factors have on cause-brand 

alliance attitude and purchase intention together in a conceptual model. The fit of the 

model and the strength and direction of the 11 hypothesized relationships were tested in 

an experimental approach using a series of mock press releases as stimuli and a national 

sampling of 742 college students.  

Hypothesis testing results indicated that cause-band alliance attitude was more 

favorable when perceived brand motivations were more altruistic and more profit-based, 

and that cause-brand fit influenced consumers’ perceptions of altruistic brand motivations 

but not profit-based motivations, suggesting that consumers understand that brands may 

have both kinds of motivations for engaging in cause-brand alliances. The influence of 

cause-brand fit on cause-brand alliance attitude was mediated by perceived altruistic 

brand motivations, indicating that if a brand partners with a low-fitting cause, cause-

brand alliance attitude is not directly harmed but consumers may perceive less altruistic 

brand motivations, which could lead to less favorable cause-brand alliance attitude. 

Marketers do not need to focus on the source of the cause-brand alliance message, as 

consumers are not influenced by message source when forming attitudes toward the 

alliance. A more favorable cause-brand alliance attitude resulted in a greater intention to 

purchase the product associated with the alliance, emphasizing the importance for 

marketers to create cause-brand alliances that are favorably viewed by consumers.  

During further analysis, subjective perceptions of cause involvement exerted a 

positive effect on cause-brand alliance attitude, indicating that brands will want to partner 

with causes that their target consumers feel is relevant to their lives. Implications for 

these findings and suggestions for further research are introduced.   
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 

 Cause-related marketing, “the attempt to influence consumers through 

associations with social causes and issues” (Trimble & Rifon, 2006, p. 30), has become a 

popular way for companies to differentiate themselves from competitors and gain favor 

with consumers.  In 1983, American Express created the first cause-related marketing 

campaign when the company offered to donate one cent for each credit card transaction 

and one dollar for each new credit card membership to the restoration project for the 

Statue of Liberty (Josephson, 1984).  The campaign was extremely beneficial for the 

cause and the corporation, raising $1 million for the Statue of Liberty and increasing 

American Express credit card membership by 28% (Josephson, 1984). Largely due to the 

success of the American Express campaign, corporations have been engaging in cause-

related marketing campaigns since the early 1980s to improve brand image with 

consumers.   

Recently specialty retailers such as the Gap, Coldwater Creek, and White House 

Black Market, designers such as Kenneth Cole, and even department stores such as 

Nordstrom and Macy’s have engaged in cause-related marketing campaigns by offering 

to donate money to a cause when the consumer purchases an item from the company.  It 

has been suggested that for a company’s cause-related marketing campaign to be 

successful over the long term, it must create an emotional bond with consumers by 
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supporting a cause that is important to them (Davidson, 1997; Webb & Mohr, 1998).  

Such partnerships that link the brand with the cause in the consumer’s mind are referred 

to as cause-brand alliances (Davidson, 1997; Lafferty, Goldsmith & Hult, 2004). 

Companies that demonstrate a high level of corporate social responsibility tend to be 

more favorably viewed by consumers, and consumers tend to show higher intentions to 

purchase from these companies (Mohr & Webb, 2005).  This may be because some 

consumers view their purchases as a way to reward socially responsible companies 

(Mohr, Webb, & Harris, 2001).  Participating in a cause-brand alliance potentially 

benefits a brand by fostering more favorable attitudes toward the brand, thereby 

increasing purchase intention and brand equity (Gupta & Pirsch, 2006; Simmons & 

Becker-Olsen, 2006).  

However, consumers’ reactions to marketing campaigns can be difficult to 

predict, and their responses to cause-brand alliances may not be always positive.  

Consumers may question the brand’s reason for joining with the cause and wonder how 

much help the brand will offer to the cause (Webb & Mohr, 1998).  In Webb and Mohr’s 

(1998) exploratory study, 47% of participants responded that the firm’s motive for 

participating in cause-related marketing is to help itself.   

Previous studies have identified factors that increase the likelihood of consumers 

responding favorably to cause-brand alliance campaigns.  For example, consumers’ 

involvement with the cause,  defined as “a state of interest, motivation, or arousal” 

(Rothschild, 1984, p. 216)  the consumer experiences when exposed to the cause derived 

from a perception of importance (Barki & Hartwick, 1989), has been found to positively 

influence consumers’ cause-brand alliance attitude (Hajjat, 2003).  Another factor 
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influencing cause-brand alliance attitude is fit between the cause and the brand (referred 

to hereafter as cause-brand fit), or the congruency between the cause and the brand in 

terms of mission, attributes, concepts, and any other associations (Simmons & Becker-

Olsen, 2006).  A high degree of cause-brand fit increases favorability of product 

evaluations, intentions to purchase the product associated with the alliance, and brand 

equity (Hamlin & Wilson, 2004; Pracejus & Olsen, 2004; Simmons & Becker-Olsen, 

2006).  In addition, when the source of the message informing the consumer about the 

cause-brand alliance is the cause rather than the brand, consumers have a more favorable 

attitude toward the cause-brand alliance and a more favorable attitude toward the brand 

(Simmons & Becker-Olsen, 2006).  Furthermore, the consumer’s perceptions of the 

underlying reasons for the brand’s participation in the cause-brand alliance (perceived 

brand motivations) influence their intentions to purchase the brand (Becker-Olsen, 

Cudmore, & Hill, 2006).   

Extant research examining perceived brand motivations for participating in cause-

brand alliances is limited.  With the exception of one published study (Becker-Olsen, 

Cudmore, & Hill, 2006) previous literature on perceived brand motivations consists of 

qualitative studies using in-depth interviews with participants to understand consumers’ 

perceived brand motivations (Webb & Mohr, 1998) or quantitative studies  investigating 

factors that influence a consumer’s perceived brand motivations, such as cause-brand fit 

(Simmons & Becker-Olsen, 2006) or type of donation (Dean, 2003).  In the only 

published study to manipulate perceived motivations, Becker-Olsen, Cudmore, and Hill 

(2006) found that they did in fact have a positive influence on purchase intentions.  The 
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present study, however, proposes that the relationship between perceived motivations and 

purchase intentions may not be direct, but that perceived brand motivations may 

influence purchase intention through its effect on cause-brand alliance attitude.  The 

present study builds on previous literature suggesting a positive relationship between 

cause-brand fit and cause-brand alliance attitude (Lafferty, Goldsmith, & Hult, 2004; 

Simmons & Becker-Olsen, 2006) by not only examining a direct influence of cause-

brand fit on cause-brand alliance attitude but also investigating the indirect influence of 

cause-brand fit through the effect of cause-brand fit on perceived brand motivations.          

Furthermore, the effects of message source on consumers’ perceived brand 

motivations and cause-brand alliance attitude have been largely overlooked in the 

literature.  In the only published study to investigate the effects of message source on 

cause-brand alliance attitude, Simmons and Becker-Olsen (2006) found that consumers 

had a more favorable attitude toward the alliance when the message source was the cause 

(as opposed to the brand).  The present study tests a direct relationship between message 

source and cause-brand alliance attitude and investigates an indirect relationship between 

the variables, mediated by perceived brand motivations.    

Previous research has examined ways that consumers’ involvement with the cause 

influences their attitude toward the cause-brand alliance, such as through varying the type 

of cause a brand supports (Ellen, Mohr, & Webb, 2000), yet the effect of cause 

involvement on consumers’ responses to cause brand alliances may not be so 

straightforward.  Guided by the elaboration likelihood model, the present study proposes 
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that cause involvement influences cause-brand alliance attitude as a moderator in the 

effect of 1) cause-brand fit and 2) message source on perceived brand motivations.    

There is no published study that simultaneously examines the influence of all of 

these factors on consumers’ intentions to purchase the product associated with the cause-

brand alliance.  Although pervious literature has found that purchase intentions are 

influenced by factors such as cause-brand fit and perceived brand motivations (Becker-

Olsen, Cudmore, & Hill, 2006) and attitude toward the cause (Berger, Cunningham, & 

Kozinets, 1999), the relationship between cause-brand alliance attitude and purchase 

intentions has not been studied.  Drawing on the theory of reasoned action, the proposed 

model suggests that cause-brand alliance factors such as cause-brand fit, message source, 

and perceived motivations may not have a direct relationship with purchase intentions, 

but may influence consumers’ attitude toward the cause-brand alliance, which positively 

influences their purchase intentions.   

Although brands participate in marketing campaigns such as cause-brand 

alliances to achieve a variety of marketing objectives such as enhancing brand image and 

broadening customer base, the underlying goal is to increase sales (Varadarajan & 

Menon, 1988).  Therefore, understanding how these factors influence consumers’ 

intentions to purchase the product associated with the cause-brand alliance will have 

important implications for marketers who wish to create conditions that increase 

consumer’s perceived altruistic brand motivations, develop a more favorable cause-brand 

alliance attitude, and ultimately increase purchase intentions. 
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Although the influence of consumer involvement with the cause, cause-brand fit, 

message source, and perceived brand motivations on cause-brand alliance attitude and 

purchase intention have each been examined separately in previous studies, little research 

has studied all of these factors together at one time. Simultaneously investigating the 

causal and structural relationships among these factors is necessary to provide a clearer 

understanding of the process by which they influence consumer responses to a cause-

brand alliance. Therefore, the purpose of this study is to build a conceptual model that 

delineates the relationships between consumer cause involvement, message source, 

cause-brand fit, and perceived brand motivations and the direct and indirect effects that 

these factors have on cause-brand alliance attitude and purchase intentions, and test the 

model using an experimental approach.  The present study uses a theoretical framework 

based on cognitive psychology theories including attribution theory, schema theory, the 

elaboration likelihood model, and the theory of reasoned action, combined with findings 

from the previous studies that investigate these factors individually to build the proposed 

conceptual model. 

Objectives 

The specific objectives of this study were:  

• To examine the direct effects that cause-brand fit, message source, and cause 

involvement have on consumers’ attitude toward a cause-brand alliance. 

• To examine the indirect effects that cause-brand fit and message source have on 

consumers’ attitude toward a cause-brand alliance as mediated by their 
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perceptions of altruistic versus profit-based brand motivations for engaging in the 

alliance. 

• To examine the role that cause involvement plays in moderating the effects of 

message source and cause-brand fit on perceived brand motivations. 

• To investigate the relationship between consumers’ cause-brand alliance attitude 

and their intention of purchasing the product under the cause-brand alliance. 

Definition of Terms 

Cause-Brand Alliance Attitude: A consumer’s favorable or unfavorable evaluation of the 

partnership between a cause and a brand, adapted from the definition of attitude by 

Fishbein and Ajzen (1975). The construct is operationalized in the present study as 

participants’ responses to a brand attitude scale adapted from Spears and Singh 

(2004).   

Cause-Brand Fit: The degree of similarity that consumers perceive between a brand and 

the cause with which it partners (Lafferty, 2007). In this study, cause-brand fit is 

operationalized as a cause-brand alliance in a mock press release that represents 

either high-fit, where the cause and the brand are congruent in terms of the 

associations that consumers hold in their minds about the brand and the cause, or 

low-fit, where the cause and the brand are not congruent in this way.     

Cause Involvement: “A state of interest, motivation, or arousal” (Rothschild, 1984, p. 

216) that the consumer experiences when exposed to the cause and is derived from 

a perception of importance ( Barki & Hartwick, 1989).  In this study, cause 
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involvement is manipulated by mock cause-brand alliance news articles portraying 

a cause which arouses either high or low state of interest.    

Message Source: The source from which the information about the cause-brand alliance 

is first obtained.  In this study, message source is operationalized as either the 

cause or the brand announcing the alliance in a mock press release.     

Perceived Brand Motivations: Consumers’ perceptions of the underlying reasons for the 

brand’s participation in the cause-brand alliance (Becker-Olsen, Cudmore, & Hill, 

2006).    

Perceived Altruistic Brand Motivations: Consumers’ perceptions that the underlying 

reason for the brand participating in the cause-brand alliance is to benefit the 

public (Becker-Olsen, Cudmore, & Hill, 2006). A scale developed by Rifon, Choi, 

Trimble, and Li (2004) to measure altruistic and self-serving brand motives has 

been adapted to measure perceived altruistic brand motivations.  

Perceived Profit-Based Brand Motivations: Consumers’ perceptions that the underlying 

reason for the brand participating in the cause-brand alliance is to increase their 

profits (Becker-Olsen, Cudmore, & Hill, 2006; Rifon, Choi, Trimble, & Li, 2004).   

Perceived profit-based brand motivations is operationalized as participants’ 

response to a scale which was modified to measure altruistic and self-serving 

brand motives (Rifon, Choi, Trimble, & Li 2004).   
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Cause-Brand Alliance Product Purchase Intention: “An individual’s conscious plan to 

make an effort to purchase” the product associated with the cause-brand alliance 

(Spears & Singh, 2004, p. 56).  This construct is operationalized as the 

participant’s stated intention to purchase a product that is affiliated with the cause-

brand alliance described in the news article as measured by a purchase intention 

scale adapted from Spears and Singh (2004).
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CHAPTER 2. REVIEW OF LITERATURE AND HYPOTHESES DEVELOPMENT 

 The present chapter provides a review of literature for the major constructs 

addressed in the study, describes the theoretical framework supporting the study design, 

and introduces the proposed model and hypotheses for this study.  The constructs in this 

study include perceived brand motivations, cause-brand alliance attitude, cause-brand fit, 

message source, cause involvement, and cause-brand alliance attitude product purchase 

intentions.  Within each section, the relevant literature is discussed first, then the 

theoretical framework for the hypothesis is explained, and finally the hypotheses are 

stated.   

Perceived Brand Motivations and Cause-Brand Alliance Attitude 

 Although one may expect that consumers would respond favorably when a brand 

engages in an alliance to raise money and awareness for a cause, it is often difficult to 

predict consumers’ reactions to such marketing campaigns.  Consumers’ ideas about a 

brand’s motives for participating in cause-brand alliances can vary from believing that 

the brand has altruistic desires to help the cause (altruistic motivations) to perceiving that 

the brand is joining with the cause simply to appeal to consumers and increase profits 

(profit-based motivations) (Mohr, Webb, & Harris, 2001).  As early as 1988, when the 

concept of cause-brand alliances was still new, Varadarajan and Menon (1988) stated, 

“Firms walk a fine line between reaping increased sales, goodwill, and positive publicity 

and incurring negative publicity and charges of exploitation of causes (p. 69).”  Studies 
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have indicated that factors such as cause-brand fit (Rifon, Choi, Trimble, & Li, 2001), 

consumers’ gender (Chaney & Dolli, 2001; Ross, Patterson, & Stutts, 1992; Trimble & 

Rifon, 2006), and type of donation (Dean, 2003) may influence consumers’ perceptions 

of brand motivations. However, findings of previous studies on perceived motivations 

have varied considerably, warranting further research on the topic.  Ellen, Webb, and 

Mohr (2006) found that one-third of the respondents believed that a brand participates in 

a cause-brand alliance solely for profit-based motivations. During in-depth interviews 

with participants, Webb and Mohr (1998) found that half of the participants believed that 

the brand was only participating in the alliance for reasons such as increasing profits and 

achieving positive publicity, whereas the other half perceived that the brands had a 

combination of reasons including both profit-based and altruistic reasons.  

    Attribution theory suggests that a consumer will attribute a reason to explain why 

the brand partnered with the cause. Attribution theory refers to a series of theories that 

attempt to explain how people interpret causes for events that they encounter (Kelley & 

Michela, 1980). Attribution theory began with Heider’s (1941, 1958) early writings on 

interpersonal relations, which proposed that a person behaved in response to his 

perceptions of another’s thoughts and feelings. Heider (1958) states that when 

encountering a behavior an individual perceives that the actor had a purpose in 

performing the behavior and the individual focuses on the intention of the actor to 

determine how to respond.   

 Building on Heider’s ideas, Thibaut and Riecken (1955) conducted a study on 

how an individual attributes reasons for why people help others and found that an 



 

 

12 

 

individual either attributed internal attitudes, such as wanting to be helpful, or external 

influences, such as feeling pressure to help another rather than seem unfriendly.  When 

the other person was of lower status than the individual, he or she attributed the helping 

behavior less to internal attitudes and more to external pressures.  In addition, when the 

individual attributed internal reasons for helping rather than external pressures, he or she 

perceived that the person had honorable characteristics resulting in a more favorable 

attitude toward the person.   

 Kelley’s (1973) discounting principle assumes that as the individual witnesses an 

event, he or she notices possible causes for the event and then considers them as 

explanations for why the event occurred.  A possible cause can be discounted as the 

reason for an effect if other plausible causes are also present.  For example, in Thibaut 

and Riecken’s (1955) study, internal attitude helpfulness was discounted as the reason for 

the low status individual’s helping the behavior due to the presence of external pressures.  

According to Kelley (1971, 1973), when there are constraints, cost, or risks associated 

with an action, observers attribute the action more to the actor’s internal attitudes than to 

external pressures on the actor. 

 Kelley’s (1973) discounting principle refers to Thibaut and Riecken’s (1955) 

internal attitudes and external pressures as intrinsic and extrinsic motivations.  Intrinsic 

motivation (e. g., altruistic) is when an actor does a behavior because he is motivated by 

the inherent satisfaction.  External motivation (e.g., profit) is when an actor does a 

behavior because of the external goals that it will yield.  An individual responds more 

favorably to an internally driven helping action (such as a cause-brand alliance based on 
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altruistic motivations) than to an action done in response to external pressure (such as a 

cause-brand alliance based on profit-based motivations by shareholders) (Kelley, 1973).  

Likewise, helpers will be viewed more favorably when their helping behavior is 

attributed to an internal cause than when it is attributed to an external cause, or when the 

reason for the helping behavior is not known (Goranson & Berkowitz, 1966; Thibaut & 

Riecken, 1955).  In the present study, a consumer may attribute internal reasons for the 

brand’s engaging in the alliance (i.e., the brand wanted to help the cause) and/or external 

reasons (i.e., the brand wanted to increase favor with the consumer and ultimately 

increase profits).  If the perceived brand motivations are altruistic (an internal reason that 

brand would like to help, rather than profit-based), consumers will have a more favorable 

attitude toward the cause-brand alliance.   

 Kelley and Michela (1980) also use Thibaut and Riecken’s (1955) findings and 

Jones and Davis’s (1965) theory of correspondent inference as support for their model of 

attribution theory, consisting of antecedents (information, beliefs, and motivations), 

attributions (perceived causes) and consequences (behavior, affect, and expectancy).  

Kelley and Michela’s attribution theory model suggests that upon observing a behavior, 

individuals use information that they have about the actor, their beliefs about what other 

actors would do in the same situation, their beliefs about the conditions under which the 

behavior occurred, and the desirability of the outcomes to attribute reasons for the actor’s 

behaviors (Jones & Davis, 1965).   

In the present study, the consumer may attribute either the brand’s desire to help 

the cause (altruistic motivations) or to increase their profits (profit-based motivations) as 
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their motivation to join with the cause in a cause-brand alliance.  After attributing a cause 

for the action, the individual consequently responds to the action through a behavior or a 

feeling, or predicts what will happen next.  In the present study, whether individuals 

attribute the reason for the brand joining with the cause in the cause-brand alliance to 

altruistic motivations or to profit-based motivations  is expected to influence their attitude 

toward the cause-brand alliance.  Therefore, attribution theory provided support for the 

following hypothesis: 

 

H1: Cause-brand alliance attitude will be more favorable when the perceived 

brand motivations are a) more altruistic and b) less profit-based.  

 

Cause-Brand Fit 

 The literature concerning fit between a cause and a brand is derived largely  from 

studies on brand extensions (Aaker & Keller, 1990; Bridges, Keller, & Sood, 2000; 

Broniarczyk & Alba, 1994), brand alliances (James, 2006; Simonin & Ruth, 1998), brand 

sponsorships (Becker-Olsen & Hill, 2006; Cornwell & Maignan, 1998; Jagre, Watson & 

Watson, 2001), and even celebrity endorsements (Kamins & Gupta, 1994).  A review of 

the relevant literature shows that the definition of cause-brand fit varies throughout the 

literature, and research is inconsistent regarding the type of fit and the degree of fit that 

should occur between the brand and its partner for a cause-brand alliance to be effective.    

Although the concept of fit has been studied across a variety of areas in the brand 

literature, a consistent, universal definition for the term cannot be found.  For example, 
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Simmons and Becker-Olsen (2006) define fit as encompassing a similarity of “mission, 

products, markets, technologies, attributes, concepts, and any other associations” (p. 155), 

while Gupta and Pirsch (2006) define fit as “the perceived link between the company’s 

image, positioning, and target market and the cause’s image and constituency” (p. 315).  

The present study defines cause-brand fit as the degree of similarity that consumers 

perceive between a brand and the cause with which it partners (Lafferty, 2007). Cause-

brand fit is operationalized here as a cause-brand alliance in a mock press release that 

represents either high-fit, where the cause and the brand are congruent in terms of the 

associations that consumers hold in their minds about the brand and the cause, or low-fit, 

where the cause and the brand are not congruent in this way.   

Furthermore, research findings regarding the most effective way to provide a 

basis for fit varies considerably.  Varadarajan and Menon (1988) suggest that a brand 

may join with a cause based on the brand’s product offerings, market positioning, image, 

and target market.  Menon and Kahn (2003) describe fit more narrowly as congruence 

between the brand and the cause that may result from four shared associations: 1) similar 

attributions between the brand’s product and the issue that the cause supports, such as a 

plant-based shampoo supporting the protection of rainforests, 2) the brand and the cause 

reaching similar target markets, such as a women’s apparel brand aligning with 

prevention of breast cancer, 3) brand image associations that the brand has created 

through past philanthropic activities in a specific domain such as the Body Shop 

supporting the environment, or 4) involvement of the brand with a cause through an 

executive’s personal commitment to the cause such as an apparel brand supporting cancer 
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prevention because the CEO is a cancer survivor.  Nan and Heo (2007) suggest that 

consumers can perceive fit between the cause and the brand in two ways, such as having 

similar target markets (Avon and Susan G. Komen for the Cure) or sharing a similar 

value (e.g., Patagonia and the Arctic National Refuge).   

In the brand extension literature, fit between the parent brand and the extension 

was originally based on similarity in attributes or functions of the products, but later 

studies found that intangible brand image associations were in fact transferred from the 

parent to the extension.  Park, Milberg, and Lawson (1991) conducted one of the first 

studies showing that brand extensions were viewed more favorably when the concept of 

the extension product matched the brand concept of the parent brand.   For example, 

consumers more favorably viewed an extension of a prestigious brand when the extension 

product was also prestigious.  When the brand was known for functionality, the extension 

was more favorably viewed when its concept was also functional.  A number of other 

studies since Park, Milberg and Lawson’s (1991) investigation have found that when 

consumers are evaluating brand extensions, associations that they hold about the brand 

influence their evaluations of the fit between the extension and the original brand 

(Bridges, Keller, & Sood, 2000; Broniarczyk & Alba, 1994).   

With respect to event sponsorship, Gwinner (1997) suggests that a brand and the 

event that it sponsors can be similar in terms of intangible brand image or on a functional 

level.  Image-based similarity results when the brand and the event have similar meanings 

or associations with consumers.  For example, Pepsi sponsored Michael Jackson’s 1993 

World Tour based on the product and the event sharing an image of youth and excitement 
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(Gwinner, 1997).  Functional similarity occurs when the brand’s product is used during 

the event, such as Valvoline Motor Oil sponsoring racing events (Gwinner, 1997).  Both 

functional and image-based similarity enable the consumer to perceive a fit between the 

brand and the cause.  Trimble and Rifon (2006) also suggest that consumers perceive the 

congruity between brands and causes as image-based or function-based, noting that 

functional fit occurs when there are similarities “between the day-to-day business of an 

organization and the cause” (Trimble & Rifon, 2006, p. 34).  To determine an image-

based fit between the cause and the brand, consumers must have at least a small amount 

of familiarity with the cause (Trimble & Rifon, 2006).      

 The literature is inconsistent regarding the optimal level of fit that a brand should 

have with its partner organization.  Some researchers suggest that a cause-brand alliance 

should have a high degree of fit, while others believe that there are greater benefits for a 

moderate or even low fit, and still others cannot demonstrate that fit affects cause-brand 

alliance success at all. During structured interviews, company managers and marketers 

indicated that they receive the most favorable responses from consumers when a cause-

brand alliance has a moderate fit (Drumwright, 1996). When the cause and the brand 

have a high fit, consumers perceive more opportunistic and exploitive brand motivations, 

and when the cause and brand have a low fit, the consumers do not feel that the company 

was invested in the cause.  Hoeffler and Keller (2003) suggest that a brand could enhance 

the associations currently held by consumers by partnering with a cause that has similar 

associations, but new associations about the brand could be created when the brand 

partners with a cause that consumers view in a different light, such as alcohol companies 
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creating a reputation for being socially responsible by sponsoring alcohol education and 

awareness campaigns (Hoeffler & Keller, 2002).  Nan and Heo (2007) reported that high 

cause-brand fit was related to a more favorable attitude toward the brand only for 

participants who exhibited high brand consciousness. Lafferty (2007) failed to find a 

significant relationship between cause-brand fit and purchase intentions. The results of 

Nan and Heo’s (2007) and Lafferty’s (2007) investigations may have been influenced by 

the fact that both studies partnered a fictitious brand with a fictitious cause. The use of 

fictitious brands and causes  do not allow participants to have enough information about 

the brand and the cause to determine if they fit together. Furthermore, in reality, 

consumers are unlikely to experience an alliance between  an unfamiliar cause and an 

unfamiliar brand.  

 In a qualitative study of cause-brand alliances, consumers stated that brands 

should engage in an alliance with a cause in which they have similar target markets and a 

logical association (Haley, 1996).  For example, one participant stated that department 

stores would not want to sponsor responsible drinking because there is not a logical 

connection.  Several empirical studies have provided evidence that higher fit between the 

brand and its partner results in a more favorable response from consumers, including 

increased purchase intention (Becker-Olsen, Cudmore, & Hill, 2006; Gupta & Pirsch, 

2006), consumer choice, and a greater market share (Pracejus & Olsen, 2004).    

 The present study builds on findings of previous empirical studies that consumers 

had more favorable attitudes toward the cause-brand alliance when the cause and the 

brand had a high fit (Lafferty, Goldsmith, & Hult, 2004; Simmons & Becker Olsen, 
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2006). Lafferty, Goldsmith and Hult (2004) divided fit into product fit, where the product 

category of the brand and the type of cause are congruent (e.g. cancer research and fiber 

cereal) and brand fit, where the images of the cause and the brand are congruent (wildlife 

preservation and an outdoor apparel brand). Brand fit, which is similar to the definition of 

fit in the present study, was the only significant predictor of cause-brand alliance attitude.  

Simmons and Becker-Olsen (2006) examined the effects of fit on attitude toward the 

cause-brand alliance.  The current study expands on their findings by not only 

investigating the effect of fit on cause-brand alliance attitude but also the effect on 

perceived motivations.           

 The potential influence of cause-brand fit on consumer response to cause-brand 

alliances can be explained through the concept of schemas.  While explaining how the 

memory functions, Bartlett (1932) first used the term schema to describe the organization 

of past experiences in the mind.  A schema is a cognitive structure that represents an 

experience with some kind of stimulus, (i.e. an event, an object, or a person), including 

both general knowledge of the experience as well as specific examples and instances 

(Mandler, 1982; Taylor & Crocker, 1978).  Schemas have been discussed widely 

throughout the social psychology literature, and the literature is full of inter-related 

hypotheses concerning schemas (Deutsch & Krauss, 1965; Shaw & Costanzo, 1970).  

When individuals encounter a new event or object, they compare it to existing schemas to 

determine how to perceive the environment and to guide behavioral responses (Bartlett, 

1932; Mandler, 1982; Taylor & Crocker, 1978).  Moreover, individuals form an attitude 

toward the new object or event based on their attitudes towards past experiences that 
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comprise its schema (Bartlett, 1932).  While Bartlett was primarily concerned about the 

role of schemas in memory activation, Mandler (1982) realized the role that schemas play 

in evaluating stimuli.  Upon encountering a new object or event, an individual evaluates 

the stimulus by comparing it to its relevant schema.  Congruity between the new 

experience and the existing schema results in “valuations of familiarity, acceptability, and 

a basic sense of liking” (Mandler, 1982, p. 3).  

 Based on schema theory, a consumer’s schemas of the cause and the brand will be 

activated when encountering a cause-brand alliance. If the schemas are congruent, then 

the consumer will perceive that the cause and the brand fit together.  Because consumers 

need a sense of congruity, they will more highly evaluate a cause-brand alliance when the 

schemas of the brand and the cause are congruent.  If the schemas of the cause and the 

brand are not congruent, the expected outcome is not achieved, and as a result, the 

individual’s automatic nervous system becomes aroused (Mandler, 1982).  A lack of 

congruity leads to not knowing how to perceive the new environment, which causes a 

feeling of anxiety.  Based on the schema theory and the extensive literature supporting 

influence of cause-brand fit on cause-brand alliance attitude, the following hypothesis is 

proposed:  

 

H2:  When there is a high cause-brand fit, cause-brand alliance attitude will be 

more positive than when cause-brand fit is low.    
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 When the cause-brand fit is low, it is expected that individuals will look for a way 

to find congruity between the cause and the brand (Mandler, 1982).  For example, an 

individual may try to assimilate the new information by slightly changing the existing 

schema or by making a connection through a broader concept (Mandler, 1982).  In trying 

to fit the schema together, consumers may consider the perceived motivations of the 

brand.  Heider’s (1958) attribution theory proposes that consumers look for reasons for 

the events that they encounter, and when the results of event or the characteristics of an 

object or person differ from what an individual was expecting, attributional processing is 

even more likely to occur (Cacioppo & Petty, 1979; Hastie, 1984; Lau & Russell, 1980; 

Pyszcznski & Greenberg, 1981; Wong & Weiner, 1981; Weiner, 2000).  Furthermore, 

according to attribution theory, when people are trying to attribute a cause for an action, 

they tend to place importance on the perceptions of the motivations of the actor (Jones & 

Davis, 1965).  Previous studies on cause-brand alliances support these findings.  If 

consumers’ minds quickly find a fit between the cause and the brand when processing the 

cause-brand alliance, they are more likely to attribute altruistic motivations to the brand 

(Rifon, Choi, Trimble, & Li, 2004).  Thus, high cause-brand fit was positively related to 

altruistic motives rather than motives of helping the firm (Ellen, Webb, & Mohr, 2006).  

Therefore, the following hypothesis was proposed:    

 

H3: Brand motivations are perceived as a) more altruistic and b) less profit based 

when the cause-brand fit is high (versus low). 
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 The principles of schema and attribution theory suggest that cause-brand alliance 

attitude is influenced by cause-brand fit through consumers’ perceptions of the brand’s 

motivations.  According to schema theory, when individuals encounter a new experience, 

they try to fit their exiting schema with the new information (Bartlett, 1932; Mandler, 

1982; Taylor & Crocker, 1978).  When trying to fit the cause and the brand together, 

individuals are more likely to attribute reasons for the event, such as the motivations of 

the brand (Cacioppo & Petty, 1979; Hastie, 1984).  If the individual perceives that the 

brand had profit-based motivations, they may be less likely to favorably view the cause-

brand alliance.  Therefore, based on schema and attribution theory, the following 

hypothesis is offered:  

 

 H4: Perceived a) altruistic and b) profit-based brand motivations mediate the 

effect of cause-brand fit on cause-brand alliance attitude.  

 

Message Source 

 Early studies on communication show that individuals’ reactions to messages vary 

according to the source of the information (c.f. Hovland & Weiss, 1951).  Characteristics 

of message source that have been shown to influence consumers’ attitude toward a topic 

include the source’s expertise on the message topic (Yalch & Elmore-Yalch, 1984), the 

attractiveness of the source (Petty & Cacioppo, 1983), and the perceived self-interest that 

the source has in the message being communicated (Weiner, Laforge, & Goolsby, 1990).  

Consumers form expectations about a communicator’s message based on their pre-
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existing information about the communicator (Weiner, Laforge, & Goolsby, 1990).  

When the source of a message is perceived as being less self-interested, consumers view 

the source as more sincere (Eagley, Wood, & Chaiken, 1978).  Simmons and Becker-

Olsen (2006) found that participants view a cause as having less self-interested 

motivations than a brand when participating in a cause-brand alliance.  These findings 

support the results of Weiner, Laforge, and Goolsby (1990) that when the message source 

is the brand, consumers believe that there must be a high level of self-interest because the 

purpose of the brand communicating with the consumer is to persuade him or her to buy 

the brand’s products.  By contrast, consumers view causes as altruistic because they 

provide aid to people in need and they are typically non-profit agencies (Webb & Mohr, 

1998).  Therefore, when the message source about a cause-brand alliance is the cause, 

(perceived as less-self interested and more sincere than the brand), participants had a 

more favorable attitude toward the alliance (Simmons & Becker-Olsen, 2006).  

Consistent with these findings, the following hypothesis is proposed:  

 

H5: When the message source is the cause, cause-brand alliance attitude will be 

more positive than when the message source is the brand.   

 

 Moreover, the message source of a cause-brand alliance campaign influences 

consumers’ perceptions of brand motivations for the alliance.  Attribution theory forms 

the conceptual framework for the relationship between message source and perceived 

brand motivations.  Attribution theory proposes that people look to attribute causes for an 
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actor’s behavior in a given situation so that they can respond appropriately to the 

behavior (Heider, 1958; Jones & Davis, 1965).  As individuals encounter a behavior, they 

use both information and previously held beliefs about the actor and about the outcomes 

of the behavior as well as specific motivations that the actor may have for a desired 

outcome to help them attribute the causes for the actor’s behavior (Kelley & Michela, 

1980). Jones and Davis’s (1965) theory of correspondent inference also supports the idea 

that attributions are influenced by information, beliefs, and motivations.   

  For example, when encountering a behavior, individuals will attribute the cause 

to an action that is “most salient in the perceptual field” at that time (Kelley & Michela, 

1980, p. 466).  When an individual reads a message about a cause-brand alliance with the 

cause as the source, the needs of the cause would likely be most salient and the individual 

would be more likely to attribute the reason for the alliance to the perceived altruistic 

motivations of the brand.  When the brand is the message source, the brand’s needs 

would likely be more salient and the attributed cause for the alliance would more likely 

be the perceived profit-based motivations of the brand.  

On the other hand, it has been suggested that the salience of the information in 

making attributions refers to the fact that  individuals are simply looking for a sufficient 

explanation for the behaviors that they encounter (Kelley & Michela, 1980).  Rather than 

contemplating a number of causes, individuals may attribute the first cause that comes 

into their minds as the explanation for an action. When encountering a message from a 

cause, it is more likely that perceived altruistic brand motivations will come to the 
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consumer’s mind first.  When encountering a message from a brand, it is likely that 

perceived profit-based brand motivations will be the first thought on consumers’ minds.     

 Furthermore, when attributing a cause for a behavior, the observer has 

expectations about the actor based on past experiences with the actor or what other actors 

would do in similar situations and beliefs about what outcomes are desired by the actor 

(Kelley & Michela, 1980).  As consumers encounter a message with the brand as the 

source, they are likely to attribute the brand’s profit-based motivations as the reason for 

the alliance because they are aware that companies must sell their products.  

Additionally, a consumer is likely to compare a cause-brand alliance to the brand’s 

previous marketing activities, and thus is more likely to attribute profit-based motivations 

when a cause-brand alliance message is communicated by a brand.   

 Based on attribution theory, when individuals are attributing a reason to an 

observed behavior, they may assume that the actor had specific motivations for the 

behavior (Jones & Davis, 1965).  When inferring a cause, the observer assumes that the 

actor’s motivations in performing the behavior are to achieve a desirable outcome (Jones 

& Davis, 1965).  Thus, the observer weighs the probability of possible outcomes to 

determine the actor’s motivation (Jones & Davis, 1965).  If an individual receives 

information about a cause brand alliance with the brand as the message source, he or she 

will be more likely to attribute the brand’s profit-based motivations as the most probable 

reason for the alliance because increasing profits is the most desirable outcome for 

companies. However, if an individual encounters the cause as the message source, he or 

she may attribute the brand’s altruistic motivations as the most likely reason for joining in 
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the alliance because helping the cause was the most desirable outcome of the alliance for 

the cause, providing support for the following hypothesis:   

 

  H6: Brand motivations are perceived to be a) more altruistic and b) less profit-

based when the message source is the cause than when the message source is 

the brand. 

 

 Moreover, attribution theory suggests that consumers’ perceptions of brand 

motivations influence their cause-brand alliance attitude.  According to Kelley’s 

discounting principle, individuals have more favorable views of actions that are intended 

to help others (altruistic motivations) than actions that are meant to appease external 

pressures (e.g. profit-based motivations).  When consumers experience a cause-brand 

alliance, they are likely to more favorably view the alliance when they perceive that the 

brand’s motivations were altruistic rather than profit-based.    

Therefore, based on attribution theory, the following hypothesis was developed:    

 

  H7: Perceived a) altruistic and b) profit-based brand motivations mediate the 

effect of message source on cause-brand alliance attitude.   

 

Cause Involvement 

 The concept of involvement dates back to Sherif and Cantril’s (1947) writings on 

the role of ego involvement in the learning process and in attitude change. Throughout 
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the literature, researchers have defined involvement in ways that apply specifically to 

their study, such as felt involvement (Celsi & Olsen, 1988), emotional involvement 

(Vaughn, 1980), response involvement (Zimbardo, 1960), and personal involvement 

(Petty & Cacioppo, 1979). The present study defines cause involvement as “a state of 

interest, motivation, or arousal” (Rothschild, 1984, p. 216) that the consumer experiences 

when exposed to the cause (Barki & Hartwick, 1989). Sherif and Hovland (1961) suggest 

that an individual’s involvement with an issue when exposed to a stimulus related to the 

issue can affect whether attitude change will occur. 

 Research on cause involvement has investigated whether a consumer’s level of 

involvement with an issue affects how he or she will respond to a cause-brand alliance. 

Cause-brand alliance campaigns are perceived more favorably when participants believe 

that the cause is relevant to their lives (Gupta & Pirsch, 2006). Involvement with the 

cause is positively related to attitude toward the cause and attitude toward the cause-

brand alliance (Trimble & Rifon, 2006). Consumers were found to respond more 

favorably to a cause-brand alliance that supports disaster-relief, a situation that prompts a 

greater, more immediate feeling of involvement, than to a cause-brand alliance that 

supports an ongoing cause (Ellen, Mohr, & Webb, 2000). In addition, consumers have 

been shown to feel more highly involved with local or regional causes, and therefore are 

more likely to support these causes than national or international causes (Grau & Folse, 

2007; Ross, Stutts, & Patterson, 1991).  Smith and Alcorn (1991) found that 71% of the 

participants in their study believed that it was very or somewhat important to support a 
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charitable cause in their local area.  Based on the previous literature, the following 

hypothesis was developed: 

 

H8:  When cause involvement is high, cause-brand alliance attitude will be more 

favorable than when cause involvement is low.  

 

 Research suggests that a consumer’s level of involvement with an issue may 

moderate the effect of the message content and other factors such as the message source 

or message length in producing persuasion. Petty and Cacioppo (1996) introduced the 

elaboration likelihood model, suggesting two routes to persuasion: the central and 

peripheral routes. Under the central route, change in attitude occurs due to careful 

consideration of the issue-relevant arguments in the message. Attitude change occurs 

through the peripheral route when an individual is persuaded by non-issue cues such as 

the attractiveness of the message source or the length of the persuasive message.  Petty 

and Cacioppo (1979) found that conditions where individuals were more highly involved 

with an issue resulted in an increased importance of message-based cognitions in 

producing persuasion (i.e., central-route attitude change).  However, non-message cues 

had the greatest impact in producing persuasion under low involvement conditions where 

message content was not being extensively processed (i.e., peripheral-route attitude 

change).   

 Additional research supports these findings showing that under high-involvement 

conditions, argument manipulations have a greater impact on attitude change than do 
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non-message cues (Chaiken, 1980; Petty, Cacioppo, & Goldman 1980; Petty, Cacioppo, 

& Schumann 1983). However, under low involvement conditions, aspects of the message 

that are not related to its content, such as the type of appeal used in the message 

(Schuhwerk & Lefkoff-Hagius, 1995), likeability of the source (Chaiken, 1980), the 

source’s celebrity status (Kang & Herr, 2006; Petty & Cacioppo, 1983; Petty, Cacioppo, 

& Schumann, 1983), and the source’s expertise (Petty, Cacioppo, & Goldman 1981) had 

a greater influence in producing attitude change. The researchers concluded that the 

degree to which a person is involved with an issue influences the type of persuasion that 

is most effective in causing attitudinal change.   

 Petty, Cacioppo, and Goldman (1981) provide two reasons for why issue-relevant 

arguments are more important in persuading an individual under high-involvement 

conditions.  First, a person is more motivated and has a greater need to create an 

informed, genuine opinion about an issue that he or she is highly involved in.  If an issue 

is personally relevant to people, they are motivated to hold “correct” opinions on it.  

However, if a person is not highly involved with an issue and the issue does not have 

personal consequences, then he or she is not as motivated to cognitively process issue-

relevant arguments in a message. Moreover, people have a greater ability to process 

personally relevant issue arguments because they have already thought about the issues 

and better developed schemas for the issue. 

 Several studies support the elaboration likelihood model as mechanism to explain 

how consumers process information related to cause-brand alliances.  Grau and Folse 

(2007) found that both low involvement and high involvement participants favorably 
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viewed the alliance, but those who were more involved with the cause had a greater 

intention to purchase the product associated with the campaign.  In addition, participants 

who were less involved with the cause used donation proximity (local versus national) as 

a peripheral cue to process the message (Grau & Folse, 2007).  These participants had 

more favorable attitude toward the cause-brand alliance and greater purchase intentions 

when the cause was local.  Hajjat (2003) found that under high involvement, participants 

had a greater number of thought listings than when involvement was low, indicating that 

high involvement participants elaborated more on the cause issue and more thoroughly 

processed the information in the advertisement. By contrast, low involvement consumers 

focused on peripheral information in the advertisement in evaluating the brand and 

forming purchase intentions.  Berger, Cunningham, and Kozinets (1999) found that for 

advertisements communicating the details of a cause-brand alliance, consumers who were 

less involved with the cause did not rely on the specific content of the argument claims to 

process the advertisement, but rather the fact that the advertisement merely mentioned a 

cause acted as a peripheral cue that guided processing of the advertisement.   

 In the present study, when consumers are more highly involved with the cause in 

the cause-brand alliance, it is expected that message content such as fit between the brand 

and the cause will be processed more carefully and will have more impact in determining 

the consumers’ perceptions of the brand’s motivations, and thus their attitude toward the 

cause-brand alliance.  When the participants are not highly involved with the cause in the 

alliance, they will not be as inclined to process the message content.  In this low 

involvement condition, non-message cues such as the source of the message may be more 
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influential in affecting cause-brand alliance attitude through their effect on perceived 

brand motivations.  Based on the elaboration likelihood model and previous research, the 

following relationships were developed: 

 

H9: The effect of cause-brand fit on perceived a) altruistic and (b) profit-based 

brand motivations will be greater for the high (versus low) cause 

involvement condition. 

 

H10: The effect of message source on perceived a) altruistic and b) profit-based 

brand motivations will be greater for the low (versus high) cause 

involvement condition. 

  

Cause-Brand Alliance Attitude and Purchase Intentions for  

Cause-Brand Alliance Products  

 A brand’s corporate social responsibility has potential to influence consumers’ 

purchases.  Almost half of participants in a study by Ross, Stutts, and Patterson (1990) 

stated that their product purchases were influenced by the brand’s support of a cause.  

Smith and Alcorn (1991) found that that nearly half (46%) of participants would change 

brands to support a socially responsible company, and one third were inclined at some 

point to purchase a brand because it supported a cause. According to the 2004 Cone 

Corporate Citizenship survey, when participants were asked to compare their current 

brand which did not support a cause, to an alternative brand of equal price and quality 
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and supported a cause, 86% of participants responded that they would switch to the brand 

that supports the cause.  Consumers indicate greater purchase intentions for brands with 

higher levels of corporate social responsibility (Mohr & Webb, 2005), and in some cases 

consumers indicate a willingness to pay more for products that are made by socially 

responsible brands (Creyer & Ross, 1997).   

 The relationship between attitude and behavioral intentions is supported by 

previous literature (Bagozzi, 1981; Bagozzi & Burnkrant, 1979; Mitchell & Olsen, 1981) 

and Fishbein and Ajzen’s (1975) theory of reasoned action, which connects attitudes to 

behavior through behavioral intentions.  Fishbein and Ajzen define behavioral intentions 

as “a person’s subjective probability that he or she will perform some behavior” (p. 288). 

According to Fishbein and Ajzen, an individual’s attitude toward an object is related to 

his or her intentions to engage in a behavior related to that object.  The more favorably an 

individual views an object, the greater the likelihood that he or she will intend to perform 

behaviors that are positively related to that object.  In the case of cause-brand alliances, 

the more favorably a consumer views the alliance, the more likely he or she is to 

participate in the alliance by purchasing goods that are related to it.  The present research 

defines purchase intention for a cause-brand alliance product as “an individual’s 

conscious plan to make an effort to purchase” the product associated with the cause-

brand alliance (Spears & Singh, 2004, p. 56).  Both previous empirical findings and the 

theory of reasoned action provided the basis for the following hypothesis: 
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H11: When cause-brand alliance attitude is more favorable, consumers will be 

more likely to purchase the product affiliated with the cause-brand alliance. 

 

 Based on the relevant literature and the supporting conceptual framework, the 

following model is proposed (see Figure 2.1).  The model shows the relationships 

between the six key constructs to be examined in this study: 1) the effect of perceived 

motivations on cause-brand alliance attitude, 2) the effects of cause-brand fit and 

message source on cause-brand alliance attitude and perceived motivations, 3) the effect 

of cause involvement on cause-brand alliance attitude, 4) the moderating role of cause 

involvement in the effects  of cause-brand fit and message source on perceived brand 

motivations, and 5) the relationship between cause-brand alliance attitude and purchase 

intentions for cause-brand alliance products.    
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Note. The mediating effect hypothesized by H4 and H7 are not noted separately in 
the model  

 
Figure 2.1. The Conceptual Model and Hypotheses 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 

The following chapter describes the process of testing the fit of the proposed 

model and the strength and direction of the hypothesized relationships using an 

experimental approach. The chapter describes the research design, the stimulus 

development including the use of two pretests to create the final stimuli for the main 

experiment, and the methods used for the main experiment.  

Research Design 

 To test the hypotheses and the proposed model in this study, a 2 (low vs. high 

cause involvement) x 2 (cause vs. brand message source) x 2 (low vs. high cause-brand 

fit) between-subjects factorial experimental design was employed. Mock press releases 

were used as stimuli with which the experimental factors were manipulated. A series of 

two pretests were administered to students attending Auburn University to determine the 

brands and cause-brand alliance scenarios used for the mock press release stimuli. The 

main survey was administered to a national sample of students currently enrolled in a 

college or university.  

Stimulus Development  

Pretest 1 

The first pretest was used to identify brands and cause scenarios to use in the 

main experiment manipulations. Specifically, the researcher aimed at 1) identifying 

brands which have potentially high and low fit with selected environmental causes
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 and 2) determining cause scenarios that would produce high and low involvement among 

the target population – college students. 

Instrument  

A self-administered online questionnaire was used to collect data for pretest 1 (see 

Appendix A for questionnaire). First, 15 brands were selected based on two trade 

publications reporting brands that were well-liked by college students [“Apple, Facebook 

Tops for College Students,” by Beth Bulik (2007) in Advertising Age and “Brand Power, 

the Top 12 Most Searched-For Apparel Brands Online in February,” by Cecily Hall 

(2007) in Women’s Wear Daily] interviews with Auburn University students about their 

evaluation of brands, and observation of students outside of the campus student center to 

discover which brands of footwear and apparel the students were wearing. The brands 

were chosen in this manner in order to ensure that the target population would have 

enough knowledge about the brands to determine the degree of fit between the brand and 

the cause in the main study. 

 In the first section of the questionnaire, participants were asked to rate their 

familiarity with each of the 15 brands on a seven-point scale (1 = Not Familiar, 7 = Very 

Familiar). Three fictitious brands were added to the questionnaire to detect the extent of 

social desirability in participants’ responses (i.e., participants indicating a higher level of 

brand familiarity than they actually have to be more favorably viewed by others). 

In the second section of the questionnaire, participants were asked to indicate 

their agreement with each of five descriptive terms used to describe the brand (To me, 

this brand is… ) on five 7-point (1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree) Likert scale 
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items (appealing, good, pleasant, unfavorable, and likeable) adapted from Spears and 

Singh (2004) to measure brand attitude. Cronbach’s α for the brand attitude items for all 

15 brands from the pretest data was greater than .87, indicating a high reliability of the 

scale (Robinson, Shaver, & Wrightsman, 1991).  

The third section of pretest 1 was used to identify the cause involvement 

manipulation to be used in the main study. Four mock press releases (see Appendix B for 

mock press releases) were created containing scenarios about one of two environmental 

causes, water conservation or recycling, each of which was adjusted to potentially arouse 

high or low levels of involvement among participants. Distance and time variations were 

the two dimensions in which the cause involvement was manipulated. For the water 

conservation press releases, the high involvement condition included a press release 

about water conservation which was intended to create a sense of close proximity of the 

cause to the participant (i.e., affecting the southeast region of the U.S. as soon as six 

months in the future), whereas the low involvement condition contained a press release 

portraying water conservation as an issue relevant to South Africa over the next ten years. 

For the recycling press releases, the high involvement condition contained a press release 

about recycling which was intended to create a sense of close proximity of the cause to 

the participant (i.e., affecting the southeast region of the U.S. as soon as the next six 

months), whereas the low involvement condition included a press release indicating that 

landfill use would be affecting England over the next 20 years.  

To measure each participant’s level of involvement with the issue presented in the 

press release, participants were instructed to read the mock press release and then indicate 
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their agreement with several statement on a seven-item 7-point Likert scale (1 = Strongly 

Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree) adapted from the Zaichkowsky’s (1994) Personal 

Involvement Inventory: The issue presented in the above press release is: (important, 

boring, relevant, means nothing, significant, needed, beneficial) to me. This scale was 

chosen because it measures involvement in a wide variety of situations in a parsimonious 

manner. The Cronbach’s α for the cause involvement items was .91 for the water 

conservation scenario and .93 for the recycling scenario, indicating reliability of the 

scales.  

A total of 12 versions of the online questionnaire were created to collect data for 

the first pretest. Each version contained two mock press releases that varied by 

environmental cause (recycling or water conservation) and by cause involvement 

condition (high or low). The order of presenting the press releases was varied among the 

versions to ensure that order was not influencing participants’ responses. Additionally, 

there were three versions of the section measuring brand attitude which differed only in 

the order of presenting the brands to the participants again to avoid an order bias.  

Sampling and Data Collection Procedure 

The first pretest used a random sample of students enrolled in classes at Auburn 

University in the semester the study was conducted (Spring 2009). In accordance with 

university policy, the Office of Institutional Research (OIR) randomly selected 2500 

students from a list of undergraduate students who were attending the university. From 

this pool, the OIR randomly assigned students to each of the 12 versions of the 

questionnaire and sent them an email inviting them to participate in the pretest which 
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contained a link to the questionnaire assigned to them (see Appendix C for the sample 

recruitment email script). Two days later, a reminder email was sent out to the students, 

followed by a last reminder sent in two days after that. Students who decided to 

participate in the study clicked on a link in the email which directed them to an 

information page (see Appendix D for the information page). If after reading the 

information page, students decided to participate in the study, they clicked on a link to 

the questionnaire provided on the information page.  

After completing the questionnaire, participants were directed to a webpage in 

which participants could select a cause out of a list of five to receive a $1.00 donation 

from the researcher (see Appendix E for the donation question). Participants were then 

directed to a debriefing page which thanked them for their time and informed them that 

the press release was fictitious (see Appendix F for the debriefing page).  

Due to a low response rate of 2% (53 respondents) after the invitation and the two 

reminder emails had been sent out to 2500 students, a second round of invitation emails 

were sent out to the same students with changes made in the participant incentive, the 

emails inviting the students to participant in the study, and the information page. The new 

incentive was to offer the participants the opportunity to enter a drawing for a chance to 

win one of ten $50 cash prizes. In this round, participants were not shown the cause 

donation selection page, but were instructed to click “Done” on the debriefing page, 

leading them to a webpage where they could submit their email addresses to be informed 

of cash prize drawing results (see Appendix G for the revised debriefing page and 

Appendix H for the email collection webpage).  



 

 

40 

 

The information page was also revised to reflect the change in incentive, and a 

message, “To begin the survey, click ‘NEXT’ at the bottom of the page,” was posted on 

the top of the page in a bright red large font to better inform participants how to access 

the survey (see Appendix I for the revised information page). The recruiting email script 

was shortened to make it easier for the participants to read and to reflect the change in 

incentive (see Appendix J for the revised email script). In the first round of data 

collection, the same email message was used for the initial invitation as well as 

reminders. However, to increase the likelihood that students would respond favorably by 

making the email messages more personal, a new reminder email script was composed to 

send out during the second round of data collection (see Appendix K for the reminder 

email script). The second round of data collection added 103 more respondents, resulting 

in a total sample size of 156 for pretest 1. The number of respondents for each of the 12 

versions of the questionnaire is presented in Table 3.1.    

Data Analysis and Results 

 Brand selection. The pretest data were analyzed to ensure that brands reflecting 

equivalent levels of attitude and familiarity were chosen to be used in the main 

experiment (see Table 3.2). Before the data were analyzed to select the two existing 

brands to be used in the main study, the brand familiarity of the fictitious brands was 

evaluated to ensure that participants were answering the brand familiarity questions 

honestly. Although three fictitious brands were listed in the questionnaire, only 

participants’ brand familiarity with two fictitious brands (SouthPort and Reed Sterling)  
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Questionnaire 
Version 

Cause Involvement 
Level of First Press 

Release 

Cause Involvement 
Level of Second 
Press Release 

Brand 
Attitude 
Version N 

1 Low water High recycling 1 11 
2 High water Low recycling 1 11 
3 High recycling Low water 1 11 
4 Low recycling High water 1 10 
5 Low water High recycling 2 13 
6 High water Low recycling 2 9 
7 High recycling Low water 2 13 
8 Low recycling High water 2 14 
9 Low water High recycling 3 19 
10 High water Low recycling 3 21 
11 High recycling Low water 3 15 
12 Low recycling High water 3 9 

                                   N = 156 
 

Table 3.1. Press Release Cause Involvement, Brand Attitude Version, and Number of 
Respondents per Questionnaire Version of Pretest 1  

 

 

were used in the analysis. The third fictitious brand, Stride, was not used because it may 

have been perceived as a real brand. While the researchers intended to create a fictitious 

name for shoes, participants may have thought of the brand Stride chewing gum or the 

Stride Rite brand of children’s shoes. Each participant’s brand familiarity response for 

SouthPort and Reed Sterling was examined and a response of 3 or greater on a 7-point 

Likert scale (1 = Very Unfamiliar, 7 = Very Familiar) was determined to be a social 

acceptability answer. A total of 37 cases were removed from the data set due to the social 

desirability check, either for not answering the Reed Sterling or SouthPort brand 

familiarity question (n = 15) or for having a response greater than 3 (n = 22) resulting in a 

data set of 119 usable responses for further analysis. 
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Brand 

 Brand Familiarity a 
                         
   Mean      SD 

Brand Attitude b 
 

  Mean      SD 

Cronbach’s α 
Brand 

Attitude 
Scale 

Cell Phones      
Verizon 6.04 1.59 4.97 1.27 .91 

Blackberry 5.92 1.59 5.60 1.12 .88 
Apple iPhone 5.92 1.63 5.77 1.23 .92 

 
Outdoor 
Apparel 

     

The North Face 6.27 1.62 5.73 1.39 .94 
Columbia 
Sportswear 

5.70 1.21 
 

5.40 1.11 .93 

Marmot 3.26 2.38 4.51 1.04 .96 
SouthPort* 1.54 1.21 - - - 

 
Music 

     

Apple iPod 6.64 1.00 6.29 1.01 .88 
Sony 6.48 1.01 5.75 1.03 .92 

Microsoft Zune 3.38 2.16 4.21 1.01 .93 
 

Shoes 
     

Nike 6.48 1.00 5.72 1.13 .93 
Adidas 6.03 1.43 5.20 1.21 .94 

Rainbow 4.75 2.44 5.05 1.31 .94 
Stride* 4.14 2.34 - - - 

 
Apparel 

     

Old Navy 6.40 1.13 5.36 1.28 .92 
Vineyard Vines  3.75 2.49 4.78 1.26 .97 
Brooks Brothers 3.71 2.40 4.63 1.08 .97 
Reed Sterling* 1.35 .89 - - - 

a. Brand familiarity was measured on a 7 point scale, 1 = Very Unfamiliar, 7 = Very 
Familiar 

b. Brand attitude was measured by level of agreement with five items on a 7-point scale, 
1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree 

 
* Fictitious brands, only brand familiarity was measured 
 
 
Table 3.2. Pretest 1 Brand Familiarity and Brand Attitude Statistics for each Stimulus 

Brand 
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  The two brands that were selected for the main experiment were The North Face 

and Old Navy. These two brands were relatively familiar to participants (MThe North Face = 

6.2, SD = 1.3; MOld Navy = 6.4, SD = 1.2), and although the t-test reported that the 

participants’ brand attitude toward the two brands were statistically different (t = 3.0, p = 

.003), their mean scores were similar enough to be used in the study (MThe North Face  = 5.7, 

SD = 1.4; MOld Navy = 5.3, SD = 1.3). In this study, cause-brand fit is operationalized as a 

cause-brand alliance in a mock press release that represents either high-fit, where the 

associations that a consumer holds about the cause and the brand are congruent; or low-fit, 

where the consumer’s associations about the cause and the brand are not congruent. 

Based on the images of the brands (The North Face promotes an active, outdoor lifestyle 

while Old Navy sells basic fashion items), it was predicted that The North Face would 

create a higher cause-brand alliance fit with an environmental cause than would Old 

Navy, which was later tested in Pretest 2. 

Cause Involvement. Cause involvement data were analyzed to determine the 

environmental cause to use in the mock press release in the main experiment (water 

conservation versus recycling) and to ensure the successful manipulation for high versus 

low cause involvement in the main study. There was a significant difference in the pretest 

respondents’ cause involvement between the high and low involvement scenarios (Mhigh 

involvement = 5.5, SD = 1.2; Mlow involvement = 4.8, SD = 1.2; t = 3.3, p < .001) for water 

conservation. For recycling, respondents’ cause involvement scores did not differ 

significantly between the high and low involvement scenarios (Mhigh involvement = 5.5, SD = 
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1.2; Mlow involvement = 5.0, SD = 1.3; t = 1.7, p = .064).  Therefore, water conservation was 

chosen as the environmental cause that would be used in the main experiment.  

Pretest 1 identified two brands to be used in the main experiment, The North Face 

and Old Navy, according to similar levels of familiarity and brand attitude with the target 

population. Based on the brands’ current brand image, it was determined that The North 

Face would have a high fit and that Old Navy would have a low fit with water 

conservation. Although water was chosen as the environmental cause that would be used 

in the main experiment based on a statistically significant difference between consumers’ 

involvement in the high and low conditions, the involvement difference between the two 

conditions was not as great as the researchers had desired. Adjustments to the cause 

involvement scenario are necessary to try to induce a greater difference between the high 

and low involvement conditions.       

Pretest 2 

The purpose of the second pretest was to 1) verify whether the combinations of 

causes and brands selected from pretest 1 successfully manipulate high versus low cause-

brand fit and 2) after adjustments to the cause involvement scenario, reconfirm the water 

conservation cause involvement manipulation.  

Instrument 

An online questionnaire was used for pretest 2 (see Appendix L for questionnaire). 

Four versions of the questionnaire were created. In the first section of the questionnaire, a 

mock press release was shown to describe a cause-brand alliance scenario. Using the two 

brands and the high- and low-involvement water conservation cause scenarios selected 
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from pretest 1, four versions of the mock press release were created so that they would 

vary in terms of the levels of cause involvement (high or low) and cause-brand fit (high 

or low) they would elicit (see Appendix M for mock press releases).  

To induce a greater difference in cause involvement between the high and low 

conditions, the description of the cause in the mock press releases was slightly altered 

from pretest 1. The high involvement press release was revised to have less of an 

informative tone by removing scientific facts about water conservation and instead trying 

to relate to the participant’s daily life. For example, the press release for pretest 1 

explains that water conservation is necessary to preserve the biodiversity in the water 

systems, protect the food chain, and to have available “for human consumption in the 

way of drinking water and recreation,” while the press release for pretest 2 states that 

water should be conserved for drinking water and for use in boating, fishing and 

swimming. The low involvement press release was altered to reduce involvement by 

removing words such as dramatically and threaten and phrases such as “at such an 

alarming rate.”  

The mock press releases used in pretest 2 also differed from those in the first 

pretest because rather than simply informing participants about a cause, the scenario was 

describing a partnership between the cause and the brand. To emphasize the partnership, 

the press release informed readers about the alliance in the first sentence, “The North 

Face (Old Navy) has partnered with The Nature Conservancy to help protect…” and in 

subsequent sentences, “The North face (Old Navy) realizes that decreased water quality 

will lead to…” The last sentence of the press release explains how the brand is helping 
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the cause, “Therefore, to help protect the country’s (South Africa’s) water systems, The 

North Face (Old Navy) will donate 10% of the purchase price of each North Face jacket 

sold to The Nature Conservancy’s Freshwater Campaign.” After the mock press release 

was shown, respondents’ cause involvement elicited by the mock press release was 

measured using the same seven-item7-point Likert scale that was used in pretest 1 

(Zaichkowsky, 1994).  

Then, participants were asked to rate the fit between the brand and the cause they 

saw on the mock press release using a six-item7-point Likert scale adapted from Becker-

Olsen and Hill (2006) (This brand and this cause are: consistent, typical, representative, 

complementary, fit together, make sense). 

Sampling and Data Collection Procedure 

Pretest 2 used a convenience sample of students enrolled in a Consumer Affairs 

course at Auburn University who participated in the study for extra credit. Each of the 

258 students in the class was randomly assigned to one of the four versions of the 

questionnaire. The researcher visited the class to inform the students about the study and 

to invite them to participate in the survey. After class, an email was sent to each student 

with a link to one of the four versions of the questionnaire (see Appendix N for the email 

script). Clicking on the link led students to an information page and the students 

completed the survey in the same manner in which they completed the survey in pretest 1 

(see Appendix O for the information page). After two reminder emails were sent to the 

students (see Appendix P for a reminder email), 257 students completed the survey. The 

number of participants for each of the four versions is presented in table 3.3.  
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Table 3.3. Cause Involvement, Cause-Brand Fit, and Number of Respondents per    

Questionnaire Version of Pretest 2 
 

Data Analysis and Results 

Cause-Brand Fit. The Cronbach’s α for the fit items was .95, demonstrating high 

reliability of the scale (Robinson, Shaver, & Wrightsman, 1991). Pretest 2 data verified 

the cause-brand fit manipulation. The results indicated that The North Face and water 

conservation had a higher fit (MThe North Face = 5.3, SD = .89) than Old Navy and water 

conservation (MOld Navy = 3.8, SD= 1.1) (t = 12.1, p < .001).  

Cause Involvement. The Cronbach’s α for the cause involvement items 

(Zaichkowsky, 1994) was .90, demonstrating high reliability of the scale (Robinson, 

Shaver, & Wrightsman, 1991). Results indicated that the cause involvement evoked from 

high and low cause involvement conditions for Pretest 2 (Mhigh involvement = 5.4, SD = 1.1; 

Mlow involvement  = 4.7, SD = .95) remained about the same as the results from Pretest 1 

(Mhigh involvement  = 5.4, SD = 1.3; Mlow involvement = 4.7, SD = 1.1), yet pretest 2 still 

confirmed the success of the cause involvement manipulation because there was a 

significant difference between the high and low cause involvement conditions (t = 5.7, p 

< .001). 

 

Questionnaire Version 
Cause Involvement 

Level  
Cause-Brand Fit 

Level N 
1 High High  72 
2 Low High 56 
3 High Low 63 
4 Low  Low 66 
               N = 257   
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Main Experiment 

 The purpose of the main experiment was to test the strength and direction of the 

hypothesized relationships and to test the fit of the proposed model. 

Instrument 

Eight versions of an online questionnaire were used to collect data for the main 

experiment (see Appendix Q for the questionnaire). The eight versions of the 

questionnaire were identical except for the experiment stimulus (the mock press release) 

used to manipulate the three independent variables: cause involvement, message source, 

and cause-brand fit. The questionnaire contained: 1) an experimental stimulus (mock 

press release) corresponding to the experimental condition, 2) dependent measures 

including a cause-brand alliance attitude measure, a perceived brand motivations 

measure, and a measure for purchase intentions for the cause-brand alliance product, 3) 

manipulation check measures, and 4) demographic items.  

Experimental Stimuli 

 To manipulate the three experimental factors, eight mock press releases (2 x 2 x 2 

design) about cause-brand alliances were developed based on the results from the two 

pretests (see Appendix R for the mock press releases used in the main experiment). That 

is, each press release portrayed cause-brand alliance news using a combination of either 

high- or low-involvement water conservation cause description and either The North 

Face or Old Navy to manipulate cause-brand fit (high or low). In addition, to manipulate 

the message source variable, either the cause or the brand was cited in the mock press 

release as the announcer of the cause-brand alliance. The message source was 
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emphasized by the constant use of the word we throughout the press release to ensure that 

participants clearly understood the source of the message. For example, the press release 

began with “We (followed by the source of the message, at The North Face, at Old Navy, 

or at the Nature Conservancy) are happy to announce that we are partnering with…” 

Participants were informed that in a local newspaper, a press release reported that 

the brand (The North Face or Old Navy) and The Nature Conservancy were partnering to 

preserve either South Africa’s or the U.S.’s rivers, lakes, and streams and were instructed 

to carefully read the press release before answering the next set of questions. To 

encourage participants to read the press release, they were advised that there would be a 

brief quiz at the end of the questionnaire to see how much they could remember about the 

press release.  

Dependent Measures 

 The dependent measures include perceived altruistic and profit-based brand 

motivations, cause-brand alliance attitude, and purchase intentions for the cause-brand 

alliance product. Perceived altruistic and profit-based brand motivations were measured 

by an eight-item 7-point (1 = Strongly Disagree, 7 = Strongly Agree) Likert scale adapted 

from Rifon, Choi, Trimble, and Li (2004) to measure perceived brand motivations (e.g., 

This brand sponsored this cause because ultimately they care about their customers; This 

brand sponsored this cause to persuade me to buy their products). Cause-brand alliance 

attitude was measured by a five-item 7-point semantic differential scale 

(appealing/unappealing, good/bad, pleasant/unpleasant, favorable/unfavorable, 

likeable/unlikeable) brand attitude scale from Spears and Singh (2004). Participants’ 
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intentions to purchase the product associated with the cause-brand alliance described in 

the mock press release was measured by three items (The likelihood of purchasing this 

product is, The probability that I would consider buying this product is,, My willingness 

to buy this product is) on a 7-point rating scale (1= Very Low, 7 = Very High), which 

was adapted from an instrument developed to measure purchase intention by Dodds, 

Monroe, and Grewal (1991).  

Manipulation Check Measures 

 The cause involvement manipulation check was conducted using a 7-point 

semantic differential scale adapted from Zaichkowsky’s (1994) Personal Involvement 

Inventory (important/unimportant, boring/interesting, relevant/irrelevant, means nothing/ 

means a lot, significant/insignificant, beneficial/not beneficial, and needed /not needed). 

The cause-brand fit manipulation was checked using the same six-item 7-point Likert 

scale that was used to measure perceived cause-brand fit in the second pretest (cf. 

Becker-Olsen & Hill, 2006). To check the success of message source manipulation, 

participants were asked whether the source of the information in the press release was the 

cause or the brand in a short quiz at the end of the questionnaire.  

Demographic Items 

A set of demographic items was included in the questionnaire to better understand 

the characteristics of the sample and a series of screening questions were asked at the 

beginning of the questionnaire to ensure that potential participants met the qualification 

for taking part in the study (i.e. 19-25 years old, attending a 2-year or 4-year school full-

time). The screening questions asked participants for their age, the highest level of 
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education completed, whether they were currently attending school, the type of school 

they were attending. Other demographic questions were intermixed with the screening 

questions to prevent participants from discerning the qualifications for participating in the 

study and thus answering the questions in a biased way. These questions included gender, 

participants’ employment status, and the state in which they currently live. Additional 

demographic questions at the end of the questionnaire included major, class standing, and 

the racial group of which the participant considers himself or herself to be a member.  

Sampling and Data Collection Procedure 

The sample for the main experiment consisted of students currently enrolled full-

time in a two-year or four-year college or university in the U.S. Marketers are interested 

in learning about the shopping behavior of this generation of consumers because the 

millennial generation has considerably more buying power, stronger influence on family 

purchases, and has a greater population than any previous generation (Nowak, Thach, & 

Olsen, 2006; O’Donnell, 2006). More importantly, this generation of consumers is 

committed to supporting causes that they care about. According to a 2008 Cone Cause 

Evolution Study, 88% of participants in the millennial generation would switch from 

using a brand that does not support a cause to one that supports a cause, given that price 

and quality were equal, and 51% had purchased a product associated with a cause in the 

past 12 months (Cone, Inc., 2008).    

The sample was acquired through a consumer panel of a national market research 

company. The company recruited the consumer panel members by posting a message on 

their social network sites (e.g. Facebook, Myspace, WeeWorld) inviting them to 
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participate in the study. To ensure that each panel member only participated in one of the 

eight experimental conditions, links to the experimental websites were sent out one at a 

time until each condition had a total of at least 150 respondents. The data collection 

period lasted 13 days. Panel members who clicked on the link in the message from the 

market research company were directed to an information page (see Appendix S for the 

information page). If they decided to participate in the study after reading the information 

page, they clicked on a link to the experimental website which contained a randomly 

assigned experimental stimulus (mock press release), dependent measures, manipulation 

check measures, demographic measures, and a debriefing page.  

In the debriefing page, participants were thanked for their time and informed that 

the press release was fictitious to try to create as close to real conditions as possible for 

the experiment (see Appendix T for the debriefing page). To encourage participation, the 

market research company offered respondents an incentive of virtual currency or a 

similar type of incentive appropriate for their social network site. Participants learned 

about the incentive through the market research company’s invitation to be a part of the 

study. 

 A total of 5,731 panel members clicked on the message from the market research 

company inviting them to participate in the study and 5, 354 of these members clicked on 

the link to an experimental website. After clicking the experimental website link, 1,359 

panel members met the qualifications to participate in the study and completed the 

questionnaire. Eleven of the cases were deleted after being determined unusable due to 

the participant leaving more than 20% of the questionnaire unanswered. An additional 78 
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cases were unusable and therefore removed from the data set because the participant gave 

the same response for all of their answers in the questionnaire (e.g., all 1’s or all 7’s). In 

addition, 56 participants who answered the question, “What is your major” with a 

response that did not make sense (e.g., restaurant worker, the good life, football, 

bachelors, or listed a series of random letters) were removed from the data set, leaving 

1,214 usable responses. 

 All data variables were examined for outliers and possible violations of normality 

and linearity. Although several univariate outliers were discovered, outliers comprised 

less than 2% of the cases, and therefore were not removed from the data set (Cohen, 

Cohen, West, & Aiken, 2003). Multivariate outliers were revealed by calculating 

Mahalanobis distance statistic for each of the four continuous variables. A total of 13 

multivariate outliers were detected and removed from the data set, leaving a sample size 

of 1201. Normality was assured by comparing the plotted data points to the diagonal line 

of a normal probability plot (Stevens, 2002) and linearity was tested by examining a 

bivariate scatterplot to ensure the data points created a plot with an elliptical shape 

(Tabachinick & Fidell, 2001).  

The data were further cleaned by evaluating the message source manipulation, 

which was checked by a brief quiz at the end of the questionnaire. Participants were 

instructed to answer the following question concerning the press release that they read. 

The question asked, “Who is the source of the message?” Participants could choose an 

answer from a drop-down menu, either the brand (i.e., Old Navy or The North Face) or 

the cause (i.e., The Nature Conservancy). The message source manipulation was 
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determined to be successful if the participants correctly responded to the question. Out of 

the 1201 remaining respondents, a total of 459 respondents (38.2% of participants) did 

not correctly identify the source of the message and were removed from the data set, 

leaving a final usable sample size of 742. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS 

This chapter contains results from the main experiment which tested the fit of the 

proposed model and the strength and direction of the hypothesized relationships. The 

sample demographics and the results of the manipulation checks, measurement validity 

and reliability checks, and hypothesis testing for the main experiment are presented.  

Sample Description 

Sample demographics were similar across all eight experimental groups (see 

Table 4.1). The sample consisted of college students between the ages of 19-25. The 

sample was almost evenly divided among male (49%) and female college students (51%). 

Each state in the country was represented by at least one participant, with California 

(16%) and New York (10%) having the greatest representation, followed by Texas (5%) 

and Florida (5%) (see Appendix U for sample distribution by state). Most respondents 

considered themselves to be part of the Caucasian/White racial group (57%), followed by 

Asian/Pacific Islander (23%), African American/Black (7%), Hispanic (6%), bi-racial 

(5%), other (2%), and Native American/Alaskan Native (.5%)  Participants were from all 

class standings, with the most participants in their sophomore year (38%) followed by 

their junior year (25%) and freshman year (22%), with the least participants from their 

senior year of college (15%). Students represented a wide variety of majors across 
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campus, with the largest number of students studying business (14%), humanities (12%), 

and biological sciences (10%). The majority of students were attending a four-year rather 

than a two-year institution (22%).  

Manipulation Checks 

  Manipulation checks were conducted for each of the independent variables 

(message source, cause-brand fit, and cause involvement). The message source 

manipulation check was conducted during the data cleaning process as described earlier. 

Before conducting a t-test to detect any significant differences between the means of the 

high and low cause-brand fit conditions, the unidimensionality of the cause-brand fit 

scale was checked using principle components analysis with varimax rotation, and the 

reliability of the scale was checked by Cronbach’s alpha coefficient. Principle 

components analysis confirmed that the cause-brand fit scale was unidimensional (see 

Table 4.2). Cronbach’s alpha for the scale was .93, and was determined to be reliable as it 

was greater than .7 (Robinson, Shaver, & Wrightsman, 1991). The mean score of the 

cause-brand fit manipulation check measure in the high fit condition was greater than that 

in the low-fit condition (Mhigh fit  = 4.8, SD = 1.1; Mlow fit  = 4.4, SD = 1.2; t = 4.4, p < 

.001), indicating that the cause-brand fit manipulation was successful.   

 Principle components analysis with varimax rotation confirmed the 

unidimensionality of the cause involvement construct (see Table 4.3). The Cronbach’s 

alpha of the scale was .94, indicating a high level of reliability. Although data analysis for 

pretest 1 and pretest 2 results indicated a statistically significant difference between the  

high and low involvement conditions, the results of a t-test for the main experiment data 

failed to find a significant difference between the conditions, demonstrating that the 
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Cause-Brand Fit Scale Item Factor Loadings 
  

The North Face (Old Navy) and The Nature 
Conservancy are consistent with each other. .83 

The North Face (Old Navy) and The Nature 
Conservancy together is a typical match. .81 

The North Face (Old Navy) and The Nature 
Conservancy represent each other well. .89 

The North Face (Old Navy) and The Nature 
Conservancy complement each other. .89 

The North Face (Old Navy) and The Nature 
Conservancy fit together well. .90 

The North Face (Old Navy) and The Nature 
Conservancy together make sense. .87 

  
Eigenvalue 4.49 
Variance Explained 74.87% 

   
 
 Table 4.2. Factor Loadings Confirming Unidimensionality of the Cause-Brand Fit  

Construct   
 

 

Cause Involvement Scale Item Factor Loadings 
  

Unimportant/ Important .87 
Boring/ Interesting .84 
Irrelevant/ Relevant .86 
Means Nothing/ Means a lot .85 
Insignificant/ Significant .88 
Not Needed/ Needed .85 
Not Beneficial/Beneficial .83 

  
Eigenvalue 5.11 
Variance Explained 72.98% 

  
 
   Table 4.3. Factor Loadings Confirming Unidimensionality of the Cause Involvement 

Construct 
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cause involvement manipulation was not successful (Mhigh involvement = 5.29, Mlow involvement  

= 5.28, t = .08, p = .939). The means of the high and low cause involvement conditions 

were in the anticipated direction, and thus the researcher decided to continue with 

hypothesis testing as if the cause involvement manipulation was successful. In addition,  

the researcher conducted further analysis after replacing the cause involvement factor 

(manipulated variable) with a new cause involvement variable created by splitting 

respondents into two groups (high vs. low cause involvement groups) using a median 

split based on the respondents’ score on the cause involvement manipulation check 

measure. The high and low cause involvement groups’ mean scores on the cause 

involvement manipulation check items were 6.27 and 4.21, respectively, which were 

statistically different (t = 35.22, p < .001). 

Measurement Validity and Reliability 

The validity and reliability of each of the dependent variables (perceived brand 

motivations, cause-brand alliance attitude, and purchase intention) was evaluated before  

conducting further analysis for the hypothesis testing. Prior use of the perceived brand 

motivations instrument indicated that the scale was comprised of two factors, altruistic 

and profit-based brand motivations (Harben & Kwon, working paper). Maximum 

likelihood confirmatory factor analysis (CFA) was conducted for brand motivations to 

verify the fit of the hypothesized model using AMOS 17.0 (see Figure 4.1). Full 
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information maximum likelihood estimation (FIML) using the expectation maximization 

(EM) algorithm addressed the problem of missing data.  

The chi-square test (χ2 = 324.4, df = 19, p < .001) did not suggest a good fit of the 

model. However, given that the chi-square test is sensitive to sample size (Bentler, 1990), 

other fit measures were considered better indications of model fit, including the normed 

fit index (NFI), the incremental fit index (IFI), the comparative fit index (CFI), and the 

root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA). The incremental fit indices were less 

than .95 (CFI = .86, IFI = .86, NFI = .85), demonstrating a poor fit of the model (Hu & 

Bentler, 1999), and the RMSEA (.147) also suggested an unacceptable fit of the model 

(Loehlin, 2004). Convergent validity was evaluated by examining the path coefficients 

between each indicator variable and its factor (see Table 4.4). Genuine Concern, an 

indicator on the altruistic factor, did not significantly load on the factor (β* = -.01, p < 

.902) and was removed from the model and another CFA was conducted (see Figure 4.2).  

In the revised model, the Chi square test (χ
2 = 163.0, df = 13, p < .001) once again 

did not suggest a good model fit. Incremental fit indices were closer to .95 (CFI = .92, IFI 

= .93, NFI = .92); however, the RMSEA still did not support a good fit. (RMSEA = 

.125). Examination of the path coefficients (see Table 4.5) indicated that one variable, 

Profits, on the profit factor was less than .65 (β* = .59, p < .001) and was therefore 

considered a weak indicator of the factor (Comrey & Lee, 1992). Another CFA was then 

conducted with a revised model after eliminating the Profits indicator. The Chi Square 

test (χ2 = 44.2, df = 8, p < .001) did not indicate a good fit of the model. The incremental 

fit indices for this model were all above .95, (CFI = .98, IFI = .98, NFI = .97) and the  
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Parameter Item Label Est. S.E. T 
Factor Loading 

[Brand] supported The Nature Conservancy 
because ultimately they care about their 
customers. 

Care 1.00   

[Brand] really cares about getting The 
Nature Conservancy information to their 
customers. 

Information .97 .05 18.83*** 

[Brand] partnered with The Nature 
Conservancy because morally it was the 
right thing to do. 

Right .79 .05 16.11*** 

[Brand] does not have a genuine concern 
for the welfare of their customers. 

Genuine 
Concern 

-.01 .06 -.12 

[Brand] partnered with The Nature 
Conservancy to persuade me to buy their 
products. 

Persuade 1.00   

[Brand] partnered with The Nature 
Conservancy because ultimately they care 
about their profits. 

Profits .92 .07 13.49*** 

[Brand] partnered with The Nature 
Conservancy because joining with a cause 
creates a positive corporate image.  

Image 1.21 .07 17.12*** 

Ultimately, [Brand] benefits by partnering 
with The Nature Conservancy. 

Benefits 1.10 .07 16.86*** 

Factor Covariance     
Profit – Altruistic  .71 .07 10.10*** 

Variances     
Altruistic  1.41 .13 11.22*** 
Profit  .96 .11 9.09*** 
e1  .91 .08 12.14*** 
e2  .62 .06 9.80*** 
e3  1.22 .08 16.18*** 
e4  2.60 .14 19.20*** 
e5  1.34 .08 16.62*** 
e6  1.50 .09 17.27*** 
e7  .65 .06 11.22*** 
e8  .66 .05 12.54*** 

   *** p < .001 

   Note: [Brand] refers to The North Face or Old Navy  

   Table 4.4. Unstandardized Parameter Estimates for the 8-Indicator CFA Model for 
Perceived Brand Motivations 
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Parameter Est. S.E. T 
Factor Loading    

Care 1.00   
Information .97 .05 18.83*** 
Right .79 .05 16.11*** 
Persuade 1.00   
Profits .92 .07 13.49*** 
Image 1.21 .07 17.12*** 
Benefits 1.10 .07 16.86*** 

    
Factor Covariance    

Profit – Altruistic .71 .07 10.10*** 
    
Variances    

Altruistic 1.41 .13 11.22*** 
Profit .96 .11  9.09*** 
e1 .91 .08 12.14*** 
e2 .62 .06  9.80*** 
e3 1.22 .08 16.18*** 
e4 1.34 .08 16.62*** 
e5 1.50 .09 17.27*** 
e6 .65 .06 11.22*** 
e7 .66 .05 12.54*** 

*** p < .001 
 
Table 4.5. Unstandardized Parameter Estimates for the 7-Indicator CFA Model for  

Perceived Brand Motivations 
 

RMSEA was .078, indicating an acceptable fit of the model. Although Persuade on the 

profit factor had a structure coefficient lower than .65, it was retained in the model 

because the fit of the model was acceptable and it is desirable to have at least three 

indicators for a latent variable (see Figure 4.3 for the model and see Table 4.6 for path 

coefficients). 

Maximum likelihood CFA was conducted for the measurement model containing 

indicators for cause-brand alliance attitude and purchase intentions to confirm the 

convergent and discriminant validity of the instruments for these two constructs (see 
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Parameter Est. S.E. T 
Factor Loading    

Care 1.00   
Information .98 .05 18.99*** 
Right .79 .05 16.16*** 
Persuade 1.00   
Image 1.35 .09 15.32*** 
Benefits 1.20 .08 15.21*** 

    
Factor Covariances    

Profit – Altruistic .67 .07 9.88*** 
    
Variances    

Altruistic 1.39 .13 11.21*** 
Profit .80 .10  8.11*** 
e1 .93 .08 12.40*** 
e2 .61 .06  9.79*** 
e3 1.22 .08 16.21*** 
e4 1.50 .09 17.15*** 
e5 .58 .07 8.96*** 
e6 .65 .06 11.28*** 

*** p < .001 
 
Table 4.6. Unstandardized Parameter Estimates for the 6-Indicator CFA Model for  

Perceived Brand Motivations 
                           

Figure 4.4). The Chi square test (χ2 = 64.3, df = 19, p < .001) did not indicate a good fit of 

the model. The incremental fit indices (CFI = .99, IFI = .99, NFI = .99) and RMSEA 

(.057) indicated an acceptable fit of the model. The structure coefficients for the indicator 

variables of each factor were significant (all β* > .77, p < .001), confirming convergent 

validity for each instrument (see Table 4.7). Correlation between cause-brand alliance 

attitude and purchase intention (r = .37) was less than .8, confirming discriminant validity 

of the instruments (John & Benet-Martínez, 2000). Cronbach’s alphas for items loading 

on each factor revealed acceptable reliability of all instruments including perceived 
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Parameter Item Label Est. S.E. T 
Factor Loading      

The likelihood of purchasing a [Brand] 
jacket 

Likelihood  
1.00   

The probability that I would consider 
buying a [Brand] jacket 

Probability 
1.06 .03 32.74*** 

My willingness to buy a [Brand] jacket Willingness 1.05 .03 32.09*** 
     
Factor Loading     

Unappealing/Bad Appealing 1.00   
Bad/Good Good .96 .04 22.74*** 
Unpleasant/Pleasant Pleasant .99 .04 24.26 
Unfavorable/Favorable Favorable 1.05 .04 25.02 
Unlikeable/Likeable Likeable 1.06 .04 25.25*** 

     
Factor Covariance     

Cause-Brand Alliance Attitude - Purchase Intention .60 .07 8.34*** 
     
Variances     

Cause-Brand Alliance Attitude  1.17 .10 12.16*** 
Purchase Intention  2.26 .16 14.28*** 
e1  .77 .06 13.98*** 
e2  .52 .05 10.39*** 
e3  .61 .05 11.72*** 
e4  .78 .05 16.60*** 
e5  .63 .04 16.21*** 
e6  .48 .03 14.97*** 
e7  .45 .03 14.19*** 
e8  .45 .03 14.05*** 

*** p < .001 

Note: [Brand] refers to The North Face or Old Navy 

Table 4.7. Unstandardized Parameter Estimates for the CFA Model for Purchase 
Intentions and Cause-Brand Alliance Attitude 
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altruistic motivations (α = .79), perceived profit-based motivations (α = .79), cause-brand 

alliance attitude (α = .91), and product purchase intention (α = .92). 

Hypothesis Testing Results 

Single-Group SEM 

 First, a single-group structural equation modeling (SEM) with maximum 

likelihood estimation was conducted to test all hypotheses except for the moderating (H9 

and H10) and mediating effect (H4 and H7) hypotheses. The model consisted of four 

latent endogenous variables and 17 observed variables (of which three were exogenous 

variables) and is presented in Figure 4.5. The cause involvement variable  

used in this model was the original experimental manipulation, not the median split 

groups. 

Fit indices from this model yielded inconsistent results. Although the chi-square 

test (χ2 = 605.5, df = 112, p < .001) did not support a good fit of the model, given that this 

test result is sensitive to sample size (Bentler, 1990), incremental fit indices and RMSEA 

are better measures of the model fit for the present study. The incremental fit indices did 

not exceed .95 (CFI = .92, TLI =.89, IFI = .92, NFI = .91), but the RMSEA (.077) 

suggested an acceptable fit of the model.  

The regression coefficients indicated that both altruistic (β* = .43, p < .001) and 

profit-based (β* = .34, p < .001) brand motivations positively influenced cause-brand 

alliance attitude, supporting H1(a) but not H1(b). Cause-brand fit did not have a 

significant effect on cause-brand alliance attitude, failing to support H2 (β* = -.03, p = 

.346).  
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*** p < .001 
* p < .05 
 
Note. Standardized coefficients from the SEM with the manipulated cause involvement 

variable listed first. Coefficients for the SEM with the median-split cause 
involvement variable are provided in parentheses  

 
Note: Dashed lines indicate non-significant relationships at the p = .05 level 
 
Figure 4.5. Single-Group SEM Model with Standardized Coefficients  
 

Perceived 
Altruistic Brand     

Motivations 

Perceived 
Profit-Based 

Brand     
Motivations 

Cause-Brand 
Alliance Attitude 

Purchase Intentions 
for Cause-Brand 
Alliance Product 

.10*  
-.02 

-.07 

-.02 

Consumer Cause 
Involvement 

Cause-Brand Fit 
Message Source 
(Cause v. Brand) 

.43*** 
  (.26***) 

.34*** 
(.27***) 
 

-.02 (.55***) 

-.06 

-.03  

(-.02) 

.37*** (.36***)  

Median Split Cause 
Involvement: 
χ

2 = 748.2, df = 112,  
 p < .001 
CFI = .90, IFI = .90, 
 NFI = .89 
RMSEA = .088 

Manipulated Cause 
Involvement: 
χ

2 = 605.5, df = 112,  
 p < .001 
CFI = .92, IFI = .92, 
 NFI = .91 
RMSEA = .077 
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H3 was only partially supported as high cause-brand fit resulted in greater perceived 

altruistic brand motivations (β* = .10, p = .015), supporting H3(a), but the relationship 

between cause-brand fit and profit-based motivations (H3b) was not significant (β* = -

.02, p = .656).  

It was predicted that when the message source is the cause (rather than the brand), 

consumers would have a more favorable cause-brand alliance attitude and perceived 

brand motivations would be a) more altruistic and b) less profit-based. In other words, 

when the source of the message was the cause, message source was predicted to have a 

positive relationship with cause brand alliance attitude and altruistic motivations and a 

negative relationship with profit-based motivations. However, findings show that the 

source of the message did not significantly impact consumers’ cause-brand alliance 

attitude, rejecting H5 (β* = -.02, p = .555). Furthermore, message source did not have a 

significant effect on perceived altruistic motivations (β* = -.06, p = .148) and therefore 

H6(a) was not supported. The relationship between message source and perceived profit-

based brand motivations did not reach significance at the .05 level, and could be 

considered only marginally significant (β* = -.07, p = .088), failing to provide support for 

H6(b).  

Regression coefficients indicate that cause involvement did not significantly 

influence cause-brand alliance attitude (β* = -.02, p = .576), and therefore H8 was 

rejected (see Table 4.8 for regression coefficients). A more favorable cause-brand 

alliance attitude induces increased purchase intention for the product associated with the 

cause-brand alliance (β* = .37, p < .001), providing support for H11.
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Results from the current SEM model provide insight into the mediating role of 

perceived brand motivations on the relationships between cause-brand fit and cause-

brand alliance attitude (H4) and message source and cause-brand alliance attitude (H7). 

The finding that cause-brand fit did not directly influence cause-brand alliance attitude 

(H2), combined with the significant relationship between cause-brand fit and altruistic 

brand motivations (H3a) and the significant effect of altruistic brand motivations on 

cause-brand alliance attitude (H1a) indicates that the relationship between cause-brand fit 

and cause-brand alliance attitude is mediated by perceived altruistic brand motivations, 

supporting H4(a). Perceived profit-based brand motivations did not mediate the 

relationship between cause-brand fit and cause-brand alliance attitude (failing to support 

H4b) because there was no significant relationship between cause-brand fit and perceived 

profit-based brand motivations (H3b). 

Lack of a significant relationship between message source and perceived altruistic 

brand motivations indicates that altruistic motivations do not mediate the relationship 

between message source and cause-brand alliance attitude, failing to support H7(a). The 

marginally significant relationship between message source and perceived profit-based 

brand motivations (H6b) suggests that profit-based motivations may mediate the effect of 

message source on cause-brand alliance attitude, yet the relationship failed to reach 

significance at the .05 level in this study. Therefore, H7(b) was not supported. 

Multiple-Group SEM 

Multiple-group SEM with maximum likelihood estimation was conducted to test 

the hypotheses that cause involvement moderates the relationships between cause-brand 

fit (H9) and message source (H10) on perceived brand motivations (see Figure 4.6).  
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* p < .05 
***  p < .001 
 
Note. Standardized coefficients for the high cause involvement condition listed first. 

Standardized coefficients for the low cause involvement condition in 
parentheses. 

Note. Dashed lines indicate non-significant relationships at the p = .05 level  
  
Figure 4.6. Standardized Coefficients from the Multiple-Group SEM Unconstrained 

Model 
 

Perceived 
Altruistic Brand     

Motivations 

Perceived 
Profit-Based 

Brand     
Motivations 

Cause-Brand 
Alliance 
Attitude 

Purchase Intentions 
for Cause-Brand 
Alliance Product  

 

Cause-Brand Fit 
Message Source 
(Cause v. Brand) 

.12* 
 (.08) 

-.03  
(-.01) 

-.14*  
(.04) 
 -.11  

(-.03) 

.41***  
(.44***)  .39***  

(.30***)  

.37***  
(.37***)  

χ
2 = 688.9, df = 194, 

p < .001 
CFI = .92, IFI = .92, 
 NFI = .89 
RMSEA = .059 
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Hypothesis 9 would be supported if the effect of cause-brand fit on perceived brand 

motivations was greater under the high involvement condition than under the low 

involvement condition. H10 would be supported if the effect of message source on 

perceived brand motivations was greater under the low involvement condition than under 

the high involvement condition. A constrained model held the regression coefficients 

from cause-brand fit and message source to altruistic and profit-based motivations equal 

for both the high and low involvement conditions. The unconstrained model allowed the 

regression coefficients from cause-brand fit and message source to perceived brand 

motivations to be free and the two models were compared to test the hypotheses. 

The Chi square difference test was conducted to determine if there was a 

significant difference in the fit measures between the constrained and unconstrained 

models. The results of the test (∆χ
2 = 5.96, ∆df = 4, p = .284) failed to show a significant 

difference between the models. Although not all of the relationships are statistically 

significant, several are in the hypothesized direction and therefore are worth noting. As 

predicted in H9, the effect of cause-brand fit on altruistic (β* = .12, p = .04) and profit-

based (β* = -.03, p = .623) motivations was greater in the high involvement condition 

than the effect of cause-brand fit on altruistic (β* = .08, p = .156) and profit-based (β* = -

.01, p = .855) motivations in the low cause involvement condition (see Table 4.9).  

Results were not in the direction predicted by H10. Whether the source of the 

message was the cause or the brand had less impact on consumers’ perceived altruistic 

(β* = .04, p = .531) and profit-based (β* = -.03, p = .619) brand motivations under low 

involvement conditions than the impact of message source on perceived altruistic  
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(β* = -.14, p = .015) and profit-based (β* = -.11, p = .061) motivations under high cause 

involvement conditions. Furthermore, recall that when the source of the message was the 

cause, message source was predicted to have a positive relationship with altruistic 

motivations and a negative relationship with profit-based motivations (H6). Under low 

involvement conditions, when the cause was the message source, consumers’ perceptions 

of the brand’s motivations were more altruistic and less profit-based; however, under 

high involvement conditions, when the cause was the message source consumers 

perceived lower altruistic and profit-based brand motivations.     

Further Analyses 

Analyses Using the Median-Split Cause Involvement Variable 

Due to the unsuccessful experimental manipulation of cause involvement, further 

analysis was deemed necessary with the artificially created high and low cause 

involvement levels create using a median split of the cause involvement scores. Cause 

involvement levels were created within the data set by coding values lower than the 

median (Mdn = 5.43) as 0 (low involvement condition), and coding values equal to or 

higher than the median as 1 (high involvement condition).    

Single-Group SEM. A single-group SEM with maximum likelihood estimation 

was conducted to test the original model using the median-split cause involvement 

variable (see Figure 4.5). The fit indices for the model revealed inconsistent results. 

Although the chi-square test (χ2 = 748.2, df = 112, p < .001) failed to support a good fit, 

and the incremental fit indices did not exceed .95 (CFI = .90, TLI =.87, IFI = .90, NFI = 

.89), the RMSEA (.088) suggested a moderate fit of the model. 
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  Compared to the model with the manipulated cause involvement variable, 

regression coefficients for the model with the median-split cause involvement variable 

indicated that perceived altruistic brand motivations (β* = .26, p < .001) and profit-based 

brand motivations (β* = .27, p < .001) had less impact on cause-brand alliance attitude, 

and cause-brand alliance attitude had less impact on purchase intention (β* = .36, p < 

.001) (see Table 4.8). Furthermore, in the median-split cause involvement model, cause 

involvement had a direct effect on cause-brand alliance attitude (β* = .55, p < .001). The 

relationships between the other variables in the median-split cause involvement model 

were similar to those of the model with the manipulated cause involvement variable.  

Multiple-Group SEM. Multiple-group SEM with maximum likelihood estimation 

was then conducted using the median split cause involvement variable to determine if 

cause involvement moderates the relationship between 1) cause-brand fit and 2) message 

source on perceived brand motivations (see Figure 4.7). The Chi square difference test 

result (χ2 = 6.96, df = 4, p = .138) failed to confirm a significant difference between the 

unconstrained and constrained models, failing to demonstrate a moderating effect for 

cause involvement.  

For the high involvement group, the effect of cause-brand fit on altruistic brand 

motivations (β* = .05, p = .437) was lower than for the low involvement group (β* = .16, 

p = .011) (see Table 4.10 for unstandardized paths coefficients). This finding contradicts 

those of the model with the manipulated cause involvement variable, in which the effect 

of cause-brand fit on altruistic brand motivations was greater under the high involvement 

condition than under the low condition. Consistent with the results of the manipulated 

cause 
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* p < .05 
** p < .01 
*** p < .0001 
 
Note. Standardized coefficients for the high cause involvement condition listed first.  
          Those for the low cause involvement condition are in parentheses 
Note. Dashed lines indicate non-significant relationships at the p = .05 level 
 
 
Figure 4.7. Multiple-Group SEM Standardized Coefficients Using the Median-Split Cause       

Involvement Variable 
 

Perceived 
Altruistic Brand     

Motivations 

Perceived Profit-
Based Brand     
Motivations 

Cause-Brand 
Alliance 
Attitude 

Purchase Intentions 
for Cause-Brand 
Alliance Product  

 

Cause-Brand Fit 
Message Source 
(Cause v. Brand) 

.05 
 (.16*) 

-.05  
(-.01) 

-.11  
(.03) 

-.11  
(-.01) 

.29***  
(.24***)  

.09  
(.45***)  

.22***  
(.19**) 

χ
2 = 585.1, df = 194,  

 p < .001 
CFI = .91, IFI = .91, 
 NFI = .88 
RMSEA = .054 
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involvement variable, the effect of cause-brand fit on profit-based brand motivations with 

the median split variable was higher for the high involvement group (β* = -.05, p = .431) 

than for the low involvement group (β* = -.01, p = .822).  

Similar to the results of the model with the manipulated cause involvement 

variable, the effect of message source on altruistic brand motivations (β* = .03, p = .648) 

and profit-based brand motivations (β* = .01, p = .833) was lower for the low cause 

involvement group than the effect of message source on altruistic (β* = -.11, p =.058) and 

profit-based (β* = -.11, p = .062) motivations for the high cause involvement group.  

Cause-Brand Fit as a Latent Variable with Perceived Fit Indicators 

To further explore the relationships between fit and the other variables in the 

proposed model, cause-brand fit was entered as a latent variable with the cause-brand fit 

manipulation check items (i.e., perceived fit) rather than a manipulated variable and SEM 

was run, first with the manipulated cause involvement variable and then with the median 

split cause involvement variable (see Figure 4.8).  

For the model with the manipulated cause involvement variable, the fit indices 

revealed inconsistent results. The Chi square (χ
2 = 850.6, df = 201, p < .001) indicated 

that the data did not have a good fit with the model, yet the incremental fit indices were 

close to .95 (CFI = .94, TLI =.92, IFI = .94, NFI = .92), and the RMSEA (.066) suggested 

a good fit of the model. Compared to manipulated cause-brand fit, perceived cause-brand 

fit had a much stronger effect on altruistic brand motivations (β* = .72, p < .001). The 

manipulated cause-brand fit variable did not have a significant effect on profit-based 

motivations, yet perceived cause-brand fit had a significant effect on profit-based  
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*** p < .001 
 
Note. SEM with median split cause involvement variable in parentheses 
          Dashed lines indicate non-significant relationships at the p = .05 level 
 
Figure 4.8. Standardized Coefficients for the SEM model with Cause-Brand Fit as a 

Latent Variable 

Perceived 
Profit-Based 

Brand     
Motivations 

Cause-Brand 
Alliance Attitude 

Purchase Intentions 
for Cause-Brand 
Alliance Product 

.72***  
.47***  

-.06 

Consumer Cause  
Involvement 

Message Source  
(Cause v. Brand)  

.33*** 
  (.22***)  

.32*** 
(.27***) 

 

-.01 (.53***) 

-.04 

.39*** (.3 7***)  

Cause-Brand 
Fit 

-.02 
.03 

Perceived 
Altruistic Brand     

Motivations 

Median Split Cause 
Involvement: 
χ

2 = 850.6, df = 201,  
 p < .001 
CFI = .94, IFI = .94, 
TLI = .92 
 NFI = .92 
RMSEA = .066 

Manipulated Cause 
Involvement: 
χ

2 = 1009.9, df = 201,  
 p < .001 
CFI = .92, IFI = .92, 
 NFI = .91, TLI = .90 
RMSEA = .074 



   

85 

 

motivations (β* = .47, p < .001). The strength and significance of the relationships among 

the other variables in the model were similar to those in the model with the manipulated 

fit (see Table 4.11).  

The Chi square test for the model with the median split cause involvement variable 

did not indicate a good fit (χ2 = 1009.9, df = 201, p < .001), and although the fit indices 

did not quite reach .95 (CFI = .92, TLI =.90, IFI = .92, NFI = .91), the RMSEA (.074) 

indicated an acceptable fit of the model. Perceived cause-brand fit had a strong effect on 

both altruistic brand motivations (β* = .72, p < .001) and on profit-based motivations (β* 

= .47, p < .001). The relationships among the other factors in the present model were 

close to those in the model using the manipulated cause-brand fit variable (see Table 

4.11).  

Although the regression coefficients for the effect of cause-brand fit on perceived 

brand motivations were similar for the model with the manipulated cause involvement 

variable and the model with the median split cause involvement variable, it is interesting 

to note that compared to the median split cause involvement model, the model with the 

manipulated cause involvement variable had fit indices that were closer to .95, suggesting 

a better fit of the data. The RMSEA for the model with the manipulated cause 

involvement variable was lower than that of the median split cause involvement model, 

further suggesting that the manipulated cause involvement model had a better fit of the 

data.  

Cause Involvement as a Latent Variable  

Structural equation modeling with maximum likelihood estimation was conducted 

with cause involvement as a latent variable to further examine the relationship between 
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attitude (see Figure 4.9). Although the Chi square test did not indicate a good fit of the 

model (χ2 = 1105.6, df = 222, p < .001), and the fit indices did not reach .95 (CFI = .92, 

TLI =.90, IFI = .92), the RMSEA suggest an acceptable fit of the model (.073). 

Compared to the manipulated cause involvement variable (β* = -.02, p = .576) and the 

median split cause involvement variable (β* = .55, p < .001), cause involvement as a 

latent variable had a stronger impact on cause-brand alliance attitude (β* = .69, p < .001). 

Unstandardiazed path coefficients for the hypothesized relationships are presented in 

Table 4.12. The lack of a significant relationship between cause involvement and cause-

brand alliance attitude suggests that this relationship may be mediated by brand 

motivations. 

Cause Involvement and Perceived Brand Motivations   

So, an additional SEM with maximum likelihood estimation analysis was run with 

additional paths from cause involvement to perceived altruistic and profit-based brand 

motivations in order to determine if the impact of cause involvement on cause-brand 

alliance attitude is mediated by brand motivations (see Figure 4.10). This time, the 

median-split groups were used for the cause involvement variable. The Chi square test 

did not indicate a prefect of the data (χ2 = 523.8, df = 110, p < .001), although the 

incremental fit indices were close to reaching .95 (CFI = .94, IFI = .94, NFI = .92), and 

the RMSEA (.071) suggested a good fit of the model. Structure coefficients indicated that 

higher cause involvement induced both greater perceived altruistic brand motivations (β*  

= .47, p < .001) and greater profit-based motivations (β*  = .38, p < .001). 

 

 



   

88 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   

   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

*** p < .001 
* p < .05 
 
Note: Dashed lines indicate non-significant relationships at the p = .05 level 
 
Figure 4.9. Standardized Coefficients for the SEM Model with Cause Involvement as a 

Latent Variable
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*** p < .001 
** p < .01 
 
Note: Dashed lines indicate non-significant relationships at the p = .05 level  
 
Figure 4.10. Standardized Coefficients for SEM Model Testing the Effect of Cause 

Involvement on Perceived Brand Motivations 
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Compared to the median-split cause involvement model without the additional 

paths from cause involvement to perceived brand motivations, the effect of cause 

involvement on cause-brand alliance attitude decreased slightly  (β*  = .47, p < .001) and 

the effects of altruistic (β*  = .23, p < .001) and profit-based brand motivations (β*  = .24, 

p < .001) on cause brand alliance attitude were slightly lower, indicating that perceived 

brand motivations partially mediate the effect of cause involvement on cause-brand 

alliance attitude (see Table 4.13 for path coefficients).  
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CHAPTER 5. DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

This chapter discusses findings related to the casual and structural relationships 

among the factors that influence consumer response to cause-brand alliance attitude in 

light of the previous literature and theoretical framework on which the present study was 

based. The theoretical and managerial implications of the findings and the limitations of 

this study are also explained, followed by suggestions for future research. 

Discussion 

Perceived Brand Motivations and Cause-Brand Alliance Attitude 

 When consumers perceive that the brand had more altruistic motivations for 

participating in the cause-brand alliance, they have more favorable attitudes toward the 

alliance. However, contrary to the hypothesis, profit-based brand motivations also have a 

positive (although slightly weaker) relationship with cause-brand alliance attitude. These 

findings indicate that profit-based and altruistic motives are not opposite view points and 

provide support for the notion that consumers willingly acknowledge that brands have 

both altruistic and profit-based intentions for participating in marketing activities such as 

cause-brand alliances.  

Although a positive relationship between profit-based brand motivations and 

cause-brand alliance attitude was not predicted, it is in line with findings from a previous 

study (Harben and Kwon, working paper). In a study on consumers’ responses to cause-
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brand alliances, Harben and Kwon used survey research to examine the relationships 

between prior brand attitude, perceived brand motivations, cause-brand alliance attitude, 

and post brand attitude. In the study, participants read a hypothetical news article 

involving a cause-brand alliance between existing brands and causes and then their 

perceptions of brand motivations, cause-brand alliance attitude, and post brand attitude 

were measured. Results indicated that perceptions of both altruistic and profit-based 

brand motivations had a positive influence on cause-brand alliance attitude. 

No previously published study has demonstrated a positive relationship between 

profit-based brand motivations and cause-brand alliance attitude, although in a study 

testing the moderating effect of skepticism toward the company’s motivation for joining 

in an alliance on the relationship between cause-brand fit and purchase intention, Gupta 

and Pirsch (2006) failed to find a significant interaction between cause-brand fit and 

consumer skepticism of the brand’s motivations for participating in the alliance. 

Consumers who had a higher level of skepticism did not differ in their purchase intention 

from consumers who had a lower level of skepticism. Gupta and Pirsch (2006) argue that 

consumers realize companies are not participating in cause-brand alliances for the sole 

purpose of helping the cause and that companies must make a profit. Gupta and Pirsch 

state that consumers’ decision to purchase products related to cause-brand alliances may 

not be affected by the company’s intentions, but rather they purchase such products to 

support a worthy cause.  
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Cause-Brand Fit  

When cause-brand fit is high, consumers perceive more altruistic brand 

motivations supporting previous findings (Rifon, Choi, Trimble, & Li, 2004; Ellen, 

Webb, & Mohr, 2006), yet cause-brand fit does not affect consumers’ perceptions of 

profit-based motivations. This finding indicates that the degree of fit consumers see 

between the cause and the brand influences how altruistic they perceive the brand to be in 

joining the cause-brand alliance, but not how profit motivated the brand may be. In other 

words, when consumers perceive a low cause-brand fit, they are less likely to perceive 

that the brand had altruistic motivations for joining the cause-brand alliance, but they are 

not more likely to perceive that the brand had profit-based brand motivations in joining 

the alliance. This finding also indicates that profit-based and altruistic motives are not 

directly opposing view points and again supports the idea that consumers understand that 

brands have profit-based motivations for participating in cause-brand alliances.   

Although the cause-brand fit manipulation did not influence profit-based 

motivations as hypothesized in this study, during further analysis, consumers’ subjective 

perceptions of cause-brand fit (i.e. cause-brand fit as a latent variable) did impact profit-

based brand motivations. This finding indicates that cause-brand fit may not have been 

manipulated strongly enough in the main experiment to affect profit-based brand 

motivations, warranting further research with a greater difference between the high and 

low cause-brand fit conditions. The result also indicates that consumers may perceive 

more motivations overall, both altruistic and profit-based, with a high cause-brand fit 

than with a low cause-brand fit.  
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The fact that cause-brand fit does not directly affect consumers’ attitude toward 

the cause-brand alliance (neither as a manipulated nor a latent variable) contradicts 

previous findings (Lafferty, Goldsmith, & Hult, 2004; Simmons, Becker, & Olsen, 2006).  

The lack of a significant direct relationship between cause-brand fit and cause-brand 

alliance attitude, along with the presence of a positive relationship between altruistic 

brand motivations and cause-brand alliance attitude indicates that the relationship 

between cause-brand fit and cause-brand alliance attitude is mediated by perceived 

altruistic brand motivations. This finding underlines the importance of securing a well-

fitting cause to partner with the brand. Partnering a low-fitting cause with a brand may 

not directly harm attitude toward the cause-brand alliance, but it may make consumers 

perceive less altruistic brand motivations, which in turn could lead to a less favorable 

cause-brand alliance attitude and subsequent purchase intentions for the cause-brand 

alliance product.  

Message Source 

 The source of the message about the cause-brand alliance does not influence 

perceptions of brand motivations. Although the relationship between message source and 

profit-based motivations did not reach the established significance level in the present 

study, the relationship was marginally significant suggesting that when the brand is the 

message source consumers may perceive more profit-based motivations. However, the 

message source manipulation was not strong enough in this study to make the 

relationship significant. A result that when the brand is the source of the message about 

the cause-brand alliance consumers have greater perceptions of profit-based motivations 
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would support the idea that when consumers encounter a message from a brand, the 

brand’s objective of assisting its parent company in selling their goods is more salient and 

therefore profit-based motivations are the perceived as the reason for participating in the 

cause-brand alliance (c.f. Kelley & Michela, 1980). Since profit-based motivations did 

not negatively affect cause-brand attitudes, it can be argued that consumers’ attitudes 

toward the cause-brand alliance are not influenced by whether the message source is the 

cause or the brand.  

The lack of a significant direct relationship between message source and cause-

brand alliance attitude found in this study confirms the idea that as consumers form their 

attitudes toward cause-brand alliances, they are not influenced by the message source of 

the information about the alliance. Lack of a significant relationship between message 

source and consumer cause-brand alliance attitude is inconsistent with previous empirical 

findings (Simmons & Becker-Olsen, 2006) and contradicts Weiner, Laforge, and 

Goolsby’s (1990) concept that consumers are influenced by how self-interested they 

perceive the information source to be as they form their attitudes toward an individual or 

object (i.e., the cause-brand alliance).  

A number of factors in the present study’s design may have resulted in the 

message source manipulation not being strong enough to reveal a relationship between 

message source and cause-brand alliance attitude, warranting further research on this 

topic. Although attempts were made to clearly indicate to the participants who the source 

of the message was throughout the press release by using words such as “We, at The 

North Face (Old Navy)”, participants still may not have realized the source of the 
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message. Use of a graphic or logo may have better indicated the message source. In 

addition, question at the end of the survey about the source of the message allowed 

participants to select their answer from two choices, either the cause or the brand. 

Participants could have easily guessed the answer to this question and taken the entire 

survey not knowing the source of the message.      

Cause Involvement 

 The analysis with the manipulated cause involvement variable failed to show that 

cause involvement has an effect on cause-brand alliance attitude. However, during further 

analysis when the median split cause involvement variable was used in the model, greater 

cause involvement resulted in more favorable cause-brand alliance attitude. Furthermore, 

when cause involvement was a latent variable in the model, cause brand alliance attitude 

was even more strongly affected by cause involvement. These findings provide support 

for the notion that how relevant consumers perceive that the cause is to their lives 

influences their cause-brand alliance attitude (Grau & Folse, 2007; Gupta & Pirsch, 2006; 

Trimble & Rifon, 2006). Therefore, to create a cause-brand alliance that consumers view 

favorably, brand marketers will want to partner their brand with a cause that is relevant to 

their target consumers. The reason that there was no significant relationship between 

cause involvement and cause-brand alliance attitude in the main experiment may have 

been because cause involvement was not successfully manipulated, warranting further 

research with more successful manipulation of cause involvement conditions.   
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Cause Involvement and Perceived Brand Motivations 

 Additional analysis of the data shows that cause involvement has a positive effect 

on both altruistic and profit-based motivations. This finding is consistent with previous 

literature that consumers who are more involved with a cause have more thoughts about 

the alliance (Hajjat, 2003). Additionally, the finding that altruistic brand motivations 

mediate the effect of cause involvement on cause-brand alliance attitude provides support 

for the notion that consumers who are more involved with the cause are likely to perceive 

that the brand had more altruistic motives for joining with the cause. The finding that 

perceived profit-based motivations also mediate the effect of cause involvement on 

cause-brand alliance attitude provides evidence for the idea that even consumers who are 

highly involved with the cause realize that the brands join with causes as a way to sell 

products and do not allow profit-based motivations to negatively impact their attitude 

toward the cause-brand alliance. 

Moderating Effects of Cause-Involvement 

 Results failed to show that cause involvement moderates the effects of cause-

brand fit or message source on perceived brand motivations in this study. These findings 

are inconsistent with the elaboration likelihood model (Petty and Cacioppo, 1996), which 

states that those consumers who are more involved with the cause would be more 

influenced by central cues of information (e.g. cause-brand fit), while consumers who are 

less involved would be more influenced by peripheral cues such as message source. The 

results of this study may have failed to reveal a moderating effect of cause involvement 
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because the cause involvement manipulation was not successful, warranting further 

studies with successful cause involvement manipulation.    

Cause-Brand Alliance Attitude and Purchase Intention for Cause-Brand Alliance 

Products 

 Although brand marketers may have a number of objectives for participating in a 

cause-brand alliance (e.g. enhanced brand image, increasing customer base), the ultimate 

goal is to increase sales (Varadarajan & Menon, 1988). The present study examined the 

relationships between cause involvement, cause-brand fit, perceived brand motivations, 

and message source and the influence that these factors have on cause-brand alliance 

attitude and subsequent purchase intentions for the cause-brand alliance product to help 

marketers create cause-brand alliances that consumers view favorably and so that they 

want to purchase the cause-brand alliance product.    

 Consumers who had a more favorable attitude toward the cause-brand alliance 

had higher intentions to purchase the product associated with the alliance. This finding 

supports previous literature that consumers’ purchase intentions increase when a brand 

provides assistance for a cause (Mohr & Webb, 2005) and underscores the importance of 

marketers knowing how to create cause-brand alliances that consumers’ favorably view 

in order to meet their ultimate goal of increasing the brand’s sales. This finding also 

supports the theory of reasoned action (Fishbein & Ajzen, 1975) that when individuals 

favorably view an object, they will intend to perform behaviors related to that object. 

 Results from the present study show that one way to create a favorably viewed 

cause-brand alliance is by partnering the brand with a cause that consumers feel is 
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important to their lives. Furthermore, partnering the brand with a well-fitting cause will 

increase consumers’ perceptions of altruistic brand motivations, which will enhance their 

attitude toward the cause-brand alliance and subsequent purchase intentions for the 

cause-brand alliance product.  One interesting finding from this study is that consumers’ 

cause-brand alliance attitudes and purchase intentions are not diminished if they perceive 

that the brand has profit-based motivations for participating in the alliance; consumers 

acknowledge that brands have altruistic and profit-based motivations for participating in 

cause-brand alliances. Another finding worth noting is that contrary to the prediction in 

the present study, message source does not influence cause-brand alliance attitude, and 

therefore will not affect consumers’ intentions to purchase the cause-brand alliance 

product.    

Implications 

Theoretical Implications 

 The present study was supported by a number of theories that explain how 

consumers react to new information and/or new experiences. Applying these concepts to 

consumers’ responses to cause-brand alliances, the present study makes a theoretical 

contribution to the current knowledge by examining the influence of consumer 

involvement with the cause, cause-brand fit, message source, and perceived brand 

motivations on cause-brand alliance attitude and purchase intentions for the cause-brand 

alliance product in a conceptual model.  

In addition, investigating the causal and structural relationships among these 

factors in a conceptual model gives a clearer understanding of the way in which they 
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influence consumer responses to a cause-brand alliance. Previous literature has examined 

cause-involvement, cause-brand fit, message source, and perceived brand motivations 

through direct relationships with cause-brand alliance attitude and purchase intentions, 

yet only the current model uses an integrated framework to test for both direct and 

indirect relationships among the variables in the model.  

For example, the present study uses attribution theory to explain how perceived 

brand motivations influence cause-brand alliance attitudes. The more altruistic consumers 

perceive the brand’s motivations for engaging in the alliance, the more favorably they 

view the alliance. Supported by previous findings, this study applies schema congruity 

theory to explain how cause-brand fit positively influences cause-brand alliance attitude 

(Lafferty, Goldsmith, & Hult, 2004; Simmons, Becker, & Olsen, 2006) and supported by 

attribution theory, this study builds on these previous findings to suggest that the effect of 

cause-brand fit on cause-brand alliance attitude occurs through consumers’ perceived 

altruistic brand motivations. The present study provides further support for previous 

findings that cause involvement affects consumers’ attitude toward the cause-brand 

alliance (Gupta & Pirsch, 2004; Trimble & Rifon, 2006; Grau & Folse). Although 

perceived brand motivations positively influence purchase intention (Becker-Olsen, 

Cudmore, & Hill, 2006), the present study uses attribution theory to explain that this 

relationship occurs through cause-brand alliance attitude. Applying the elaboration 

likelihood model, the findings from this study further researchers’ understanding of how 

a consumer’s level of involvement with the cause affects the way information about the 



   

103 

    

 

alliance, such as message source, influences purchase intentions through brand 

motivations and cause-brand alliance attitude.  

 The proposed model differs from other models in it uses an integrated network of 

theories to understand how the factors in the model (cause-brand fit, message source, 

cause involvement, perceived brand motivations) influence cause-brand alliance attitude, 

which influences consumers’ intentions to purchase the product association with the 

cause-brand alliance. The current study extends previous work in that no other published 

model has examined purchase intentions as the final dependent variable, nor has a study 

investigated the relationship between cause-brand alliance attitude and purchase 

intentions. The present study uses the theory of reasoned action to suggest that a 

consumer’s purchase intention is positively influenced by their attitude toward the cause-

brand alliance.  

Managerial Implications 

Results from this study may help marketers create more successful cause-brand 

alliance campaigns by yielding a better understanding of how factors of cause-brand 

alliances, such as message source, cause-brand fit, cause involvement, and perceived 

motivations for the alliance influence consumers’ cause-brand alliance attitudes and their 

intentions to purchase a product in a cause-brand alliance. For example, study results 

suggest that both altruistic and profit-based brand motivations positively influence cause-

brand alliance attitude, although altruistic brand motivations have a slightly greater 

impact on alliance attitude. Therefore, brand managers will want to create conditions in 

which consumers perceive that the brand has altruistic brand motivations for participating 
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in the alliance, though they must realize that consumers may still perceive profit-based 

motivations because they understand that a cause-brand alliance is a marketing activity.  

One way to achieve more perceived altruistic brand motivations is by ensuring a 

good fit between the cause and the brand. This finding provides support for previous 

literature (Ellen, Webb, & Mohr, 2006; Rifon, Choi, Trimble, & Li, 2004) that when 

consumers believed that the cause and the brand fit together, they were more likely to 

perceive that the brand was participating in the alliance because it wanted to help the 

cause. On the other hand, given that message source does not appear to influence 

consumers’ attitudes toward the cause-brand alliance, marketers need not be overly 

concerned about using either the brand or the cause as the source of the message about 

the cause-brand alliance.  

 In addition, consumers vary in their involvement with causes. The results from 

this study give marketers a clearer understanding of the way that level of involvement 

affects cause-brand alliance attitude and processing of cause-brand alliance information. 

Brand marketers will want to partner their brand with a cause that consumers feel is 

relevant to their lives as consumers who are more involved with the cause will view the 

cause-brand alliance more favorably. Brand managers will need to emphasize different 

aspects of the information regarding a cause-brand alliance for different audiences. 

Highly involved consumers will be more likely to focus on the cause-brand fit, and may 

be more likely to favorably view the alliance if the cause-brand fit is high through their 

perception of altruistic brand motivations.   
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 Although participating in a cause-brand alliance has been found to increase 

favorable attitude toward the cause-brand alliance and toward the brand (Lafferty, 

Goldsmith, & Hult, 2004; Simmons & Becker-Olsen, 2006), companies are most 

interested in persuading the consumer to purchase products associated with the alliance 

(Varadarajan & Menon, 1988). The present study aids marketers in achieving their 

ultimate goal of increasing sales by showing that consumers who favorably view the 

cause-brand alliance have an increased intention of purchasing the product associated 

with the alliance. Furthermore, the study demonstrates how various factors of the alliance 

affect cause-brand alliance attitude. For example, both perceived altruistic and profit-

based motivations lead to a more favorable cause-brand alliance attitudes, and individual 

factors of the alliance influence perceived motivations in different ways; cause-brand fit 

influences altruistic perceived brand motivations, and based on additional analyses, cause 

involvement has an impact on both types of motivations.   

Limitations 

 Although every effort was made to ensure the validity of the results from this 

study, several limitations exist that should be accounted for when interpreting these 

findings. Limitations in the areas of sampling method and experimental design and 

suggestions for ways to overcome these limitations in further research will be discussed 

here.  

Sampling Method 

The sample for this study was college students. Although sampling only one 

generation of consumers limits the ability to generalize findings, the use of a student 
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sample in this study is justified because the goal of this experimental research is not as 

concerned with describing the population as testing the theoretical relationships between 

cause involvement, message source, cause-brand fit, and perceived brand motivations and 

the effect that these factors have on cause-brand alliance attitude and cause-brand alliance 

product purchase intention. In addition, the age of the student sample is an appealing 

market segment for brand managers (Cui, Trent, Sullivan, & Matiru, 2003). 

An effort was made to obtain a national sample of college students by using a 

market research company. Although the company offered participants compensation for 

their time (points, or virtual currency that was appropriate for their social networking 

website) to increase participation in the study, it may have negatively impacted results. A 

number of cases had to be removed from the data set because of invalid data (e.g., some 

respondents simply answered all of the same number for every question in the 

questionnaire; others provided a nonsense answer to the question, “What is your major?”). 

This suggests that some respondents may have wanted to simply complete the survey in 

order to receive their compensation and may not have provided sincere responses to the 

questions. Although the above mentioned two types of careless answering were easily 

detected and removed, it is impossible to determine other cases where students were 

responding in a haphazard manner.  

One limitation for this study is that pretest 1 and pretest 2 samples consist of 

students from only Auburn University, while the main experiment sample was students 

from colleges and universities all over the United States. Future studies should invite 

students from various colleges and universities around the country to participate in all 
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phases of the study. A pretest sample that included consumers from different regions of 

the U.S. may have may have given a better indication of the views of students around the 

country and allowed for stronger experimental manipulations of the independent 

variables in the main experiment. For example, the two pretests indicated that cause 

involvement was manipulated with samples of Auburn University students, yet the 

manipulation was not successful in the main experiment. Although the reasons are not 

clear, students from around the country felt a greater involvement with conditions in 

South Africa than students at Auburn University. 

Experimental Design 

Although two pretests were administered to help ensure that the methodology for 

the main experiment would successfully manipulate the independent variables, results 

indicate that the manipulation for cause involvement was not successful and the 

manipulation of cause-brand fit and message source could have been stronger. The type 

of cause used in the study may have impacted the cause involvement manipulation. 

Environmental issues are widely discussed on college campuses and in the media, 

invoking a greater sense of involvement for these causes. Furthermore, the way in which 

cause involvement was manipulated (i.e., affecting the local area in the near future v. 

affecting an area farther away and later in time) may have reduced the difference in the 

level of involvement evoked in the high and low cause involvement conditions. The 

notion that society is global is widely studied in college courses, seen in the media, and in 

popular books such as Thomas Friedman’s The World is Flat, and gives consumers a 

sense that even events that occur far away from them have an impact on their lives. On 
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the other hand, the prevalence of concern for environmental issues may have compelled 

participants to exaggerate their level of concern in the low involvement condition, 

resulting in social desirability bias in participant’s responses.      

The large number of respondents who had to be removed from the data set for not 

correctly answering the messages source question demonstrates that the methodology 

concerning the manipulation of message source could be improved by 1) making it 

clearer to participants who the source of the message is, and 2) improving the 

manipulation check. One way to make the source of the message more apparent is by 

using a graphic such as a logo to represent the cause or the brand. Altering the format of 

the message according to the source may also help the participant realize the source of 

the message. For example, consumers are accustomed to learning about a brand’s 

marketing activities through advertisements, while consumers often learn about the 

activities of a cause through newsletters.  

Furthermore, the format and location of the message source manipulation check 

question should be adjusted. The question, “Who is the source of the message?” should 

be open-ended. In the present study, offering participants two answer choices allowed a 

fifty percent chance that the person could have gotten the answer correct by simply 

guessing. The manipulation check question should be moved from the end of the 

questionnaire to directly after the cause-brand alliance message. For participants who did 

not realize the source of the message while reading the press release at first, having to 

answer the question could allow the participant to refer back to the press release, thus 
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reinforcing the message source in participants’ minds as they go on to answer the other 

questions in the questionnaire.  

Although the difference between the high and low conditions for cause-brand fit 

was statistically significantly different, a cause-brand fit manipulation with a larger 

difference between the two conditions could have revealed more information about how 

cause-brand fit influences consumer response to cause-brand alliances. A way to achieve 

a greater cause-brand fit manipulation would be to include more than one cause-brand 

alliance scenario in the second pretest, allowing the researcher to choose the alliance with 

the greatest difference between the high and low cause-brand fit conditions for the main 

experiment.  

The use of only one type of cause and one type of product limits the ability to 

generalize the findings to other cause-brand alliances. Future research should use 

multiple causes (e.g., disease, poverty, etc.) and a variety of types of products (e.g. 

footwear, portable music devices, cell phones, etc.) reduce any pre-existing bias that 

participants may have about the particular cause used for the study and to more clearly 

understand the relationships in the study.   

 In addition, this study only measured consumers’ intention to purchase items 

associated with the cause-brand alliance rather than their actual purchases. To measure 

actual purchases, future studies could offer participants an allotment of money to go an 

online website and actually purchase items that they may desire. As Barone, Miyazaki, 

and Taylor (2000) point out in their study, posting a news article about the cause-brand 

alliance and then asking the participants about their purchase intentions may produce a 
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biased result. In a real-life situation, consumers may not be faced with a purchase 

decision concerning the product in the cause-brand alliance until well-after they have 

heard the news about the cause-brand alliance, making this information less salient than 

is was in the questionnaire.   

Two limitations in the experimental design that prevented a better understanding 

of the relationships between the variables in the study are the lack of an open-ended 

question and the lack of a brand attitude measure in the questionnaire. An open-ended 

question asking participants to list any thoughts that they had about the content of the 

press release could have helped explain the unexpected findings in the study and could 

have given greater insight into other factors that influence consumers’ response to cause-

brand alliances, yet are not included in the present study. Brand attitude is a confounding 

variable in this study because consumers’ attitude toward the brand prior to encountering 

the cause-brand alliance influences their attitude toward the cause-brand alliance 

(Lafferty, Goldsmith, & Hult, 2004). Measuring consumers’ brand attitude before and 

after encountering the cause-brand alliance in this study would have allowed the 

researchers to control for this confounding variable.  

Recommendations for Future Research 

The results of the present study provide insight into future directions for cause-

brand alliance research. Future studies should provide greater insight into the factors that 

influence consumer response to cause-brand alliances by further investigating the factors 

that influence cause-brand alliance attitude and purchase intention for the cause-brand 
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alliance product, including cause-brand fit, message source, cause involvement, and 

perceived brand motivations.  

 Future research should investigate the effects of the type of fit (image-based or 

functional) that is created between the cause and the brand on consumer response to 

cause-brand alliances. Although the present study used imaged-based cause-brand fit 

only, future experimental research should include both an image-based and a functional 

fit cause-brand alliance to compare how each type of fit influences consumers’ responses 

to the cause-brand alliances. The finding that cause-brand fit influences altruistic but not 

profit-based perceived brand motivations should be further investigated in light of the 

explanation that consumers know that brands have profit-based motivations, and 

therefore cause-brand fit does not affect this type of motivation, yet cause-brand fit 

affects altruistic perceived brand motivations because consumers are not expecting the 

brand to be motivated to help a cause.   

 This study investigated the influence of the message source as the cause or the 

brand on consumers’ responses to cause-brand alliances. Future research should examine 

the finding that the brand as the message source results in a more favorable cause-brand 

alliance attitude through perceived profit-based brand motivations, and the notion that 

this is because consumers are accustomed to learning about marketing activities from 

brands and therefore the brand gives a credibility to the cause-brand alliance. Further 

studies should investigate the influence of a third party, such as a celebrity or a retail 

store as the message source on consumers’ response to the alliance and the influence that 

attitude toward this third party would have on attitude toward the alliance. The type of 
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medium through which consumers learn about the cause-brand alliance may influence 

their response to the cause-brand alliance. There are a variety of ways to reach 

consumers, including brand and cause websites, print, television, and internet 

advertisements, and social networking sites.  

  The present study revealed that perceived altruistic and profit-based motivations 

both positively impacted cause-brand alliance attitude, demonstrating that altruistic and 

profit-based motivations are not viewed as opposite motivations by consumers, but 

consumers can perceive both motivations about a cause-brand alliance at the same time. 

Further research should investigate the notion that profit-based motivations positively 

impact cause-brand alliance attitude because consumers realize that brands participate in 

alliances as a marketing activity, yet perceived altruistic brand motivations have a greater 

effect on cause-brand alliance attitude because altruistic motivations are expected. Future 

empirical studies should explore other possible brand motivations that consumers may 

perceive about a cause-brand alliance. Including an open ended question asking 

participants about their thoughts may shed some light on the motivations that consumer’s 

perceive about a cause-brand alliance. In addition, future studies should investigate the 

effect that cause involvement has cause-brand alliance attitude through its effect on 

perceived altruistic and profit-based brand motivations. Although other factors of a 

cause-brand alliance have been addressed, (e.g. cause-brand fit, message source, type of 

donation, etc.), there is a lack of research on the effects of cause involvement on 

consumer response to cause-brand alliances.   
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 The present study investigated consumers’ intentions to purchase the product 

associated with the cause-brand alliance. Future studies should allot participants money 

to actually purchase the product associated with the alliance or other items not associated 

with the alliance to measure purchasing behavior. 
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APPENDIX A 

QUESTIONNAIRE (PRETEST 1)
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Section 1 
Directions: We are interested in how often you purchase various products. For each of 
the following product categories listed, please indicate how often you purchase products 
that fall into that category.   
 
1. How often do you purchase a cell phone? 
 

� More than once a month 
� Once a month 
� Once every 3-6 months 
� Once a year 
� Once every 2 years 
� Once every 2.5-3 years 
� Once every 3.5-5 years 
� Once every 5+ years 

 
 
2. How often do you purchase footwear? 
 

� More than once a month 
� Once a month 
� Once every 3-6 months 
� Once a year 
� Once every 2 years 
� Once every 2.5-3 years 
� Once every 3.5-5 years 
� Once every 5+ years 

 
3. How often do you purchase portable music devices? 
 

� More than once a month 
� Once a month 
� Once every 3-6 months 
� Once a year 
� Once every 2 years 
� Once every 2.5-3 years 
� Once every 3.5-5 years 
� Once every 5+ years 
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4. How often do you purchase outdoor apparel (jackets, coats, etc.)? 
 

� More than once a month 
� Once a month 
� Once every 3-6 months 
� Once a year 
� Once every 2 years 
� Once every 2.5-3 years 
� Once every 3.5-5 years 
� Once every 5+ years 

 
5. How often do you purchase general apparel (pants, shirts, etc. excluding outdoor 

apparel)? 
 

� More than once a month 
� Once a month 
� Once every 3-6 months 
� Once a year 
� Once every 2 years 
� Once every 2.5-3 years 
� Once every 3.5-5 years 
� Once every 5+ years 
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Section 2 
 
Directions: This section addresses your familiarity with a number of brands. In the table 
below, please indicate how familiar you are with each brand. 
 
 

                                 Not                                 Somewhat                            Very 
Brand                    Familiar                             Familiar                         Familiar  
Blackberry  o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Verizon o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Marmot o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Nike o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Old Navy o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Vineyard Vines o  o  o o  o  o  o  

Apple iPhone o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Columbia 
Sportswear 

o  o  o o  o  o  o  

SouthPort o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Apple iPod o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Stride o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Adidas o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Microsoft Zune o  o  o o  o  o  o  
The North Face  o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Rainbow o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Reed Sterling 
 

o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Brooks Brothers o  o  o o  o  o  o  
Sony o  o  o o  o  o  o  
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Section 3 
Directions: We are interested in your evaluation of the following brands. Please indicate 
your agreement with each word when used to describe the brand.   

 
 
1. To me, Verizon is… 

 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  

 
 
2. To me, Columbia is… 
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  

 
 
3. To me, Apple iPod is… 

 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
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4. To me, Adidas is… 
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  

 
 

 
5. To me, Vineyard Vines is… 

 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  

 
 
6. To me, Apple iPhone is… 
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
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Section 3 (continued) 
 
 
7. To me, The North Face is… 
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  

 
 
8. To me, Microsoft Zune is… 
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  

 
9. me, Nike is… 
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
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Section 3 (continued) 
 
 
10. To me, Old Navy is… 
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  

 
 
11. To me, Blackberry is… 
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  

 
 
12. To me, Marmot is… 
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
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Section 3 (continued) 
 
 
13. To me, Sony is… 
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  

 
 
14. To me, Rainbow is… 
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  

 
 
15. To me, Brooks Brothers is… 
 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

Appealing o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Good o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Pleasant o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Unfavorable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
Likeable o  o  o  o  o  o o  
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Section 4 
 
Directions: Please read the following press release describing an environmental concern 
before answering the next set of questions.   
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Directions: Each statement below concerns the environmental cause described in the 
press release above. Please indicate your agreement with each statement.  
 

 Statemen
t 

Strongly 
disagree 

 
 
Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 
disagree 

 
Agree 
somewhat  

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is 
important to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is boring 
to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is relevant 
to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is means 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The Nature Conservancy is projecting to start a Freshwater Initiative that 

will place a focus on protecting and preserving the rivers and streams in 

Southern Africa over the next decade. Due to increased growth and 

development in the countries of the Southern Africa region, pollution in the 

area’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising dramatically in recent years. 

Scientists project that if pollution continues to increase at such an alarming 

rate, Southern Africa will see a decrease in the quality of the water over the 

next ten years. Decreased water quality will lead to a lower amount of 

biodiversity throughout the water systems and threaten the natural food 

chain and will lead to a decreased amount of water available for human 

consumption in the way of drinking water and recreation.   
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nothing to me. 
The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is 
significant to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is needed 
to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is 
beneficial to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 4 (continued) 
 
Directions: Please read the following press release describing an environmental concern 
before answering the next set of questions.   
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

The National Recycling Coalition has created an initiative called Recycle Now!, 
which  focuses on increasing recycling throughout the Southeastern United States.  
The organization is concerned about increasing recycling in the southeast because 
the region has the nation’s largest hazardous waste landfill, located in Emelle, AL.  
In recent years, the amount of waste entering landfills has risen dramatically, and 
scientists project that if the rate of waste continues to grow at such a high rate, 
existing landfills in the region may be full within the next 5 years.  New landfills 
will have to be created, and in some areas with a lack of available space this may 
bring waste near neighborhoods and schools.  The best way to reduce waste in 
landfills is to recycle used goods rather than throw them away. 
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Directions: Each statement below concerns the environmental cause described in the 
press release above. Please indicate your agreement with each statement.  
 
 

Statement 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 

Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is 
important to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is boring 
to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is relevant 
to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is means 
nothing to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is 
significant to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is needed 
to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is 
beneficial to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  
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APPENDIX B 

MOCK PRESS RELEASES (PRETEST 1)
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Environmental Cause: Water Conservation 

Involvement Level: High  

 The Nature Conservancy has enlisted the Southeastern U.S. rivers and streams as 

a part of its Freshwater Initiative, which makes focusing on protecting and preserving the 

rivers and streams a top priority for the organization.  The southeast has the most lakes, 

rivers, and groundwater and we have the greatest number of species in our freshwater 

sources than any other region in the country*.   Our water systems are threatened, 

however.  In recent years, pollution in the area’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising 

dramatically.  Scientists project that if pollution continues to increase at such an alarming 

rate, the southeast will see a significant decrease in the quality of the water as soon as the 

next six months.  Decreased water quality will lead to a lower amount of biodiversity 

throughout the water systems and threaten the natural food chain, and will lead to 

decreased amount of water available for human consumption in the way of drinking 

water and recreation.   

*(Sources: Alabama Clean Water Partnership, Southern Environmental Law Center) 

 

Environmental Cause: Water Conservation 

Involvement Level: Low 

The Nature Conservancy is projecting to start a Freshwater Initiative that will 

place a focus on protecting and preserving the rivers and streams in Southern Africa over 

the next decade. Due to increased growth and development in the countries of the 

Southern Africa region, pollution in the area’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising 
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dramatically in recent years. Scientists project that if pollution continues to increase at 

such an alarming rate, Southern Africa will see a decrease in the quality of the water over 

the next ten years. Decreased water quality will lead to a lower amount of biodiversity 

throughout the water systems and threaten the natural food chain and will lead to a 

decreased amount of water available for human consumption in the way of drinking 

water and recreation. 

 

Environmental Cause: Recycling 

Involvement Level: High  

The National Recycling Coalition has created an initiative called Recycle Now!, 

which  focuses on increasing recycling throughout the Southeastern United States.  The 

organization is concerned about increasing recycling in the southeast because the region 

has the nation’s largest hazardous waste landfill, located in Emelle, AL.  In recent years, 

the amount of waste entering landfills has risen dramatically, and scientists project that if 

the rate of waste continues to grow at such a high rate, existing landfills in the region may 

be full within the next 5 years.  New landfills will have to be created, and in some areas 

with a lack of available space this may bring waste near neighborhoods and schools.  The 

best way to reduce waste in landfills is to recycle used goods rather than throw them 

away. 
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Environmental Cause: Recycling  

Involvement Level: Low  

The International Recycling Coalition has created an initiative called Recycle 

Now!, which  focuses on increasing recycling throughout England.  The organization is 

concerned about increasing recycling in England because the amount of waste entering 

landfills has risen dramatically in recent years, and scientists project that if the rate of 

waste continues to grow at such a high rate, existing landfills in the region may be full 

within the next 20 years.  New landfills will have to be created, and in some areas with a 

lack of available space this may bring waste near neighborhoods and schools.  The best 

way to reduce waste in landfills is to recycle used goods rather than throw them away. 
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APPENDIX C 

EMAIL SCRIPT (PRETEST 1) 
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Dear Student,  
You are invited to participate in a research study to examine consumers' thoughts about 
alliances between causes and brands. You were selected as a possible participant in this 
study because of your status as college-aged consumer, which is of interest to this study. 
Your email address was obtained from Auburn University GroupWise, randomly selected 
by the Office of Institutional Research and Assessment. The study is being conducted by 
Beth Harben, Ph.D. student, under the direction of Dr. Sandra Forsythe, Wrangler 
Professor, and Dr. Wi-Suk Kwon, Assistant Professor, in the Auburn University 
Department of Consumer Affairs. 
 
This questionnaire asks only for general information. Your name or IP address will never 
be asked or recorded in the collection of the data or reporting of the results. All responses 
will remain confidential. Your participation is voluntary and you may decline to answer 
any questions you choose. 
 
If you do decide to participate, you will be asked to complete a questionnaire which will 
take approximately 15 minutes of your time, and your participation is completely 
voluntary. For each questionnaire that is completed, the researchers will donate $1 to the 
organization of your choice among the National Recycling Coalition, the American 
Cancer Society, the Nature Conservancy, the March of Dimes or the Red Cross. 
 
If you are interested in participating in this study, please click on the URL link below -- 
then click "Next" to go to the survey: 
 
         http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=vj4Q5J0N8hAdUjPF4UM9ZQ_3d_3d 

 
Your help in completing this survey is most appreciated. 
 
If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to e-mail Bath Harben at 
harbeme@auburn.edu, Dr. Sandra Forsythe at forsysa@auburn.edu, or Dr. Wi-Suk Kwon 
at kwonwis@auburn.edu in the Department of Consumer Affairs at Auburn University. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
Beth Harben 
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APPENDIX D 

INFORMATION PAGE (PRETEST 1) 
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Auburn University 
 College of Human Sciences 
Department of Consumer Affairs 
308 Spidle Hall 
Auburn, AL 36849-5601 
(334)844-4084 

 
INFORMATION PAGE 

for a Research Study entitled  
“Predicting Consumers’ Cause-Brand Alliance Attitude and Purchase Intention” 

 
You are invited to participate in a research study to examine factors that may influence 
consumers’ thoughts about alliances between causes and brands.  The study is being 
conducted by Beth Harben, Ph.D. student, under the direction of Dr. Sandra Forsythe, 
Wrangler Professor, and Dr. Wi-Suk Kwon, Assistant Professor, in the Auburn 
University Department of Consumer Affairs.  You were selected as a possible participant 
because you are a student at Auburn University and you are age 19 or older.  
 
If you decide to participate in this research study, you will be asked to click on the 
“Next” link at the bottom of this page.  This link will lead you to an online questionnaire.  
Your total time commitment for completing the questionnaire will be approximately 15 
minutes.   
 
There is no direct benefit to you for participating in the study.  There are no foreseeable 
risks associated with participating in this study.  Research will be conducted 
confidentially. 
 
To thank you for your time, before submitting your survey you will be offered the choice 
of selecting a cause to receive a $1 donation. The list of causes to choose from includes 
the National Recycling Coalition, the American Cancer Society, The Nature Conservancy, 
the March of Dimes and the Red Cross.    
 
Findings from this study are hoped to increase understanding of the factors that may 
influence the success of cause-brand alliances.   
 
Your participation is completely voluntary.  If you change your mind about participating 
while you are completing the questionnaire, you can stop filling out the questionnaire and 
close your browser without submitting the data.  Once you have submitted anonymous 
data, it cannot be withdrawn due to it being unidentifiable.  Your decision about whether 
or not to participate or to stop participating will not jeopardize your future relations with 
Auburn University or the Department of Consumer Affairs. 
 
Your privacy will be protected.  Any information obtained in connection with this study 
will remain anonymous.  Information collected through your participation may be 
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presented at professional meetings and published in professional journals with no 
personal identification of the participants. No IP address or any other identifiable data 
will be recorded as a result of your online survey participation.    
 
If you have questions about this study, please ask them now or contact Beth Harben by 
email, harbeme@auburn.edu or telephone, 334-844-1343 or my faculty advisors, Dr. 
Forsythe, by email forsysa@auburn.edu or by telephone, 334-844- 6458, or Dr. Kwon by 
email,  kwonwis@auburn.edu, or telephone 334- 844- 4011.                                      
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the 
Auburn University Office of Human Subjects Research or the Institutional Review Board 
by phone (334)-844-5966 or e-mail at  hsubjec@auburn.edu or IRBChair@auburn.edu. 
                                                                                                          

HAVING READ THE INFORMATION PROVIDED, YOU MUST DECIDE IF YOU 
WANT TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT.  IF YOU DECIDE TO 
PARTICIPATE, PLEASE CLICK “CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE” TO ACCESS THE 
QUESTIONNAIRE. 
 

YOU MAY PRINT A COPY OF THIS LETTER TO KEEP. 
 
 

The Auburn University institutional Review Board has approved this 
document for use from 11/5/08 to 11/4/09. Protocol # 08-273 EX 0811 

                                                                  
 
 

 

 
           NEXT 
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APPENDIX E 

CAUSE DONATION QUESTION (PRETEST 1) 
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For each survey that is completed, a $1 donation will be made to one of the 
charitable organizations listed below. Which charitable organization should receive 
$1 for the completion of your survey?   
 

o National Recycling Coalition 
o American Cancer Society 
o The Nature Conservancy 
o March of Dimes 
o Red Cross 
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APPENDIX F 

DEBRIEFING PAGE (PRETEST 1) 
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Thank You for Participating in the Survey! 
 
 
The purpose of this form is to inform you that in section 4 of the questionnaire, the 
description of the environmental concern was not a real press release, but rather it was a 
hypothetical scenario created by the investigator.  To increase your involvement with the 
environmental cause, it was necessary for us to make you believe that the press release 
was real so that your responses would resemble as closely as possible your sincere 
opinion as if it were a real situation in this study.  We are hoping for your kind 
understanding of the procedure taken in this study.        
Thank you only again for participating in this research project. 
 
If you have questions about this study, please contact Beth Harben by email, 
harbeme@auburn.edu or telephone, 334-844-1343 or my faculty advisors, Dr. Forsythe, 
by email, forsysa@auburn.edu, or by telephone, 334-844-6458, or Dr. Kwon by email,  
kwonwis@auburn.edu, or telephone 334- 844- 4011.  
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the 
Auburn University Office of Human Subjects Research or the Institutional Review Board 
by phone (334)-844-5966 or e-mail at  hsubjec@auburn.edu or IRBChair@auburn.edu. 
 
 
 
 
 

Done 
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APPENDIX G 

REVISED DEBRIEFING PAGE (PRETEST 1) 
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Thank You for Participating in the Survey! 
 
 
TO ENTER THE DRAWING FOR A CASH PRIZE, CLICK "DONE" BELOW 
 
 
The purpose of this form is to inform you that in section 4 of the questionnaire, the 
description of the environmental concern was not a real press release, but rather it was a 
hypothetical scenario created by the investigator.  To increase your involvement with the 
environmental cause, it was necessary for us to make you believe that the press release 
was real so that your responses would resemble as closely as possible your sincere 
opinion as if it were a real situation in this study.  We are hoping for your kind 
understanding of the procedure taken in this study.        
Thank you only again for participating in this research project. 
 
If you have questions about this study, please contact Beth Harben by email, 
harbeme@auburn.edu or telephone, 334-844-1343 or my faculty advisors, Dr. Forsythe, 
by email, forsysa@auburn.edu, or by telephone, 334-844-6458, or Dr. Kwon by email,  
kwonwis@auburn.edu, or telephone 334- 844- 4011.  
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the 
Auburn University Office of Human Subjects Research or the Institutional Review Board 
by phone (334)-844-5966 or e-mail at  hsubjec@auburn.edu or IRBChair@auburn.edu. 
 
 
 
 
   
                                                            
 

 

 

Done 



   

153 

    

 

APPENDIX H 

EMAIL COLLECTION WEBPAGE 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

154 

    

 

Thank You for Your Participation! 
 

 
 
 To enter in the drawing to win a cash prize, please type your email address in the box 

below. 

 

Please type your email address here: 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



   

155 

    

 

APPENDIX I 

REVISED INFORMATION PAGE (PRETEST 1) 
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To begin the survey, click “NEXT” at the bottom of the page 
 

Auburn University College of Human Sciences 
Department of Consumer Affairs 
308 Spidle Hall 
Auburn, AL 36849-5601 
(334)844-4084 

INFORMATION PAGE 
for a Research Study entitled  

“Predicting Consumers’ Cause-Brand Alliance Attitude and Purchase Intention” 
 

You are invited to participate in a research study to examine factors that may influence 
consumers’ thoughts about alliances between causes and brands.  The study is being 
conducted by Beth Harben, Ph.D. student, under the direction of Dr. Sandra Forsythe, 
Wrangler Professor, and Dr. Wi-Suk Kwon, Assistant Professor, in the Auburn 
University Department of Consumer Affairs.  You were selected as a possible participant 
because you are a student at Auburn University and you are age 19 or older.  
 
If you decide to participate in this research study, you will be asked to click on the 
“Next” link at the bottom of this page.  This link will lead you to an online questionnaire.  
Your total time commitment for completing the questionnaire will be approximately 15 
minutes.   
 
There is no direct benefit to you for participating in the study.  There are no foreseeable 
risks associated with participating in this study.  Research will be conducted 
confidentially. 
 
To thank you for your time, after you have completed the survey you will be offered the 
chance to submit your email address to enter in a drawing to win one of ten cash prizes of 
$50. 
 
Findings from this study are hoped to increase understanding of the factors that may 
influence the success of cause-brand alliances.   
 
Your participation is completely voluntary.  If you change your mind about participating 
while you are completing the questionnaire, you can stop filling out the questionnaire and 
close your browser without submitting the data.  Once you have submitted anonymous 
data, it cannot be withdrawn due to it being unidentifiable.  Your decision about whether 
or not to participate or to stop participating will not jeopardize your future relations with 
Auburn University or the Department of Consumer Affairs. 
 
Your privacy will be protected.  Any information obtained in connection with this study 
will remain anonymous.  To protect your privacy, if you choose to submit your email 
address to enter the prize drawing, your email address will be collected in a separate 
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database from your survey responses.    Information collected through your participation 
may be presented at professional meetings and published in professional journals with no 
personal identification of the participants. No IP address or any other identifiable data 
will be recorded as a result of your online survey participation.    
 
If you have questions about this study, please ask them now or contact Beth Harben by 
email, harbeme@auburn.edu or telephone, 334-844-1343 or my faculty advisors, Dr. 
Forsythe, by email forsysa@auburn.edu or by telephone, 334-844- 6458, or Dr. Kwon by 
email,  kwonwis@auburn.edu, or telephone 334- 844- 4011.                                      
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the 
Auburn University Office of Human Subjects Research or the Institutional Review Board 
by phone (334)-844-5966 or e-mail at  hsubjec@auburn.edu or IRBChair@auburn.edu. 
                                                                                                           
HAVING READ THE INFORMATION PROVIDED, YOU MUST DECIDE IF YOU 
WANT TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT.  IF YOU DECIDE TO 
PARTICIPATE, PLEASE CLICK “CONSENT TO PARTICIPATE” TO ACCESS THE 
QUESTIONNAIRE. 
 

YOU MAY PRINT A COPY OF THIS LETTER TO KEEP. 
 

The Auburn University institutional Review Board has approved this 
document for use from 2/19/09 to 11/4/09. Protocol # 08-273 EX 0811 

 

         NEXT 
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APPENDIX J 

REVISED EMAIL SCRIPT (PRETEST 1) 
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Fellow Auburn Student,  

I am a grad student here at Auburn and I hope you will take 10-15 minutes to share your 
thoughts about causes and brands in the attached survey.    
 
To thank you for your time, you will be entered into a drawing to win one of ten $50 cash 
prizes.      
 
Just click on the URL link below for more information about the study--then click 'next' 
to go to the survey: 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=vj4Q5J0N8hAdUjPF4UM9ZQ_3d_3d 
 
Thanks so much! 
Beth Harben
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APPENDIX K 

REMINDER EMAIL SCRIPT (PRETEST 1) 
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Fellow Auburn Student, 
If you have already completed the survey, Thank You Very Much and Please disregard 
this email.  
 
 If you haven't had a chance to complete the survey, I would really appreciate your time! 
  
I am a grad student here at Auburn and I hope you will take 10-15 minutes to share your 
thoughts about causes and brands in the attached survey.    
 
To thank you for your time, you will be entered into a drawing to win one of ten $50 cash 

prizes.      
 
Just click on the URL link below for more information about the study—then click ‘next’ 

to go to the survey: 
 
        http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=vj4Q5J0N8hAdUjPF4UM9ZQ_3d_3d 
 
Thanks so much! 
Beth Harben  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

162 

    

 

APPENDIX L 

QUESTIONNAIRE (PRETEST 2) 
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Pretest 2 

Directions: In a local newspaper, a recent press release reported that The North Face is 
partnering with The Nature Conservancy to preserve the country's rivers, lakes, and 
streams.  Please carefully read the following press release before answering the next set 
of questions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Directions: Each statement below concerns the environmental cause described in the 
press release above. Please indicate your agreement with each statement. 
 

Statement 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 

Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is 
important to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is boring 
to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is relevant 
to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The North Face has partnered with The Nature Conservancy to help protect 
the nation’s lakes, rivers, and streams.  The Nature Conservancy is committed 
to preserving our county’s water systems and will focus their upcoming 
Freshwater Campaign on several rivers and lakes from our state along with 
rivers and lakes from other states across the country over the next five years.  
In recent years, pollution in the country’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been 
rising dramatically and our state’s water systems have been threatened as 
well.  Scientists project that if pollution continues to increase at such an 
alarming rate, we will see a significant decrease in the quality of the water as 
soon as the next 6 months.  The North Face realizes that decreased water 
quality will lead to a decreased amount of water available for drinking water 
and recreation such as boating, fishing, and swimming.  Therefore, to help 
protect the country’s water systems, The North Face will donate 10% of the 
purchase price of each North Face jacket sold to The Nature Conservancy’s 
Freshwater Campaign.      
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Statement 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 

Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is means 
nothing to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is 
significant to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is needed 
to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The issue 
presented in the 
above press 
release is 
beneficial to me. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

 
Directions: Provided that The North Face and The Nature Conservancy are working 
together as suggested in the press release above: 
 
Please indicate your evaluation of The North Face and The Nature Conservancy working 
together to preserve the country's rivers, lakes, and streams for the next set of questions. 
 

Statement 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 

Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

The North Face 
and The Nature  
Conservancy are 
consistent with 
each other. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The North Face 
and The Nature 
Conservancy 
together is a 
typical match. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The North Face 
and The Nature 
Conservancy  
represent each 
other well. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  
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Statement 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 

Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

The North Face 
and The Nature 
Conservancy  
complement each 
other. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The North Face 
and The Nature 
Conservancy  fit  
together well. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

The North Face 
and The Nature 
Conservancy  
together make 
sense. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  
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APPENDIX M 

MOCK PRESS RELEASES (PRETEST 2) 
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Cause-Brand Fit: High  

Involvement Level: High 

The North Face has partnered with The Nature Conservancy to help protect the nation’s 

lakes, rivers, and streams.  The Nature Conservancy is committed to preserving our 

county’s water systems and will focus their upcoming Freshwater Campaign on several 

rivers and lakes from our state along with rivers and lakes from other states across the 

country over the next five years.  In recent years, pollution in the country’s rivers, lakes, 

and streams has been rising dramatically and our state’s water systems have been 

threatened as well.  Scientists project that if pollution continues to increase at such an 

alarming rate, we will see a significant decrease in the quality of the water as soon as the 

next 6 months.  The North Face realizes that decreased water quality will lead to a 

decreased amount of water available for drinking water and recreation such as boating, 

fishing, and swimming.  Therefore, to help protect the country’s water systems, The 

North Face will donate 10% of the purchase price of each North Face jacket sold to The 

Nature Conservancy’s Freshwater Campaign.      

 

Cause-Brand Fit: High 

Involvement Level: Low 

The North Face has partnered with The Nature Conservancy to help protect South 

Africa’s lakes, rivers, and streams.  The Nature Conservancy is committed to preserving 

South Africa’s water systems and will focus their upcoming Freshwater Campaign on 

several rivers and lakes across the country over the next decade.  In recent years, 
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pollution in South Africa’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising.  Scientists project 

that if pollution continues to increase, South Africa will see a decrease in the quality of 

the water over the next 10 years.  The North Face realizes that decreased water quality 

will lead to a decreased amount of water available for drinking water and recreation. 

Therefore, to help protect South Africa’s water systems, The North Face will donate 10% 

of the purchase price of each North Face jacket sold to The Nature Conservancy’s 

Freshwater Campaign.      

 

Cause-Brand Fit: Low 

Involvement Level: High 

Old Navy has partnered with The Nature Conservancy to help protect the nation’s lakes, 

rivers, and streams.  The Nature Conservancy is committed to preserving our county’s 

water systems and will focus their upcoming Freshwater Campaign on several rivers and 

lakes from our state along with rivers and lakes from other states across the country over 

the next five years. In recent years, pollution in the country’s rivers, lakes, and streams 

has been rising dramatically and our state’s water systems have been threatened as well.  

Scientists project that if pollution continues to increase at such an alarming rate, the 

country will see a significant decrease in the quality of the water as soon as the next 6 

months.  Old Navy realizes that decreased water quality will lead to a decreased amount 

of water available for drinking water and recreation such as boating, fishing, and 

swimming.  Therefore, to help protect the country’s water systems, Old Navy will donate 
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10% of the purchase price of each Old Navy jacket sold to The Nature Conservancy’s 

Freshwater Campaign.      

Cause-Brand Fit: Low 

Involvement Level: Low 

Old Navy has partnered with The Nature Conservancy to help protect South Africa’s 

lakes, rivers, and streams.  The Nature Conservancy is committed to preserving South 

Africa’s water systems and will focus their upcoming Freshwater Campaign on several 

rivers and lakes across the country over the next decade.  In recent years, pollution in 

South Africa’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising.  Scientists project that if 

pollution continues to increase, South Africa will see a decrease in the quality of the 

water over the next 10 years.  Old Navy realizes that decreased water quality will lead to 

a decreased amount of water available for drinking water and recreation.  Therefore, to 

help protect South Africa’s water systems, Old Navy will donate 10% of the purchase 

price of each Old Navy jacket sold to The Nature Conservancy’s Freshwater Campaign. 
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APPENDIX N 

EMAIL SCRIPT (PRETEST 2) 
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Dear CAHS 2007 Student,  
I hope you will take 10 minutes to share your thoughts about causes and brands in the 
attached survey.    
 
To thank you for your time, you will be offered 5 points extra credit on Exam 2 in your 
CAHS 2007 course.      
 
Just click on the URL link below for more information about the study—then click ‘next’ 
to go to the survey: 
 
http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=gyRoHsu2Va9ASpVRTPwDHw_3d_3d 
 
Thanks so much! 
Beth Harben 
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APPENDIX O 

INFORMATION PAGE (PRETEST 2) 
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Auburn University College of Human Sciences 
Department of Consumer Affairs 
308 Spidle Hall 
Auburn, AL 36849-5601 
(334)844-4084 
 

INFORMATION PAGE 
for a Research Study entitled 

“Predicting Consumers’ Cause-Brand Alliance Attitude and Purchase Intention” 
 
You are invited to participate in a research study to examine factors that may influence 
consumers’ thoughts about alliances between causes and brands.  The study is being 
conducted by Beth Harben, Ph.D. student, under the direction of Dr. Sandra Forsythe, 
Wrangler Professor, and Dr. Wi-Suk Kwon, Assistant Professor, in the Auburn 
University Department of Consumer Affairs.  You were selected as a possible participant 
because you are a student in CAHS 2000 or CAHS 2007 at Auburn University and you 
are age 19 or older.  
If you decide to participate in this research study, you will be asked to click on the 
“Next” link at the bottom of this page.  This link will lead you to an online questionnaire.  
Your total time commitment for completing the questionnaire will be approximately 15 
minutes.   
There is no direct benefit to you for participating in the study.  There are no foreseeable 
risks associated with participating in this study.  Research will be conducted 
confidentially. 
 
To thank you for your time, you may receive 5 points extra credit in this course.  To 
receive extra credit, after you have completed the survey, you will be directed to a thank 
you page.  Read the page and then click “Done”.  You will be directed to a page that will 
instruct you to enter the code that your instructor assigned to you.  In this way, the survey 
responses are collectedly separately from the extra credit codes, keeping your responses 
anonymous.      
 
Findings from this study are hoped to increase understanding of the factors that may 
influence the success of cause-brand alliances.   
 
Your participation is completely voluntary.  If you change your mind about participating 
while you are completing the questionnaire, you can stop filling out the questionnaire and 
close your browser without submitting the data.  Once you have submitted anonymous 
data, it cannot be withdrawn due to it being unidentifiable.  Your decision about whether 
or not to participate or to stop participating will not jeopardize your future relations with 
Auburn University or the Department of Consumer Affairs. 
 
Your privacy will be protected.  Any information obtained in connection with this study 
will remain anonymous.  To ensure that your information remains anonymous, your 
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instructor will assign a code to each student.  After you complete the survey, enter the 
code on the appropriate webpage.  Your code will be collected in a separate database 
from your survey responses and so the investigator will have no way of identifying your 
information.  Your instructor will receive a list of codes to assign the students who 
participated in the survey extra credit.  Information collected through your participation 
may be presented at professional meetings and published in professional journals with no 
personal identification of the participants. No IP address or any other identifiable data 
will be recorded as a result of your online survey participation.    
 
If you have questions about this study, please contact Beth Harben by email, 
harbeme@auburn.edu or telephone, 334-844-1343 or my faculty advisors, Dr. Forsythe, 
by email forsysa@auburn.edu or by telephone, 334-844- 6458, or Dr. Kwon by email,  
kwonwis@auburn.edu, or telephone 334- 844- 4011.                                      
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the 
Auburn University Office of Human Subjects Research or the Institutional Review Board 
by phone (334)-844-5966 or e-mail at  hsubjec@auburn.edu or IRBChair@auburn.edu.  
 
HAVING READ THE INFORMATION PROVIDED, YOU MUST DECIDE IF YOU 
WANT TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT.  IF YOU DECIDE TO 
PARTICIPATE, PLEASE CLICK “NEXT” TO ACCESS THE QUESTIONNAIRE. 
 
YOU MAY PRINT A COPY OF THIS LETTER TO KEEP. 
 
The Auburn University Institutional Review Board has approved this document for use 

from March 11, 2009 to November 4, 2009.  Protocol # 08-273 EX 0811                        
 
 
 
 
 
 

           NEXT 
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APPENDIX P 

REMINDER EMAIL SCRIPT (PRETEST 2) 
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Dear CAHS 2000 Student,  
If you have already taken the survey, Thank You very much and please disregard this 
email.  
 
If you have not taken the survey, then I hope you will take 10 minutes to share your 
thoughts about causes and brands in the attached survey.    
 
To thank you for your time, you will be offered 5 points extra credit on Exam 2 in your 
CAHS 2000 course.      
 
Just click on the URL link below for more information about the study—then click ‘next’ 
to go to the survey: 
 
 http://www.surveymonkey.com/s.aspx?sm=DiY4_2f5RQoELLRya2XYsLVw_3d_3d 
 
Thanks so much! 
Beth Harben  
 
P.S. The deadline for participating in the survey is Monday by Midnight!
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APPENDIX Q 

QUESTIONNAIRE (MAIN EXPERIMENT) 
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Main Experiment 

Directions: The following set of questions asks for general information about you. Please     
select the appropriate answer for each question.   

 
What is your gender? 

1. Male 
2. Female 

 
What is your age? 

1. 0-18 years old 
2. 19-25 years old 
3. 26-35 years old 
4. 36-50 years old 
5. 51-65 years old 
6. 66 years old or over 

 
What is the highest level of education that you have completed? 

1. 8th Grade or less 
2. Some High School 
3. High School Degree 
4. Some College or Technical School 
5. College Degree (2 years) 
6. College Degree (4 years) 
7. Some Graduate School 
8. Graduate Degree (Masters, Doctorate, etc) 

 
Which of the following describes your employment situation? 

1. Working Full-time 
2. Working Part-time 
3. Currently not employed 

 
Are you currently attending school? 

1. Yes, enrolled in school full-time 
2. Yes, enrolled in school part-time 
3. No, I am not currently attending school 

 
What type of school are you currently attending? 

1. Less than 2 year school (to achieve training, a license, a certificate, etc.) 
2. 2 year institution 
3. 4 year institution 
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In which state do you currently live?  

1. ALABAMA 
2. ALASKA 
3. ARIZONA 
4. ARKANSAS 
5. CALIFORNIA 
6. COLORADO 
7. CONNECTICUT 
8. DELAWARE 
9. DISTRICT OF COLUMBIA 
10. FLORIDA 
11. GEORGIA 
12. HAWAII 
13. IDAHO 
14. ILLINOIS 
15. INDIANA 
16. IOWA 
17. KANSAS 
18. KENTUCKY 
19. LOUISIANA 
20. MAINE 
21. MARYLAND 
22. MASSACHUSETTS 
23. MICHIGAN 
24. MINNESOTA 
25. MISSISSIPPI 
26. MISSOURI 
27. MONTANA 
28. NEBRASKA 
29. NEVADA 
30. NEW HAMPSHIRE 
31. NEW JERSEY 
32. NEW MEXICO 
33. NEW YORK 
34. NORTH CAROLINA 
35. NORTH DAKOTA 
36. OHIO 
37. OKLAHOMA 
38. OREGON 
39. PENNSYLVANIA 
40. RHODE ISLAND 
41. SOUTH CAROLINA 
42. SOUTH DAKOTA 
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43. TENNESSEE 
44. TEXAS 
45. UTAH 
46. VERMONT 
47. VIRGINIA 
48. WASHINGTON 
49. WEST VIRGINIA 
50. WISCONSIN 
51. WYOMING 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Directions: In a local newspaper, a recent press release reported that BRAND  is 

partnering with The Nature Conservancy to preserve the CAUSE.  Please carefully read 
the following press release before answering the next set of questions. At the end of this 
questionnaire there will be a brief quiz to see how much you can remember about the 
press release.  

 
 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

We at The North Face are happy to announce that we are partnering with The Nature 
Conservancy to help protect the nation’s lakes, rivers, and streams.  The Nature 
Conservancy will focus their upcoming Freshwater Campaign on preserving several 
rivers and lakes from your state along with rivers and lakes from other states across 
the country over the next five years.  In recent years, pollution in the country’s 
rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising dramatically and your state’s water systems 
have been threatened as well.  Scientists project that if pollution continues to 
increase at such an alarming rate, we will see a significant decrease in the quality of 
the water as soon as the next 6 months. At The North Face, we realize that decreased 
water quality will lead to a decreased amount of water available for drinking water 
and recreation such as boating, fishing, and swimming.  Therefore, to help protect 
the country’s water systems, we at The North Face will donate 10% of the purchase 
price of each North Face jacket sold to The Nature Conservancy’s Freshwater 
Campaign.      
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Directions: Provided that BRAND and The Nature Conservancy are working together as 
suggested in the press release above, for the next set of questions, please select the 
number that best describes your evaluation of BRAND and The Nature Conservancy 
working together to preserve the CAUSE. 

 
To me, BRAND working with The Nature Conservancy to preserve the CAUSE is:  
 

1 Unappealing 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 Appealing 

 
 
To me, BRAND working with The Nature Conservancy to preserve the CAUSE is:  
 

1 Bad 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 Good 

 
To me, BRAND working with The Nature Conservancy to preserve the CAUSE is:  
 

1 Unpleasant 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 Pleasant 
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To me, BRAND working with The Nature Conservancy to preserve the CAUSE is:  
 

1 Unfavorable 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 Favorable 
 

To me, BRAND working with The Nature Conservancy to preserve the CAUSE is:  
 

1 Unlikable 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 Likable 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   

183 

    

 

 
 

Directions: Suppose that BRAND and The Nature Conservancy are working together as 
described in the previous press release to preserve the CAUSE.   
 
The following statements describe what people may think or feel about BRAND and The 
Nature Conservancy working together.  For each statement, please indicate how much 
you agree or disagree with the statement based on everything you know about BRAND 
and The Nature Conservancy working together to preserve the CAUSE.  
 

Statement 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 

Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

BRAND 
supported The 
Nature 
Consevancy 
because ultimately 
they care about 
their customers. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

BRAND 
partnered with 
The Nature 
Conservancy to 
persuade me to 
buy their 
products. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

BRAND really 
cares about 
getting The 
Nature 
Conservancy 
information to 
their customers 
. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

BRAND 
supported The 
Nature 
Consevancy 
because ultimately 
they care about 
their customers. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  
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BRAND 
partnered with 
The Nature 
Conservancy to 
persuade me to 
buy their 
products. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

Statement 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 

Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

BRAND really 
cares about 
getting The 
Nature 
Conservancy 
information to 
their customers. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

BRAND 
partnered with 
The Nature 
Conservancy 
because ultimately 
they care about 
their profits. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

BRAND 
partnered with 
The Nature 
Conservancy 
because joining 
with a cause 
creates a positive 
corporate image.  

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

Ultimately, 
BRAND benefits 
by partnering with 
The Nature 
Conservancy. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

BRAND 
partnered with 
The Nature 
Conservancy 
because morally it 
was the right 
thing to do. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

BRAND does not 
have a genuine 
concern for the 
welfare of their 
customers. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  
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Directions: The following questions address your intentions of purchasing a jacket from 

BRAND, knowing that BRAND is supporting The Nature Conservancy to 
preserve the CAUSE. For each statement, please select the number that best 
represents your intention to purchase a North Face jacket, knowing that the 
brand supports The Nature Conservancy to preserve the CAUSE.     

 
 Very 

Low 
  Somewhat 

High 
  Very 

High 
The 
likelihood of 
purchasing a 
BRAND 
jacket 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

The 
probability 
that I would 
consider 
buying a 
BRAND 
jacket 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

My 
willingness 
to buy a 
BRAND 
jacket 

o  o  o  o  o  o  o  

 
 
 
 
Directions: Again, knowing that BRAND and The Nature Conservancy are working 

together to preserve the CAUSE, please indicate how much you agree or disagree 
with each statement based on everything you know about BRAND and The 
Nature Conservancy partnering to preserve the CAUSE.       
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Statement 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 

Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

BRAND and The 
Nature  
Conservancy are 
consistent with 
each other. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

Statement 
Strongly 
disagree 

 
 

Disagree 

 
Disagree 
somewhat 

Neither 
agree 
nor 

disagree 

 
Agree 

somewhat 

 
Agree Strongly 

agree 

BRAND and The 
Nature 
Conservancy 
together is a 
typical match. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

BRAND and The 
Nature 
Conservancy  
represent each 
other well. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

BRAND and The 
Nature 
Conservancy  
complement each 
other. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

BRAND and The 
Nature 
Conservancy  fit  
together well. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

BRAND and The 
Nature 
Conservancy  
together make 
sense. 

o  o  o  o  o  o o  

 
 
 
 
 
 
Directions: Please answer the following questions about the environmental cause 
described in the previous press release.  
 
To me, the issue presented in the previous press release is:  
 

1 Unimportant 
2 
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3 
4 
5 
6 
7 Important 

 
 
To me, the issue presented in the previous press release is: 
  

1 Boring 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 Interesting 

 
 
To me, the issue presented in the previous press release is:  
 

1 Irrelevant 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 Relevant 

 
 
To me, the issue presented in the previous press release is:  
 

1 Means Nothing 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 Means a Lot to Me 
 
 

To me, the issue presented in the previous press release is:  
 

1 Insignificant 
2 
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3 
4 
5 
6 
7 Significant 

 
 
 
To me, the issue presented in the previous press release is:  
 

1 Not Needed 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 Needed 

 
 
To me, the issue presented in the previous press release is:  
 

1 Not Beneficial 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 Beneficial 

 
 
 
 
 
Directions: Please answer the following questions concerning the press release that you 

read.  
 
Who was the source of the message? 

1. The Nature Conservancy 
2. BRAND 

 
Where will the cause-brand alliance benefit? 

1. The U.S. 
2. South Africa 
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Directions: The following set of questions asks for general information about you. Please 
select the appropriate answer for each question.  
 
What is your major? 
 
 
 
What is your class standing? 
 

1. Freshman 
2. Sophomore 
3. Junior 
4. Senior 

 
Of which racial group do you consider yourself to be a member? 

1. African Amercian/Black 
2. Asian/Pacific Islander 
3. Caucasian/White 
4. Hispanic 
5. Native American/Alaskan Native 
6. Bi-Racial 
7. Other (please specify) 

 
 
*Note: BRAND = BRAND or Old Navy, CAUSE = The nation’s rivers, lakes, and 

streams, or South Africa’s rivers, lakes, and streams 
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APPENDIX R 

MOCK PRESS RELEASES (MAIN EXPERIMENT) 
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Involvement Level: High 

Cause-Brand Fit: High 

Message Source: Brand 

We at The North Face are happy to announce that we are partnering with The 

Nature Conservancy to help protect the nation’s lakes, rivers, and streams.   

The Nature Conservancy will focus their upcoming Freshwater Campaign on 

preserving several rivers and lakes from your state along with rivers and lakes from other 

states across the country over the next five years.  In recent years, pollution in the 

country’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising dramatically and your state’s water 

systems have been threatened as well.  Scientists project that if pollution continues to 

increase at such an alarming rate, we will see a significant decrease in the quality of the 

water as soon as the next 6 months.   

At The North Face, we realize that decreased water quality will lead to a 

decreased amount of water available for drinking water and recreation such as boating, 

fishing, and swimming.  Therefore, to help protect the country’s water systems, we at The 

North Face will donate 10% of the purchase price of each North Face jacket sold to The 

Nature Conservancy’s Freshwater Campaign. 
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Involvement Level: High 

Cause-Brand Fit: High 

Message Source: Cause 

We at The Nature Conservancy are happy to announce that The North Face is 

partnering with us to help protect the nation’s lakes, rivers, and streams.   

At The Nature Conservancy, we are focusing our upcoming Freshwater Campaign 

on preserving several rivers and lakes from your state along with rivers and lakes from 

other states across the country over the next five years.  In recent years, pollution in the 

country’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising dramatically and your state’s water 

systems have been threatened as well.  Scientists project that if pollution continues to 

increase at such an alarming rate, we will see a significant decrease in the quality of the 

water as soon as the next 6 months.   

  We at The Nature Conservancy realize that decreased water quality will lead to a 

decreased amount of water available for drinking water and recreation such as boating, 

fishing, and swimming.  Therefore, we believe that with the help of The North Face by 

offering to donate 10% of the purchase price of each North Face jacket sold to The 

Nature Conservancy’s Freshwater Campaign, we can protect the country’s water systems.    



   

193 

    

 

 
Involvement Level: Low 

Cause-Brand Fit: High 

Message Source: Brand 

We at The North Face are happy to announce that we are partnering with The 

Nature Conservancy to help protect South Africa’s lakes, rivers, and streams.   

The Nature Conservancy will focus their upcoming Freshwater Campaign on 

preserving several rivers and lakes across South Africa over the next decade.  In recent 

years, pollution in the country’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising dramatically.  

Scientists project that if pollution continues to increase at such an alarming rate, South 

Africa will see a significant decrease in the quality of the water over the next 10 years.   

At The North Face, we realize that decreased water quality will lead to a 

decreased amount of water available for drinking water and recreation such as boating, 

fishing, and swimming.  Therefore, to help protect South Africa’s water systems, we at 

BRAND will donate 10% of the purchase price of each North Face jacket sold to The 

Nature Conservancy’s Freshwater Campaign.     

 

Involvement Level: Low 

Cause-Brand Fit: High 

Message Source: Cause 

We at The Nature Conservancy are happy to announce that The North Face is 

partnering with us to help protect South Africa’s lakes, rivers, and streams.  
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At The Nature Conservancy, we are focusing our upcoming Freshwater Campaign 

on preserving several rivers and lakes across South Africa over the next decade.  In recent 

years, pollution in the country’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising dramatically.  

Scientists project that if pollution continues to increase at such an alarming rate, South 

Africa will see a significant decrease in the quality of the water over the next 10 years.  

     We at The Nature Conservancy realize that decreased water quality will lead to a 

decreased amount of water available for drinking water and recreation such as boating, 

fishing, and swimming.  Therefore, we believe that with the help of The North Face by 

offering to donate 10% of the purchase price of each North Face jacket sold to The 

Nature Conservancy’s Freshwater Campaign, we can protect South Africa's water 

systems.    

 

Involvement Level: High 

Cause-Brand Fit: Low 

Message Source: Brand 

We at Old Navy are happy to announce that we are partnering with The Nature 

Conservancy to help protect the nation’s lakes, rivers, and streams.   

The Nature Conservancy will focus their upcoming Freshwater Campaign on 

preserving several rivers and lakes from your state along with rivers and lakes from other 

states across the country over the next five years.  In recent years, pollution in the 

country’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising dramatically and your state’s water 

systems have been threatened as well.  Scientists project that if pollution continues to 
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increase at such an alarming rate, we will see a significant decrease in the quality of the 

water as soon as the next 6 months.   

At Old Navy, we realize that decreased water quality will lead to a decreased 

amount of water available for drinking water and recreation such as boating, fishing, and 

swimming.  Therefore, to help protect the country’s water systems, we at Old Navy will 

donate 10% of the purchase price of each Old Navy jacket sold to The Nature 

Conservancy’s Freshwater Campaign.      

 

Involvement Level: High 

Cause-Brand Fit: Low 

Message Source: Cause 

We at The Nature Conservancy are happy to announce that Old Navy is 

partnering with us to help protect the nation’s lakes, rivers, and streams.   

At The Nature Conservancy, we are focusing our upcoming Freshwater Campaign 

on preserving several rivers and lakes from your state along with rivers and lakes from 

other states across the country over the next five years.  In recent years, pollution in the 

country’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising dramatically and your state’s water 

systems have been threatened as well.  Scientists project that if pollution continues to 

increase at such an alarming rate, we will see a significant decrease in the quality of the 

water as soon as the next 6 months.   

We at The Nature Conservancy realize that decreased water quality will lead to a 

decreased amount of water available for drinking water and recreation such as boating, 
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fishing, and swimming.  Therefore, we believe that with the help of Old Navy by offering 

to donate 10% of the purchase price of each Old Navy jacket sold to The Nature 

Conservancy’s Freshwater Campaign, we can protect the country’s water systems. 

 

Involvement Level: Low 

Cause-Brand Fit: Low 

Message Source: Brand 

We at Old Navy are happy to announce that we are partnering with The Nature 

Conservancy to help protect South Africa’s lakes, rivers, and streams.   

The Nature Conservancy will focus their upcoming Freshwater Campaign on 

preserving several rivers and lakes across South Africa over the next decade.  In recent 

years, pollution in the country’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising dramatically.  

Scientists project that if pollution continues to increase at such an alarming rate, South 

Africa will see a significant decrease in the quality of the water over the next 10 years.   

At Old Navy, we  realize that decreased water quality will lead to a decreased 

amount of water available for drinking water and recreation such as boating, fishing, and 

swimming.  Therefore, to help protect South Africa’s water systems, we at Old Navy will 

donate 10% of the purchase price of each Old Navy jacket sold to The Nature 

Conservancy’s Freshwater Campaign. 
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Involvement Level: Low 

Cause-Brand Fit: Low 

Message Source: Cause 

We at The Nature Conservancy are happy to announce that Old Navy is 

partnering with us to help protect South Africa’s lakes, rivers, and streams.   

At The Nature Conservancy, we are focusing our upcoming Freshwater Campaign 

on preserving several rivers and lakes across South Africa over the next decade.  In recent 

years, pollution in the country’s rivers, lakes, and streams has been rising dramatically.  

Scientists project that if pollution continues to increase at such an alarming rate, South 

Africa will see a significant decrease in the quality of the water over the next 10 years.   

We at The Nature Conservancy realize that decreased water quality will lead to a 

decreased amount of water available for drinking water and recreation such as boating, 

fishing, and swimming.  Therefore, we believe that with the help of Old Navy by offering 

to donate 10% of the purchase price of each Old Navy jacket sold to The Nature 

Conservancy’s Freshwater Campaign, we can protect South Africa's water systems.    
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APPENDIX S 

INFORMATION PAGE (MAIN EXPERIMENT) 
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THIS PAGE CONTAINS INFORAMTION ABOUT PARTICIPATING IN THE 
SURVEY.  

 
TO SKIP THIS PAGE AND BEGIN THE SURVEY, CLICK “CONTINUE” AT THE 
BOTTOM OF THE PAGE. 

 
 
 

INFORMATION PAGE 
for a Research Study entitled 

“Predicting Consumers’ Cause-Brand Alliance Attitude and Purchase Intention” 
 
You are invited to participate in a research study to examine factors that may influence 
consumers’ thoughts about alliances between causes and brands. The study is being 
conducted by Beth Harben, Ph.D. student, under the direction of Dr. Sandra Forsythe, 
Wrangler Professor, and Dr. Wi-Suk Kwon, Assistant Professor, in the Auburn 
University Department of Consumer Affairs. You were selected as a possible participant 
because you are a member of a consumer panel of Peanut Labs and are 19 years old or 
older.  
 
If you decide to participate in this research study, you will be asked to click on the 
“continue” link at the bottom of this page. This link will lead you to an online 
questionnaire. Your total time commitment for completing the questionnaire will be 
approximately 10 minutes.  
 
There is no direct benefit to you and no foreseeable risks for participating in the study. 
Research will be conducted confidentially. 
 
Findings from this study are hoped to increase understanding of the factors that may 
influence the success of cause-brand alliances.  
 
Your participation is completely voluntary. If you change your mind about participating 
while you are completing the questionnaire, you can stop filling out the questionnaire and 
close your browser without submitting the data. Once you have submitted anonymous 
data, it cannot be withdrawn due to it being unidentifiable. Your decision about whether 
or not to participate or to stop participating will not jeopardize your future relations with 
Auburn University or the Department of Consumer Affairs. 
 
Your privacy will be protected. Any information obtained in connection with this study 
will remain anonymous. Information collected through your participation may be 
presented at professional meetings and published in professional journals with no 
personal identification of the participants. No IP address or any other identifiable data 
will be recorded by the researcher as a result of your online survey participation.     
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If you have questions about this study, please contact Beth Harben by email, 
Harbeme@auburn.edu or telephone, 334-844-1343 or my faculty advisors, Dr. Forsythe, 
by email forsysa@auburn.edu or by telephone, 334-844- 6458, or Dr. Kwon by email,  
kwonwis@auburn.edu, or telephone 334- 844- 4011.                                      
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the 
Auburn University Office of Human Subjects Research or the Institutional Review Board 
by phone (334)-844-5966 or e-mail at  hsubjec@auburn.edu or IRBChair@auburn.edu.  
 
HAVING READ THE INFORMATION PROVIDED, YOU MUST DECIDE IF YOU 
WANT TO PARTICIPATE IN THIS RESEARCH PROJECT.  IF YOU DECIDE TO 
PARTICIPATE, PLEASE CLICK “NEXT” TO ACCESS THE QUESTIONNAIRE. 
 
YOU MAY PRINT A COPY OF THIS LETTER TO KEEP. 
 
The Auburn University Institutional Review Board has approved this document for use 

from March 25, 2009 to November 4, 2009.  Protocol # 08-273 EX 0811                        
 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 
 
 

           NEXT 
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APPENDIX T 

DEBRIEFING PAGE (MAIN EXPERIMENT) 
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Thank You for Participating in the Survey!!!!  
 
The purpose of this page is to inform you that in the beginning of the questionnaire the 
description of the cause and the brand working together was not a real press release, but 
rather it was a hypothetical scenario created by the investigator.  To increase your 
involvement with the cause-brand alliance, it was necessary for us to make you believe 
that the press release was real so that your responses would resemble as closely as 
possible your sincere opinion as if it were a real situation in this study.  We are hoping 
for your kind understanding of the procedure taken in this study.  
 
Thank you again for participating in this research project.  
 
If you have questions about this study, please contact Beth Harben by email, 
harbeme@auburn.edu or telephone, 334-844-1343 or my faculty advisors, Dr. Forsythe, 
by email, forsysa@auburn.edu, or by telephone, 334-844-6458, or Dr. Kwon by email,  
kwonwis@auburn.edu, or telephone 334- 844- 4011.  
 
If you have questions about your rights as a research participant, you may contact the 
Auburn University Office of Human Subjects Research or the Institutional Review Board 
by phone (334)-844-5966 or e-mail at  hsubjec@auburn.edu or IRBChair@auburn.edu.                       
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APPENDIX U  

SAMPLE DISTRIBUTION BY STATE 
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